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Introduction

Social Democrats, USA. is the 110 year old organization that was known as the Social 
Democratic Party of the United States of America from 1898-1901, the Socialist Party of 
America from 1901-1956, Socialist Party/ Social Democratic Federation from 1956-
1964, Socialist Party, U.S.A. from 1964-1972, and  Socialist Party, U.S.A./ Democratic 
Socialist Federation of the U.S.A. in 1972.   Social Democrats, USA is the direct 
successor of the Socialist Party, U.S.A., the party of Eugene V. Debs, Mary Harris 
“Mother” Jones, Jack London, Helen Keller, Morris Hillquit, Victor Berger, Meyer 
London, Norman Thomas, Darlington Hoopes, A. Phillip Randolph, Michael Harrington, 
Bayard Rustin & Frank Zeidler. 

The Socialist Party U.S.A., at its national convention on December 30, 1972, by a 
majority vote of the delegates, voted to change the name of the organization to Social 
Democrats, U.S.A.  The organization became officially known as Social Democrats, 
U.S.A., with the adoption, at its convention, on December 31, 1972, of a new 
constitution.  Nevertheless, the structure of the renamed organization remained the same 
as it was when it was the SPUSA, with a National Chair or Co-Chairs, National Secretary 
or Executive Director, National Committee, National Action Committee, State & Local 
Organizations and the Youth section, the Young People’s Socialist League of America 
and the internal discussion bulletin. Hammer & Tongs.  Social Democrats, U.S.A., 
uninterrupted, continued to be affiliated with the Socialist International.  The 
International recognized that the SDUSA was the same organization that held that seat 
under the name Socialist Party, representing the United States, since the SI’s founding in 
1952.  

In addition, the SDUSA’s constitution maintained that “The Socialist Party, by that name, 
shall continue in association with the Social Democrats, U.S.A.”  The constitution also 
stated that one of the duties and functions of the Socialist Party was “to solicit and 
receive money for distribution for socialist purposes, including electoral activity, in 
accordance with the decision of the Board.”  This meant that not only was the historic 
Socialist Party, still alive, despite the official change of the name of the organization to 
SDUSA, but if the need aroused, the Board of the Socialist Party, whose membership was 
the same as the National Committee of the Social Democrats, U.S.A., could vote to re-
establish itself, again, as a political party, on a local, state or national level, under the 
name Socialist Party. U.S.A.  This Article of the SDUSA’s constitution entitled, “The 
Socialist Party,” remained unchanged when the governing document was amended on 
September 8, 1974;  July 18, 1976,  November 21-23, 1981,  December 5, 1982, 
 December 6, 1987, and  March 24, 1990.  
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The YPSL’s changed its name to Young Social Democrats in 1976.    However, the SD’s 
constitution included a separate Article in the document that were amended from 1976 
thru 1990, under the title, “Young People’s Socialist League,” that maintained, “The 
Young People's Socialist League, by that name, shall continue in association with the 
Social Democrats, U.S.A.” 

After the attempt to revive the SDUSA in 2008-2009, the elected officers of the 
organizations and the NC in December voted to dismiss Gabe Ross as its Executive 
Direction for insubordination.  Nevertheless, Ross defied the elected officers by 
continuing to insist that he is the only spokesperson for the SDUSA and that the officers 
were no longer members of the organization!   Thus, we were forced to disassociate 
ourselves from his rump group that uses the confusing name of Social Democrats, 
USA/Socialist Party, USA, on our former website, but is essentially a one or two person 
operation.    Notwithstanding, the elected officers of  Social Democrats, USA, maintained 
their right to the ownership of that name and affirm that theirs is the identical 
organization, and the only historic political entity, that under the name, “Socialist Party”, 
ran Eugene V. Debs and Norman Thomas for President of the United States, elected 
Victor Berger and Meyer London to the U.S. House of Representatives, Daniel Hoan and 
Frank Zeidler as mayor of Milwaukee, Wisconsin, and scores of mayors, state legislators, 
judges, and other local political offices holders in the period from 1912 to the mid 1920s.

This is the official public document announcing the revival of Social Democrats, U.S.A. 
It directly connects the revised organization to its heritage as the historic Socialist Party 
of Debs, Thomas and Harrington to the Social Democrats, U.S.A. of Bayard Rustin, Tom 
Kahn, Carl Gershman, Rita Freeman, Donald Slaiman David Jessup and Penn Kemble. 
All of the documents of this 110 year old organization are part of our continuing history, 
no matter how controversial today.

In this Manifesto of Social Democrats, USA, we will connect our past to the present, by 
first looking back at the last 50 years of the SP-SD, beginning with an objective account 
of what led to the three way split in the Socialist Party in the early 1970s and the change 
of the Party’s name to Social Democrats U.S.A. and the bitter rivalry that took place 
between it and one of the organization that evolved from the split, the Democratic 
Socialist Organizing Committee.  Next, this document will directly and critically 
confront, with a little levity, the questions that our critics on both the political Right and 
Left will probably raise about our effort to revived the SDUSA, including the charges of 
being neo-conservative by the Left and the obsolescence of the concept of socialism or 
social democracy in the 21st Century after the fall of Communism in most of the world, 
made by the Right and even many moderates and liberals as well.  We intend this to be an 
entertaining and lively response to the many controversies concerning our organization.   

We will also tell the complete story of the apparent abandonment of the SD by its former 
national leadership and how one remaining Local decided that it didn’t want the 
organization to die.  Rather, they started the effort to revive and rebuild the SD under new 
leadership and a revised political outlook which intends to maintain the best traditions of 
the last 30+ year history of the organizations, while changing those policies that appeared 
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to place ourselves closer to neo-conservatives on the Right, instead of reflecting our 110 
year old heritage on the democratic Left.  

Unfortunately, after a promising beginning, our first effort toward reviving the SD and 
create an organization with a democratic internal structure went awry as a result of the 
divisive behavior and public activities by our provisional Executive Director and head of 
the one remaining SD Local, which severely damaged the credibility of the organization. 
After many attempts to try to amicably resolve these problems with the Executive 
Director, the provisional elected officers of the SD felt that they had no choice but to 
dismissed the ED from his post and move the National Office to New York City from 
Johnstown, Pennsylvania, and begin anew with our mission of reviving the SDUSA for 
the 21st Century.  It will also clear up any confusion over how the former ED continues to 
maintain control over our former website, blogs and message boards, insisting that he 
continues to speak for the SD, even after he was dismissed from his official position of 
ED by the elected officers of the organization, thereby creating the fiction that there are 
two organizations claiming to be the SDUSA.  While his actions has resulted in the 
officers having to create a new official website and message boards for the authentic 
SDUSA, no one reading this section of the document will have any doubts, upon reaching 
the end of the chapter, that this organization is the only legitimate body that can claim 
that name and the rich historical heritage that comes with it. 

This experience has only reinforced the officer’s conviction that the revived SD must be 
an empathetic organization, as the problems with the Executive Director have been 
repeated many times over in other Left and non-Left political organizations, and did not 
develop solely due to his personal short-comings. Therefore, this section of the 
Manifesto, will discuss in depth, not only the factors that led up to the decision to fire the 
Executive Director, but its wider meaning beyond the fate of one organization.  The 
reason why Left organizations have usually failed is because of the divisive internal life 
which belittles its humane and often inspiring principles and goals.  As a result, rank and 
file members become disillusion and leave, frequently becoming alienated by the 
experience and decide to reject being involved in the political arena altogether.      

We will then discuss what our new relationship will be with the so-called “Socialist Party 
of the United States of America” and the Democratic Socialists of America, and why we 
believe that it is necessary to revive the SDUSA,  rather than have us work in one of the 
two existing organizations, that evolved from the historic Socialist Party

Finally, we will conclude with the Basic Statement of Principles of the Revives SDUSA 
which will clearly show to the public what policies will be continued from the SD of the 
past 30 years and what will be Different in the Empathetic Internal Life and the Political 
Positions of the Renewed Organization.     

We will first describe the new empathetic internal structure of the revived organization 
where we will be dedicated to practicing the very principles that we are proposing in our 
statement of principles, then go on to the Statement itself.   The initial shorter Statement 
that was sent to the Socialist International and revised on May 3, 2009, appears on our 
website.  That Statement and the longer version here are a consensus document that will 
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contain aspects in it that members and potential members could differ on, while 
remaining united over the majority of its total content.  For example, the Statement will 
directly address the issue of SD’s continuing strong support for the existence of Israel and 
condemnation of both anti-Semitism and anti-Zionism on the Left, even while we may 
also be critical of the policies of the Israeli government.  A principle goal of these 
Principles and the SD,  as an organization is to build a majority Left coalition in this 
country which would include white, Latino and African American working class social 
and religious conservatives, who are also economic populists. This is a segment of the 
population, which was once a central part of the majority New Deal/Great Society 
coalition, but had been alienated by the social and cultural positions of the Democratic 
Party and the wider Left since the late 1960s.  

In turn, the Statement will also discuss how the SD will attempt to reach out to the 
religious community, while at the same time develop a consensus position on divisive 
social issues, such as abortion and Gay and Lesbian rights, which will not please 
everyone, but would enable us to attract a wider area of the entire spectrum of the 
population of the United States than any other group on the Left, in order to reach our 
goal of building a majority Center-Left coalition in this country.   Our model in this 
endeavor is the “Come Let Us Reason Together” document adopted by a group of 
moderate Evangelicals and the Third Way, a Washington thing tank for progressives. 
Our aim in this entire “Manifesto” and in our Basic Statements of Principles is to present 
a document announcing the revival of an organization that could be supported by a very 
substantial section of the democratic Left in this country, as well as reach out to a large 
percentage of the population of the United States that have traditionally been wary of Left 
wing organizations.      

Chapter One

                                 The Anatomy of a Split

A, The Socialist Party in the 1960s & early 1970s.  What 
caused a 3-way split in the Party and the change of its name to 
Social Democrats, U.S.A. at the end of 1972? 

In the Socialist  Party in  the 1960s thru 1972, there  were factional  differences  in  the 
organization between those members, who we wanted to maintain its traditional role as a 
political  party  running  candidates  for  public  offices  in  opposition  to  the  two  main 
capitalist Democratic & Republican Parties, or supported the building of a party run by 
the labor  movement,  and  those members,  organized  in  the  Realignment  Caucus.  The 
members of this Caucus, while agreeing with their other SP comrades over the capitalist 
nature of the two main political parties, saw that the labor movement, including its rank-
and-file and minority members, identified the Democratic Party as their own.  These SP 
members continue to believe that labor was mistaken in trusting mainstream moderate-to-
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liberal  Democrats  to  represent  their  interest.  But  so  long  as  labor,  the  only  mass 
movement capable of building a socialist society - allied itself with the Democratic Party, 
the small socialist movement, after almost a quarter of a century of fruitlessly trying to 
get the labor movement to leave the DP and form a labor party, had no choice but to aid 
the labor movement in attempting to make the Democratic Party truly its own. In this, 
labor would form a de facto labor party within the Democratic Party, or if faced with a 
clear betrayal of workers' interest, it might begin an independent working class party of 
its own.  A major influence in organizing the Realignment Caucus came from those SP 
members, who had been members of the Independent Socialist League, which was led by 
Max Shachtman, which merged with the SP in 1958, which brought new energy and 
young talent to an almost dormant party.  However, the Caucus also included long time 
SPers, and Norman Thomas, while maintaining his stand of never joining a fractional 
caucus, was sympathetic to the strategy of the Realignment Caucus.  The Labor Party 
Caucus, and later the Debs Caucus, on the other hand, was primarily made up of long 
time  members  of  the  SP.   There  was  also  a  third  group  in  the  early  1960s,  called 
Mendelson/Meier, which tried to present a compromise position to bridge the difference 
between the labor party and realignment caucuses. 

Nevertheless,  despite  these  difference  within  the  Party,  the  SP  and  other  fraternal 
organizations,  such  as  the  League  for  Industrial  Democracy,  set  the  agenda  for  the 
American Left for the first time since the early 1930s, eclipsing the Communist Party, in 
the first 5 years of the 1960s, having a major influence in the civil  rights movement, 
peace  movement,  labor  movement,  and  in  the  Democratic  Party  itself.   This  would 
culminate  with  the  SP  being  the  main  organizers  of  the  famed  1963  March  on 
Washington for Jobs & Justice.  The SP's newspaper, New America, became the cutting 
edge journal on the Left covering from the inside both the activities of the civil rights and 
peace movement, surpassing the long time independent Stalinoid weekly newspaper, the 
National  Guardian.  We  were  able  to  accomplish  all  this,  even  though  the  SP’s 
membership was still meager in comparison to the glory days of its mass membership in 
the hundred of thousands in the years 1912-1920.  During this period, the SP was closest 
to the all embracing Debsian model or the pre World War I years, of being made up of 
various tendencies from advocates of a Third Camp position opposed to both the U.S. and 
Soviet camps in the Cold War and independent political action by the Labor movement 
on the Left  to moderate  pro Western bloc,  social  democrats  on the Right,  supporting 
working inside the Democratic Party.  At the same time, they were able to live together in 
the same organization by being united on common objectives, such as their work in the 
civil rights movement, while engaging in debates and discussions over issues in dispute 
in an atmosphere of unity.  This was the spirit of the SP back in 1960s.  

However, in the later half of the decade of the 1960s, the factional differences in the SP, 
matching the strive that existed in the larger American society of the period, began to tear 
the party apart.  The Vietnam War and the growing New Left movement of young people 
further divided the SP, not only between the independent electoral strategy caucus and 
Realignment caucus, but within the Realignment caucuses itself.  As early as 1964, some 
former members of the ISL, who maintained that organization’s traditional opposition to 
both blocs in  the Cold War (the Third Camp)  and either  of the two major  capitalist 
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parties, left the SP, believing that it was becoming too tied to the Democratic Party and 
reformist in nature.  Then, in the late 1960s, the factional fight between the militant anti-
war Left wing of the SP, now known as the Debs caucus, and the Realignment caucus 
heated up with both sides trading control of the national office and the Party’s newspaper, 
New America,  until  1968 when the  Realignment  caucus  gain  majority  control  of  the 
National Committee of the SP and the election of Michael Harrington,  as the party’s 
chairman.

The death of Norman Thomas in November, 1968, whom when he was alive served as a 
unifying  force  in  the  party  for  both  factions,  helped  to  further  unleash  the  growing 
tensions within the party, which would eventually lead to a three way split.  First, the 
members  of  the  Debs  caucus,  whose  major  figures  were  long  time  SPers  David 
McReynolds  and Rob Tucker,  supported an  immediate  withdrawal  of  all  U.S.  armed 
forces in Vietnam and the SP working side by side with the mass anti-war movement in 
the  United  States.   They  accused  the  members  of  the  Realignment  caucus  of  really 
supporting the U.S. intervention in Vietnam, while hiding its Hawkish position behind 
bogus anti-war organization’s such as Negotiations Now.  Moreover, the Debs caucus 
accused the SP majority leadership of bureaucratically operating the national office and 
newspaper,  in an authoritarian matter  (referred to as Right-wing-Bolshevism) denying 
equal  access  for  the  minority  caucus.   (Ironically,  the  members  of  the  Realignment 
Caucus made a similar  charge against the Debs Caucus when the later  controlled the 
national  office  and  newspaper,  New America,  in  1967-68.)    The  Debs  Caucus  also 
charged that the new Realignment leadership was transforming the SP into a vestige of 
the Democratic Party and uncritically following the pro-war line of the AFL-CIO under 
the presidency of George Meany, thereby leaving behind the Party’s heritage as bequeath 
by Debs & Thomas.  Therefore, after their defeat at the 1970 Convention of the SPUSA, 
McReynold and Tucker, left the Socialist Party, along with many other members of the 
Debs Caucus. 

At the same time, divisions between Michael Harrington and his former mentor,  Max 
Shachtman, were growing within the majority Realignment Caucus.  They had differed 
over the Vietnam War, but these differences had been papered over by the Shachtman & 
Harrington sides agreeing to a compromise position on the war, similar to the policy of 
SANE (Committee  for  a  Sane Nuclear  Policy),  while  they all  continued to share the 
Realignment strategy of running with the labor movement in the Democratic Party in 
order to transform it into a social democratic party.  After, winning a majority of the NC 
at the 1968 SPUSA Convention and the election of Harrington, as Party Chairman, these 
differences in the Realignment Caucus over Vietnam between Shachtman and Harrington 
reared  its  ugly  head.   Max and his  supporters  supported  then  Vice  President  Hubert 
Hunphrey in the 1968 Democratic Primaries, while Mike and his supporters backed the 
anti-war  candidacies  of  Senators  Eugene  McCarthy  &  Robert  Kennedy.  When 
Humphrey, with the strong support of the labor movement, narrowly lost the Presidential 
election to Richard Nixon, Shachtman and his supporters blamed the defeat on the New 
Politics  elements  in  the  Democratic  Party  and  the  anti-war  movement,  who  had 
advocated a position of abstaining from voting for Humphrey in protest for his support of 
the Vietnam War.   Therefore,  while  both the Shachtman and Harrington sides in the 
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Realignment Caucus favored the SP working in the Democratic Party, they now differed 
over the nature of the coalition  that  each supported in the DP.  The Shachtman side 
favored a coalition led by the AFL-CIO, minorities, etc, while the Harrington side saw a 
new coalition emerging  from the anti-war section of the labor  movement,  led by the 
UAW, the new student and mainstream anti-war movements and intellectuals that came 
out of the McCarthy and Kennedy campaigns, under the name of the New Politics.  After 
1971, both sides could no longer work in the same caucus and therefore disbanded the 
Realignment Caucus, stating that it had achieved its goal now that the majority of the 
membership of the SPUSA supported its position of working in the Democratic Party. 
However,  a brief  period of internal  peace was broken over further divisions over the 
Vietnam War and the makeup of a majority winning coalition in the DP, which led to 
Harrington  and  his  supporters  forming  a  new  caucus  called  the  Coalition  caucus. 
Nevertheless, Harrington remained the chairman and chief spokesperson of the Socialist 
Party to the outside world, even though he was also the leader of a minority caucus in the 
Party.

Finally, early in 1972, it would be a unification of the Socialist Party, U.S.A. with the 
Democratic Socialist Federation, which was the remnant of the former Old Guard faction 
which left the SP in 1936, which would ironically help lead to the major 3 way split in 
the Party at the end of the year.  Michael Harrington had opposed the early unity with the 
pro  war  DSF  (whose  members  consisted  of  the  Workmen’s  Circle  and  the  Jewish 
Socialist Verband, etc.) while the debate over the Vietnam War was continuing in the SP. 
The members of the DSF would add to the pro-war majority in the Party. Therefore, the 
NC decided to strip Harrington of his title as sole Chairman of the SPUSA.  Rather, he 
would now become one of 3 equal  co-chairmen’s  of the new unified Socialist  Party, 
U.S.A. and Democratic Socialist Federation of the U.S.A, with civil rights leader Bayard 
Rustin  and  labor  leader  Charles  Zimmerman,  from  the  DSF,  as  the  two  other  co-
chairman.  But it would be a pyrrhic unity as the divisions over the Vietnam war and the 
nature of the coalition within the Democratic Party grew wider between the majority and 
Harrington’s  Coalition  Caucus as George McGovern,  representing the anti-war  –New 
Politics coalition forces in the DP won the presidential nomination over the candidacies 
of Senators Hubert Humphrey and Henry Jackson, who were favored by Shachtman and 
the majority which followed him in the SP.  After the Democratic Convention, SP-DSF 
debated endorsing George McGovern, as the New Politics forces took over the DP. AFL-
CIO declined to support him and was neutral in the race against Pres. Nixon.  The SP was 
divided  between  following  the  AFL-CIO’s  neutral  position,  or  giving  a  very  soft 
endorsement of McGovern against Nixon, but emphasizing his supporter's "authoritarian 
leftist  leanings"  and  "elitists  and  anti-labor  tendencies."  Shachtman  said  McGovern's 
"foreign policy is a monstrosity,  not just as bad as Henry Wallace in 1948 but much 
worse." McGovern is calling for the withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Vietnam in six 
weeks seemed to be in favor of "turning over all of Vietnam to the Stalinists," according 
to Shachtman. And Max lamented that the McGovern campaign ran "entirely against the 
grain of our realignment policy. he wants an anti-labor machine; I want the opposite."1 

Finally, Harrington supported the SP giving a strong positive endorsement to McGovern, 
praising his support of taxing unearned income and other progressive positions. When the 

8



NC voted to give McGovern a very critical soft endorsement, Mike resigned as SP co-
chair in protest. He accused his "comrades" of secretly supporting Nixon.2 

Shachtman died of a heart attack on Nov. 5, 1972. Two day's later; McGovern lost to 
Nixon in a massive landslide. SP-DSF Convention was held on Dec. 29-31, 1972 (and 
covered for three straight days in the New York Times). Harrington's Coalition Caucus 
and the remains of the Debs caucus were defeated on every question voted on by the 
delegates at the convention. The majority voted to change the name of the Socialist Party 
to Social Democrats USA, 72-34, thus breaking with the last vestige of the heritage of 
Debs and Thomas, according to Harrington and his allies.  It should be noted that when 
David McReynold’s angrily quit the SP after the 1970 National Convention, calling the 
SP majority, the “former associates of Norman Thomas,” then SP Chairman Harrington 
responded by stating, “I am quite willing to agree that all of us in the Socialist Party, of 
whatever faction, are ‘former associates of Norman Thomas,’ but I object to invoking the 
memory of that great man for factional purposes.”3

It  is  important  here  to  look at  the  rational  for  the name change.  It  originated  in  the 
discussions  that  lead  to  merger  of  the  Socialist  Party  and  the  Democratic  Socialist 
Federation.   The  majority,  in  the  Convention  debate  over  changing  the  name of  the 
Socialist  Party,  maintained that the term “’social  democrats’  more accurately denoted 
their political philosophy and that dropping the term ‘party’ had long been overdue.  The 
new name would also “distinguish the organization from its Communist opponents and 
from the smaller Socialist Labor and Socialist Workers parties, the latter – a Trotskyist 
Communist  organization hostile toward Israel.”  National Secretary Joan Suall argued 
that  the  name  change  represented  “no  substantive  change  to  our  commitment  to  the 
building of a democratic socialist society in America.”  In addition, she stated that “our 
organization stopped running candidates many years ago.  Today we support Democratic 
Party candidates who indicate a commitment to moving the country in the direction of 
social democracy.” James Glaser, the first vice-chairman of the newly named SDUSA 
claimed that the term “socialist” had become “hopelessly identified in the public mind 
with the Communist world.  Our movement, in contrast,” Glaser asserted, “is identified in 
Europe  and  elsewhere  as  social  democratic.   Essentially,  this  means  we  favor  the 
achievement  of  socialism  through  democratic,  peaceful  and  constitutional  means.” 
Former SP National Secretary Irwin Suall pointed out that the name change would further 
the organizations goal to bring socialist politics into the mainstream of American political 
life.  “Far from being a departure from Socialist tradition,’ Suall added, “the name social 
democratic  was  first  used  in  the  U.S.  by  Eugene  Victor  Debs  when  he  called  the 
forerunner of the SP, the Social Democratic Party of the United States of America.”

Michael  Harrington,  on  the  other  hand,  argued that  the  name  change would  mean  a 
departure from socialist politics.  “I think it could mean not simply the abandonment of a 
tradition, and in an attempt to become more acceptable to the American people and the 
American trade union,” he told the delegates at the Convention.  “It would result in our 
giving up our socialist content. I think that the Socialist party should stand forthrightly 
for socialism.”4   Looking back, from the vantage point of almost 38 years, at the content 
of this  debate,  we can see merits  in the arguments  of both sides.  The contemporary 
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rational for the name change makes sense, even though the organization still held the title 
to the name Socialist Party.  However, Harrington’s warning came true.  As the years and 
decades  went  by,  the  SD did  increasingly  give  up  the  socialist  content  in  its  public 
programs, and eventually managed to also narrow the definition of social democrat and 
social  democracy.  This  is  illustrated  in  its  final  public  document,  “The  New Social 
Democrat,”  that  was  released  in  May,  2003.   The  document  maintained  that  “social 
democracy is not an adversary to capitalism that seeks, however gradually, to do away 
with it.  Social  democracy can complement  and even strengthen capitalism by helping 
maintain the framework of rules and obligations that encourage the market to operate 
with efficiency,  vigor, fairness, legitimacy and the fullest possible participation of our 
citizens. Experience shows that, contrary to both the ideologues of laissez-faire and the 
dire predictions of the Marxists, a capitalist economy that is complemented by a soundly 
conceived social-democratic social and regulatory system promotes greater prosperity for 
both rich and poor.”  This statement was, as Harrington warned, a full departure from 
socialist  tradition  and the “giving up (of)  our socialist  content,”  including  attacks  on 
Marxism, that one would expect to see on the Right.  Max Shachtman and other departed 
SDers, who were advocates of democratic Marxism to the end of their lives, must have 
been turning in their grave over this statement.  It also showed the dramatic shift to the 
Right, in the SD’s from its initial program, “The American Challenge,” that was adopted 
at the 1972-73 Convention which defended Marx’s analysis of the capitalist economic 
system and did not make a differentiation between the terms democratic socialism and 
social democracy.  Rather it used both names throughout the document.5 

Nevertheless, had Max lived,  he would have probably opposed a name change and it 
never would have been brought up, according to some sources.6 Second, these sources 
argue that despite his sour relations with Harrington, he never would have allowed the SP 
to split.   In any event, Harrington's caucus began planning to form a new organization at 
a  meeting  in  Feb.  1973.  They began publishing  a  journal  entitled Newsletter  of  The 
Democratic Left in March, 1973.7  Jack Clark was brought in to organize this new group. 
Mike officially resigned from the SD in July, 1973. The Democratic Socialist Organizing 
Committee (DSOC) was founded in Oct, 1973. Mike Harrington was elected chairman of 
DSOC at the founding convention. DSOC was form "to create a socialist presence in the 
United  States."  They  would  work  in  the  left  wing  of  the  Democratic  Party.  While 
socialism was their ultimate goal, DSOC would "work in the liberal,  labor, black and 
women's movement for social change desperately needed now." Their founding statement 
called for bringing together both the Meanyites and the McGovernites under one roof in 
the  DP.  It  also  stated  that  Communist  countries  were  not  socialist.  Its  analysis  of 
Communism still held to the Shachtmanite theory of bureaucratic collectivism.8

At the same time, the members of the Debs Caucus who had remained in the SP and won 
2 seats to the new National Committee of the renamed Social Democrats, U.S.A., also 
decided  to  withdraw  from  the  organization,  taking  with  it  the  state  parties  from 
Pennsylvania,  Illinois,  California and Wisconsin,  whose historical  ties  to the SP went 
back to 1898 and had continue to maintain an office since that time.   The Debs Caucus 
continued to function, along with the above state party organization, outside of the SD, 
while Virgil  J. Vogel of Illinois circulated letters  between members of the withdrawn 

1



state  parties  and  other  members  of  the  Debs  Caucus  maintained  that  the  SD  by 
transforming the nature of the organization from that of a political party to a political 
pressure group, and dropping the name “Socialist” from its title, gave up its connection to 
being the historical Socialist Party of Debs & Thomas.  Therefore Vogel called for the 
Debs  Caucus  and  the  4  state  parties  to  re-establish  the  Socialist  Party  under  their 
leadership.  They decided to ignore that the SD in its new constitution, in Article XIV, 
maintained that “the Socialist Party, by that name, shall continue, in association with the 
Social Democrats, U.S.A.”  Rather, the withdrawn state parties and the rest of the Debs 
Caucus gathered together for a conference, in Milwaukee, in May of 1973, where Vogel 
made  a  motion  to  transform  the  conference  into  the  founding  convention  of  the 
Reconstituted Socialist Party of America.  The delegates voted to pass the motion and the 
new Socialist Party was born on May 26, 1973.  The national office would be located in 
the historic Socialist Party of Wisconsin headquarters in Milwaukee. Frank Zeidler, who 
served as mayor  of Milwaukee from 1948-1960, and was the last major office holder 
elected by the Socialist Party,  became national chairperson of the new SP.  Sometime 
later that year, the renewed party decided to again name the organization, Socialist Party, 
U.S.A (SPUSA)9 In 1974, however, to avoid a lawsuit with the SD, which still claimed 
the  title  to  the  name  Socialist  Party,  U.S.A,  the  new party  officially  renamed  itself, 
Socialist Party of the United States of America (SPUSA), but still  went by the name, 
Socialist Party, U.S.A. in all of its publications and later on its website.  In 1976, the new 
SPUSA, resume electoral activities on a national scale by nominating Zeidler to run for 
President, with J. Quinn Brisben, as his Vice President running mate.

Chapter 2

SDUSA & DSOC, Bitter Rivals

SDUSA and DSOC both came out of the Shachtmanite movement.  SDUSA was now the 
Right-Shachtmanite tendency. Those who came out of the SP in DSOC are called Center-
Shachtmanites.  Hal Draper and the Jacobsons who reject working in the DP and adhere 
to the Third Camp position were Left-Shachtmanites. This is how the SD-DSOC split 
affected  the  wider  democratic  Left  in  the  U.S.  in  the  period  from  1973-1980:

While both SD and DSOC worked inside the Democratic Party,  they supported different 
camps in the DP. SD formed the Coalition for a Democratic Majority. DSOC organized 
Democracy 76, and worked to influence the platform at the 1976 Democratic Convention. 
SD’s activities within the DP and the Coalition for a Democratic Majority opposed what 
they call the New Politics forces behind Democracy 76. Both groups endorsed Carter. 
(DSOC might not have formally endorsed him, but Harrington did in an article in the N Y 
Daily News.)  DSOC members are elected to political offices running as Democrats, such 
as NYC Council member,  Ruth Messinger, Rep. Ron Dellums (D-Ca.) & Rep. Major 
Owens (D.-N.Y.).  Democracy 76 became the Democratic Agenda and DSOC achieved 
its highest level of influence within the DP at the 1978 Democratic mini-convention in 
Memphis,  where  it  was  Harrington  vs.  Carter  at  that  meeting  debating  the 
Administration’s economic policy.  Democratic Agenda activities continued in 1979 and 
80.  DSOC and Harrington  supported  Sen.  Edward  Kennedy in  the  1980 Presidential 

1



primaries. DSOC didn’t endorse Carter after the 1980 Democratic Convention.  SDUSA 
criticized Carter's weak foreign policy.  The group had a strong relationship with New 
York  Senator  Daniel  Patrick  Moynihan  and  Senator  Henry  Jackson  (D-Wash.).  SD 
formally endorsed Carter, but some prominent friends and members of the SD backed 
Reagan.  Carl  Gershman  joined  the  new Reagan  Administration  as  chief  aide  to  UN 
Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick. Kirkpatrick, herself had close ties to the SD. Some CDM 
Democrats  and  SDers  became  neo-Conservatives  and  joined  the  Republican  Party. 
Gershman had been the executive director of SDUSA from 1974-79. (In fact, Gershman 
was appointed as Kirkpatrick's aide, not many weeks after returning from the Congress of 
the  Socialist  International,  as  part  of  the  SD  delegation.  He  went  from  singing  the 
International to serving in the Reagan Administration, just a few short weeks apart.) 

Chapter 3

Critical Question No 1

   Why would we want to Revive the SDUSA?

A, Why would we want to Revive the SDUSA when its 
Reputation on the Left became so toxic due to the Charges that 

under the former Leadership, its excessive Anti-Communist 
Principles led it to support U.S. military intervention 

everywhere and have ties to CIA Activities in Latin America 
and elsewhere?  

This SDUSA has been considered by many observers to be the direct heir of  Max 
Shachtman's final political legacy. Many of the members and the leadership of SDUSA 
were Max's closest allies in the last 10 years of his life. Therefore Max has taken the 
blame for some SDers who have become neo-Conservatives and worked in the Reagan 
(and the second Bush) Administration. He has been called the father of the evil empire 
theory of the USSR. (This statement, says more about those who are making this 
accusation.) Are Max's critics correct? Or were his closest allies lost without his 
guidance, and moved in a direction that Shachtman never would have approved of, 
especially those who became neo-Conservatives? 
 

B, A frank look at the charges against our past activities under 
the former Leadership
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SDUSA had been charged with being excessively anti-Communist. Its close ties to the 
former AFL-CIO leadership, particularly in international affairs, have been blamed for 
the Cold War mentality of the Labor Federation. And the SDUSA have also been charged 
with having ties to CIA activities in Latin American unions and elsewhere. We are very 
aware that these charges today affect our renewed effort to revive the SDUSA. Therefore, 
in our new publication, The Torch & Rose, and in Fist & Rose, our planned theoretical 
publication, there will be an objective study of the entire past SDUSA network. This 
network consisted of the following kinds of organizations and periodicals: (1), groups 
which have had close fraternal relations with the SD, such as the League for Industrial 
Democracy, Frontlash and the A. Philip Randolph Institute. (2) Organizations in which 
SD members played a large and influential role. Examples are Penn Kemble and 
Prodemca, and Carl Gershman and the National Endowment for Democracy (NED). 
Then there was also Freedom House that can be placed on this list. .  There was also the 
SD’s relationship to the American Institute for Free Labor Development in Latin America 
(AIFLD). Then there was the relationship between the SD and Commentary magazine. 
Finally, there were those Shachtmanites and SDers and allies who became neo-
Conservatives and influence the foreign policy positions in the Reagan and the current 
second Bush Administration.

One of our main goals in taking an honest and objective look at our past activities since 
1973 is to determine, once and for all, the charges of CIA and Right wing activity by 
AIFLD and the NED, and in the SD and its fraternal allies as a whole, which have been 
widely made by many of the Left. If we find that these allegations are true, we will say so 
and make amends for them.   But if they are "Stalinoid" lies, we will state this fact in our 
publications.   Our judgment will be made on the evidence and not some pre-conceived 
political bias on our part or influenced by the opinions of critics or friends of the SD on 
either the political Left or Right.  Moreover, it would show that the new SDUSA is an 
open and very democratic organization that is not afraid to that a hard look at our own 
past, and learn the right lessons from them in order to build a better organization.

Here,  we will  explore in  brief,  the various  topics  concerning the SD’s past  activities 
which  will  be explored  in  depth  in  future  issues  of  our  new publications.   First  and 
foremost,  there was the issue of SDUSA and anti-Communism. The SD saw itself as 
being, except for mainstream labor, the only anti-Stalinists on the Left. It felt isolated. 
Therefore, articles in our publications will discuss whether the socialist anti-Stalinism of 
Shachtman's closest allies in the SP, degenerated after he died into an anti-Communism 
that  became  almost  anti-Marxist  and  not  too  different  from  conservative  anti-
Communism.  Was  this  factor  the  reason  that  some  SDers  moved  into  the  neo-
conservative camp and supported Reagan as the answer to the Soviet threat? On the other 
hand,  was the SD reacting  against  a  "democratic  Left"  that  was moving increasingly 
away  from an  understanding  of  Communism?  These  are  the  questions  we  intend  to 
explore.  

The SD on the Soviet threat: This was the issue that seems to be the primary focus of the 
activity in the SD in the 70s and 80s. Were they correct to warn about the aggressive aims 
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of the USSR? Did they overlook the real weakness of Soviet society which ultimately led 
to the collapse of the entire Communist system and the USSR itself?  We may argue that 
from recent data that the SD analysis was both essentially correct in many aspects of its 
anti-Soviet  position,  especially  its  critique  of  detente,  and  completely  wrong  in  its 
analysis of the military strength and dynamism of the USSR and Communist societies. 
Remember Jeane Kirkpatrick's article in Commentary in 1979 about the differences in the 
ability  to  change  authoritarian  Right  wing  dictatorships  and  the  permanence  of 
Communist totalitarian dictatorships that established her fame, and were adopted as an 
article of faith by the SD? And remember Jean-Francois Revel's book, The Totalitarian  
Temptation  and the  charge  in  it  of  the  increasing  Finlandization  or  neutralization  of 
Western Europe?  The leadership of the SD highly publicized Revel’s  thesis  in their 
public writings and activities.    Then, when it  came to the Gorbachev period,  the SD 
could  not  explain  him  or  comprehend  the  reality  of  his  reform movement.  Another 
problem was that the SD seemed to shy away from making any criticism of the foreign 
policy aims of the U.S. in the Cold War, as even Shachtman did in his pro war statement 
on Vietnam.   Rather, in reaction to what they saw as the anti-American positions of the 
majority  of  the  American  Left,  the  leadership  over-reacted  to  the  other  extreme  by 
cerebrating American military power and seeing the United States as being the primary 
force for good in the world,  without  hardly any blemishes.  A prime example  of this 
sentiment was the Foreign Policy Resolution, written by Joshua Muravchik, which was 
debated and passed at the 1985 SDUSA Convention. 

Here, we will take a second look, in our publications, at the SD analysis of the "detente 
fraud"  in  the  1970s  and  the  entire  foreign  policy  positions  that  were  taking  by  this 
organization  under  the  former  leadership.  We  will  take  a  very  close  look  at  Carl 
Gershman, when he became the main SP spokesmen on foreign policy and his views of 
the Soviet threat.  Was his influence in the SD, positive or negative to the organization’s 
future?  After  the  Soviet  invasion  of  Afghanistan,  the  SD  saw  the  Soviet  action  as 
vindication of its hard line policy toward the USSR, and Communism in general.  How 
did this analysis affect the SD’s views of the reforms of the Gorbachev era? 

Angola and South Africa: The SD championed Jonas Savimbi and his National Union for 
the Total Liberation of Angola (UNITA) rebel force, which was also backed by the U.S. 
and South Africa,  against  the  pro-Soviet  government  of the country,  whom was also 
being  aided  by  Cuban  military  forces  send  to  the  area  by  the  Castro  government. 
Savimbi, in his public speeches to SD & Freedom House, co-sponsored events, claimed 
to  be  a  democratic  socialist,  and  that  his  rebel  force  was  fighting  for  a  free  and 
democratic socialist Angola, against a Marxist-Leninist pro Soviet puppet government. 
Savimbi, however, turned out to be a violent authoritarian guerrilla leader who would 
sabotage every peace agreement that would be reached with the Angolan government and 
murder countless Angolan civilians.  Nevertheless, the SD wasn’t alone in misjudging 
Savimbi and UNITA on the democratic Left. Eric Lee and Alex Spinrad, in their journal, 
The New International Review, wrote the following statement in their important article: 
“Democratic  Socialism:  Points  of  Departure,”  written  in  1983:  “In  the  impoverished 
Third  World  we  socialists  support  all  genuine  anti-imperialist  forces,  including  the 
democratic forces in El Salvador; the courageous Afghan rebels fighting against Soviet 
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imperial  conquest;  the  Angolan  resistance  movement  (UNITA)  which  seeks  to  drive 
Cuban and Soviet colonial armies out of Africa; the Black workers movement in South 
Africa, fighting against the brutality and immorality of apartheid capitalism; the Cuban 
democratic  freedom fighters  both  those on the  island  and those  in  exile;  and  others. 
Those who are fighting for genuine national independence are fighting with us – against 
capitalist imperialism and against totalitarian imperialism.  In the period of détente, these 
movements are fighting with us against a common enemy and toward a common goal: a 
world  of  free  people  and peoples.”10  This  statement,  except  for  the  comment  about 
“capitalist  imperialism”  (unfortunately)  and  “détente”,  is  a  perfect  summary  of  the 
foreign  policy  position  of  the  SDUSA  in  the  1970s  and  80s.  

SD and the Labor Movement: The SD established very close links to the leadership of the 
AFL-CIO. The top leaders of the Labor Federation appear at public SD functions. Several 
SDUSA members  held important  staff  positions in the AFL-CIO and major affiliated 
unions. This enables the SD to play a powerful role in shaping the labor movement in the 
U.S.  What  were the results  of  their  influence  in  the labor  movement,  particularly  on 
foreign  policy,  in  particular,  the  influence  of  Tom  Kahn  on  labor's  foreign  policy 
positions as head of the Federation's international division?  We will objectively deeply 
analyze this questions concerning Kahn, who was a major figure of our recent past in 
both the SP and SD, in our new publications.   

The  SD  and  the  Labor  Movement's  crucial  role  in  supporting  the  independent 
Polish trade union, Solidarity.  Tom Kahn's critical role in that effort.     On this 
issue, there cannot be any criticism of the SD’s role at all by anyone who considers 
him or herself a democratic socialist, or on the democratic Left.  Rather, the Social 
Democrats, U.S.A played a central role in backing Solidarity after it was born in 
1980.  Then, after it was suppressed in December, 1981, when Poland was placed 
under martial law, the entire SD organization, including half of its national office in 
New York was turned over to the Committee in Support of Solidarity.  Members of 
Solidarity  who  were  able  to  flee  Poland  for  the  United  States  came  to  SD 
headquarters.  They viewed it as their refugee center and home away from home. 
SD’s pro Solidarity work was known throughout Poland.  No one on the Democratic 
Left, including DSOC-DSA made any kind of effort to support Solidarity that came 
close to the job done by the leaders and members of the SDUSA.  In fact the one pro 
Solidarity demonstration that was organized by DSOC, was organized by two duel 
members of DSOC and the SD  Ironically, the only other organization on the Left 
that made a major effort in aiding Solidarity, were our Left-Shachtmanite comrades 
in the Campaign for Peace & Democracy, East & West, founded by former YPSL, 
Joanne Landy.  In fact, other than the SD, or the so-called Right-Shachtmanites, 
and the AFL-CIO, Landy, by herself, did more for aiding Solidarity then any other 
organization on the Left.  In short, whatever the other sins of the SD in its foreign 
policy, we, old members and new, can hold our head in pride over the effort that our 
organization, S.D.U.S.A. played in aiding Solidarity in its time of greatest need, that 
ultimately  led  to  its  rise  again  and  democratically  defeating  the  Communist 
government in Poland in 1989
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 SD. labor and Central  America,  including SD’s support  and involvement  in AIFLD: 
What was AIFLD's real role in Latin America? The accusation of the SD’s involvement 
with the CIA refers to the organization Prodemica that was founded by Penn Kemble.  As 
a result of our opposition to the Sandinista government in Nicaragua and support for so-
called  democratic  elements  of  the  U.S.  supported  contras,  such  as  Eden  Pastora  and 
Adolfo  Romero.   These  are  some  of  the  issues  that  we  will  reconsider  in  our  new 
publications.

Then there was Frontlash, the labor backed youth organization that was created by the 
SD, when it was still the Socialist Party in the late 60s.  Frontlash was founded to directly 
combat the white backlash that developed in the 1966 Congressional elections, to register 
young people to vote and educate them on issues central to both the labor and the civil 
rights movement.  This is an example of an organization that engaged in very positive 
work in the tradition of the social democratic/democratic socialist movement, and 
the entire democratic Left, that was supported by the SD and had its office in the SD 
headquarters.   Yet,  Left  critics  of  the  SD have  ignored  this  aspect  of  the  SD’s 
domestic activities from the 1970s thru the 1990s.     In addition, we will continue to 
highlight and also have a balance look at some prominent SDers in the Labor movement. 
For  example,  Sandra  Feldman,  who  was  the  president  of  the  AFT.

SD on domestic issues: A large proportion of this topic has already been covered in the 
previous  paragraphs.  SD  and  Blacks:    Critic  of  the  SD  took  little  notice  that  our 
organization  had  a  higher  percentage  of  African-American  members  than  either 
DSOC/DSA or the so called “SPUSA.” Every convention of the SD had a strong civil 
rights resolution.  However, what was controversial was our anti-quotas position.  In our 
new publications, we will look back on this issue and our entire position on civil rights 
issues.  One major factor for the SD attracting black members was our close relationship 
to the A. Philip Randolph Institute, which was led by our chairman, Bayard Rustin and 
NC members, Norm and Velma Hill.  We look forward to renewing our relationship with 
the Randolph Institute, as well as establishing a new relationship with the Coalition of 
Black Trade Unionists.

The SD structure and the internal life of the organization, frankly, was a major problem 
and the central reason why the organization did not grow as it should have, in spite of  its 
critic on the Left.  In many ways, while the organization’s central credo was its advocacy 
of political and social democracy, at the same time, democracy within the organization 
became more restricted. 

The development of locals around the country was ignored, while control was centered in 
the national  office.   The SD’s newspaper,  New America,  which had been continually 
published  since  1960,  when  it  was  the  organ  of  the  Socialist  Party,  suddenly  stop 
publishing without any explanation from the national  offices in 1986, after  it  became 
more lively and innovated under the editorship of investigative reporter, Dennis King. 
There was reluctance in recruiting new members in the fear that they may bring some 
independent thinking to the organization and challenge the long term leaders of the SD. 
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The  elections  to  the  National  Committee  were  as  democratic  as  the  elections  to  the 
Supreme Soviet of the Soviet Union before Gorbachev.  A committee from the NC would 
select the list for the new NC, which would be primarily made up of members of the old 
NC, with perhaps several new people who had gained the trust of the NO.  Then the 
convention delegates would vote for a single list containing the nomination for the new 
NC, just like in the old USSR.  In this instance, critics of the SD may be right when they 
called the leadership, ‘Rightwing Bolsheviks.”  

Each time, the YPSL or YSD or the national office did try to bring in new people and try 
to  develop  a  new leadership  with  a  fresh  and open  outlook,  (I.E.  an  SD version  of 
glasnost), their efforts would be always blocked by the NC or other long time members in 
the NO.  The new blood would then usually leave the organization, disillusioned with the 
SD or politics in general.  

The reality was that the old leadership ran the SD like a social club.  The movement, as 
they called it, was made up of long time members who came together in the ISL of the 
1950s or the SP of the 1960s and worked in harmony governing the SD.  New members 
would first have to gain the trust of these “old-timers” before they could be active in the 
SD, or be nominated to the NC.  They became more and more suspicious of outsiders, 
and  contemptuous  of  their  former  comrades  in  both  DSOC/DSA  and  “SPUSA”, 
particularly Michael Harrington, with whom they had a very close relationship with in the 
1950s to around 1965.  (The worse action in this rivalry was the SD’s and Tom Kahn, in 
particular,  trying  to  sabotage  the  1980  Eurosocialist  Conference  that  was  held  in 
Washington  D.C.  and  organized  by  Harrington  and  DSOC.   Belatedly,  the  new 
leadership  of  SDUSA formally  apologizes  for this  inexcusable  action  to  a fellow 
member of the Socialist International, which was taken by the former leadership of 
our organization. )  At the same time, in a rare moment of candor, they would admit that 
the SD had never gotten over the loss of Harrington,  who had been their  charismatic 
major  spokesperson,  when  they  were  in  the  SP.  Then,  after  the  resignation  of  Rita 
Freedman as executive director, the death of several key members of the NC, and the 
failure of another attempt at bringing fresh and youthful leadership to the SD, as Rita’s 
successor, the organization stopped holding its national conventions every two years, and 
started on a major and almost fatal national decline. We will discuss this further below, 
and how the almost demise of the SD can & should be transformed to its new rebirth. 
We are also intending to also revive the League for Industrial Democracy.

Chapter 4

Critical Question No. 2 

Why Should We Trust You After the Bitter Reputation Left by the Old Leadership 
of the SDUSA and the Fact that former prominent Leaders of the Organization 

have become Important Neo-Conservatives Figures on the Right?
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A. Why should we trust you?  Aren’t you the neo-
Conservatives whom were behind the planning for the Iraq 

War & are now working to begin a new war with Iran?  Aren’t 
you all now Republicans and have repudiated your Socialist 

and even Social Democratic heritage as illustrated by the book, 
Heaven on Earth, The Rise & Fall of Socialism, and other 

writings of former YPSL chairman Josh Muravchik?

Yes, we have to face this critical issue of the relationship of the SD and the neo-
Conservatives.  What was the influence of Commentary magazine and Norman Podhoretz 
and Midge Decter on our organization?  What about the SDers who became well known 
neo-Conservatives: Josh Muravchik, Linda Chavez and Chris Gerstein, Max and Anne 
Green, etc.? Then there were the neo-Conservatives who have been close to the SD, such 
as Michael Novak, Michael Ledeen, Ben Wattenberg and Jean Kirkpatrick and possible 
Paul Wolfowitz. (Some of these figures spoke at SD functions before they were known as 
neo-Cons.  But Kirkpatrick was never a member of the SD.)  Should we formally 
repudiate and denounce them?  On the other hand, shouldn’t we have a symposium in our 
publications and in public, with our former comrade, Josh Muravchik, reviewing and 
debating his critique of socialism in his book?  This would show that the new revived 
SDUSA is not afraid to tackle the tough issues, including the issue of the viability of 
social democracy/socialism itself, even with a critic who was once our close comrade and 
teacher, when he was chair of the YPSLs.    Carl Gershman served as Kirkpatrick's 
assistant at the U.S. Mission to the UN in the first Reagan Administration. Then he 
became the first director of the National Endowment for Democracy.  We repeat that we 
will look at the arguments for and against the NED and try to determine who's right in 
our new publications.  Neo-Conservatives dominated the foreign policy of the second 
Bush Administration. They are accused of being reversed Trotskyists, by their critics, of 
having a pro-capitalist version of the Trotskyist theory of the "Permanent Revolution." 
Their position was viewed as being a direct result of the neo-conservatives origins in the 
Trotskyist/Shachtmanite movement.  Is this the final legacy of the Shachtmanite 
movement and a lasting legacy of our organization, SDUSA?  On the other hand, is it a 
basic distortion of the movement's goals and analysis of world affairs?   Yes, this topic 
and all of the above controversies over the activities of the SD since 1973, and even prior 
to the split, will be frankly and objectively reviewed in the new publications of this 
revived Social Democrats, U.S.A.

Chapter 5

The End of One Era of the SDUSA and the Rise of a New Era.
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A. The End of One Era of the SDUSA and the Rise of a New 
Era, as the SD, seemingly defunct as an organization, as was 
the concept of Socialism itself after the fall of Communism, 
arises again, like the Phoenix, to Build a Brighter future for the 
Organization, under New Empathetic Leadership and The 
Social Democratic/Democratic Socialist Movement in the 
United States & The World along with our Comrades in the 
Socialist International

The SD lost its vital power base in the AFL-CIO, as SD supporter Thomas Donuhue lost 
to new DSA member John Sweeney. This appeared to result in the end of SDUSA, as 
most of its activities appeared to be transferred to a new think tank that was being run by 
SD President Dave Jessup, the New Economy Information Service (NEIS), in 1999.  The 
NEIS seemed to be close to the "Third Way" concepts of Clinton and Blair. After 2003, 
NEIS also became suddenly inactive.   After 1994, the SD no longer held a national 
convention, in violation of its constitutional requirement calling for a national convention 
every two years.

 The SDUSA did open a website and communicated with its members through the 
publication, NO Notes.   But after 2000, NO Notes was only available on the SD’s 
website.  There were no indications of any meetings of the National Committee since 
1994, again in violation of the constitutional requirement for NC meetings every 3 
months.  There were no public meeting of the SD in the final years of the 1990s and the 
first 2 years of the new century. 

 Suddenly, on May Day of 2002, the SD had an all day conference exploring the critical 
issue: “Socialism: What Happened? What Now?”  A year later, the SD arose again with a 
all day conference on the topic “Everything Changed:  What Now for Labor, Liberalism 
and the Global Left?”   The National Committee seem to have met before that meeting, 
because a subcommittee of NC prepared a statement entitled “The New Social 
Democrats,” which was to be distributed at that conference “for use in discussion to 
prepare for the adoption of resolutions and an action program at a meeting to be held in 
the late Fall or Winter of 2003.” It did not represent an official statement by the 
organization.  As far as it is known, that conference was never held.  The next and final 
activity that was held by the former leadership of SDUSA was the conference on October 
1, 2005, “Sidney Hook and American Democracy: Current Crisis, Future Challenges.” 
Sidney Hook, the famous philosopher, and social democratic political activist, who was a 
fierce opponent of Communism and a very controversial figure in his own right, had been 
Honorary Chair of the SD from 1978 to his death in 1989.   All of the above three 
conference were organized by Penn Kemble.  He also wrote the NO Notes for the SD 
website.  Kemble did not attend the later conference as he was dying from brain cancer. 
It was Kemble whom was responsible for keeping the SD alive until 2005, despite the 
deaths of many long time key leaders of the SD and members of the NC. And it seemed 
that with his death later in October of 2005 (which received more coverage and tributes 
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in conservative publications such as The Washington Times, The New York Sun, and the 
Wall St Journal then anywhere else), no one was left in the NO with the will or desire to 
keep the organization alive.  The last items to be placed on the official SD website were 
the tributes to Kemble.  Nothing has been added since October, 2005. 

 Thus, with Kemble’s passing, it appeared that the SD also died as the phone in the 
national office was disconnected and letters or new membership contributions were 
returned with the message, “no longer at this address, box closed.”   And there was no 
forwarding address.  Nevertheless, the SD’s official website was not taken down until 
some time in 2009.   Until then, the dormant organization still listed the address and 
phone number which were no longer in operation.  In addition, the site still asked for 
donations and for dues from new members, despite the apparent abandonment of the 
organization by the former leadership and the surviving members of the NC. 

And that would be the end of this story, except one existing Local of the SD, refused to 
allow the organization that they had worked so hard to build, to die. The Western 
Pennsylvania Local of SDUSA, which was chartered by the national organization in 
1981, was the last active local in the SD.11  It never received any notice from the NO that 
it was closing shop and disbanding the organization.  Moreover, current members of the 
SD had not received a dues renewal notice for years, since 1998, or any mailing from the 
NO, including invitations to attend the 3 conferences.  It seemed that only NC members 
and invited guests were permitted to attend those conferences.  The former leadership of 
the SD seemed to close shop without informing the rank and file members of the 
organization.  Therefore, the uninformed members could claim that they had paid dues to 
the SD for a service, and the SD leadership took their money and then disappeared 
without a trace.  When Jeff Brindle of Pennsylvania send his application for membership 
to the old NO in order to join the Western Pennsylvania Local, his check was returned. 

In 2006, Brindle, a former member of the “SPUSA” founded the Social Democratic Party 
of Pennsylvania.  The Social Democratic Party of Pennsylvania affiliated with Social 
Democrats, U.S.A. in order to advance efforts to rebuild the authentic Socialist Party of 
America/Socialist Party, U.S.A.  Gabe Ross, a continuing member of the SD since 1972, 
and one of the leading figures in the Western Pennsylvania Local, contacted other SD 
members across the country, and they all agree that they wanted the organization to 
continue in spite of the abandonment by the national leadership of the National office. 
They decided to re-establish a new national office in Johnstown, Pa., in the headquarters 
of the Western Pennsylvania Local, which in reality was also Ross’s apartment.    Ross, 
who was also a member of DSA & the “SPUSA” reached out to members of DSA, 
expelled or disillusioned members of “SPUSA” from the Fist & Rose Caucus, and 
activists in other progressive arenas and people who were never a member of social 
democratic/democratic socialist organization to join SDUSA and help rebuild the 
organization from the ground up.  

However, in a good faith effort, Ross and some other members, especially, Rabbi Craig 
Miller, tried to contact the former leadership of the SD to discover why they closed the 
doors to the organization without informing the membership and invite the existing 
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members of the last elected National Committee to continue on with us in reviving the 
organization.  Our hope was that some of the members of the last NC would continue to 
function in that position in a revived SD thereby provides an uninterrupted direct 
connection between the old leadership of the organization and the new NO being re-
established in Jonestown, Pa.  Unfortunately, what responses we did receive from the 
former leadership were negative, with the sense that they considered the SDUSA to be 
their personal property and if they choose to disband it, without any notice to the 
membership – tough luck.  Therefore, while it was (and is still) our desire to have 
members of the old NC join us and renew their work in the SD, the new leadership of the 
organization contended that the ownership of the SD were in the hands of the remaining 
continuing members of the organization and the existing active Western Pennsylvania 
Local.  Therefore, a provisional reorganizing National Committee, made up of both the 
continuing and new members of the SDUSA, began meeting, via conference calls, to plan 
the revival of the over 110 year old organization, that had been the historic Socialist Party 
of Debs & Thomas.

Our major problem was that the abandonment of the organization by the previous 
leadership had left us without any resources, materials, banners (everything was sent to 
Duke University Rare Book, Manuscript, and Special Collections Library) and a tiny 
remaining membership scattered throughout the country.  Most of the officers and 
members remained strangers to one another as they only knew each other from the 
weekly conference calls.  Everything was done on a volunteer basis, including the staff in 
the Johnstown National Office/ Gabriel Ross’s Apartment. In addition, a majority of our 
remaining members had significant medical, psychological and financial problems that 
inhibited their involvement with the organization on a normal basis.  In other words, there 
was no rich benefactor ready to finance the organization, or union money coming to us.  
We did not have prominent academics who could write our position papers and for our 
publications.   Thus, we began anew by really being an organization made up of 
the working class, the unemployed and people who view national health insurance not as 
a political issue, but their only source of managing their physical and mental 
health.  Therefore, we in the SDUSA see dramatic social change and socialism itself, as 
not merely a philosophical question, but as vital to our own personal survival 

The revived organization first began using the working title Social Democratic Party of 
America/Social Democrats USA/Socialist Party of America and claimed the intellectual 
property of the Social Democrats, USA including the names Socialist Party of America, 
League for Industrial Democracy, Young Social Democrats, Young People's Socialist 
League, Inc., and to the legacy of Debs, Jones, Thomas, Sinclair, Randolph, Harrington, 
Hoopes, Zeidler, and Rustin. Gabriel Ross was elected acting General Secretary of the 
Social Democratic Party of America. We established a website in order to publically 
announce the revived SDUSA, whose webmaster was Atlee Yarrow, formally of the 
Socialist Party of Florida.

In 2008, the Young Social Democrats was reconstituted under the leadership of acting 
Youth Secretary, Jaime Johnston, who we were told was a 18 year old self educated 
computer expert.  She aided Yarrow in administrating our website, and was 
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recommended for the position of Youth Secretary by Gabe Ross.   The provisional NC 
was not aware at the time that she was in a romantic relationship with Ross, who was 
over 30 years her senior, and that they were living together in his apartment, which would 
be a major conflict of interest in any organization.  In addition, she had very little 
knowledge of socialism, in general, to be a public spokesperson for the YSD, and relied 
primarily on Ross for her political education.

Plans were originally laid with Social Democrats, USA / Social Democratic Party of 
America for a joint re-foundation convention in Philadelphia on Labor Day weekend. A 
committee to revive the efforts of the League for Industrial Democracy was formed.  It 
was decided to resume using the name Social Democratic, U.S.A. in all public 
correspondences, activities and as the official name of our website.  We also made a 
second website duplicating the entire content of the old SDUSA website, but with the 
new phone number and address of the re-established NO in Johnstown Pa.   The old 
website was still up at this time, with their bogus address & phone number, because the 
former leadership signed a contract for that domain lasting to 2011!  They never bothered 
to shut it down, as they proceeded in their attempt to secretly dissolve the organization. 
Then, as stated above, the original old website suddenly disappeared in 2009.

 It was agreed that the revived SD will adhere to the provisions of the last amended 
constitution of the SD adopted in 1990 to show the continuity of the organization 
between the old and new leadership until the adoption of a new constitution at the re-
foundation convention.  The Socialist International was contacted by the new NO and the 
process was begun to reestablish the SD’s membership in the SI, which the former 
leadership allowed to lapse by non-payment of dues going back several years.  Ironically, 
the SI, in good faith, constantly tried to contact the old leadership to remind them to pay 
their back dues or they would lose their membership.  But even the SI couldn’t get a 
response from the old leadership.  

In June, 2008, the provisional NC elected new officers for the SD, who will be formally 
nominated at the forthcoming convention.  Rabbi Craig Miller was elected provisional 
National Chair of the SD.   Later that year, Rabbi Miller would briefly resign from that 
post and was replaced by Rick D’Loss as SD’s provisional National Chair    Rob Tucker 
was elected as Provisional President of the organization.  (However, he soon became very 
ill and never really was able to take part in our meetings.  He would pass away in 
February. 2009.)   Gabe Ross was appointed by the officers to be the provisional 
Executive Director of the revived organization.   In July, it was decided to postpone our 
refoundation convention to next year, and concentrate on building our Locals and 
circulating our publications, with this so-called “SD Manifesto” becoming our official 
document announcing the revival of the SDUSA. 

 We reestablished our website on a new domain, with the goal of intergrading our new 
content, with the content of the old SDUSA website that was set up by the former 
leadership, after a dispute with Yarrow, with Jaime Johnston becoming our primary web-
master.12   The official name of our organization on this website was Social Democrats, 
USA-Socialist Party.  However, this name prove to be confusing since while our 
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organizational structure was carried over from when the SDUSA was the Socialist Party, 
since 1973 we have been a non-political party, political action organization.  In addition, 
there are new laws that have come into play since 1973, specifically relating to political 
endorsements and contributions that strictly define the distinction between a political 
advocacy group, a political action committee and a political party.  As a result, we 
decided that our official name should continue to be Social Democrats, USA, alone, as it 
has been since 1973. 

The provisional NC had also been debating whether to give up the title to the name, 
Socialist Party, U.S.A,, as the present organization, which is officially registered under 
the name, Socialist Party of the United States of America, but publicly uses the name 
Socialist Party, U.S.A (SPUSA) on its website and all of its public literature, etc. may try 
to challenge us in court over which organization has the legitimate title to the name 
Socialist Party, U.S.A.  Therefore, some NC members argue that we should reluctantly 
allow the current organization that calls itself “SPUSA” to claim the copyright to that 
name in order to save our revived fledging organization from a possible expensive 
lawsuit, and instead lay claim to the other historical names associated with the Socialist 
Party, such as the Socialist Party of America, etc.  

On the other hand, other NC members point out, that according to the SD’s own 
constitution, the Socialist Party, U.S.A still existed, alongside the SDUSA, and could be 
revived for electoral purposes again, by a unanimous decision of its National Board, 
which consisted of all of the members of the SD’s National Committee.   Moreover, it 
should be noted, for our current debate, that the SD's structure remained the same as it 
was when it was the SPUSA.  All that changed was the name of the organization and that 
it no longer called itself a political party.  However, it was still the same organization.  
Similarly, in 1944 when the Communist Party voted to transform the organization into 
the non-party, Communist Political Association, it was still under the same leadership 
and structure as the CPUSA, except the title of Chairman became President, etc.  Then in 
1945, the CPA, at a emergency convention, voted to becoming again, the Communist 
Party of the United States.  Similarly, the SD could have, at any convention, voted to 
return to the name Socialist Party USA and run candidates for public office.  It was still 
the same organization.  That is why it remained a member of the Socialist 
International.  The SD continued holding the seat that it occupied under the name of the 
Socialist Party.  Similarly, when the Democratic Socialist Organizing Committee 
(DSOC) merges in 1982 with the New American Movement (NAM) to form the 
Democratic Socialists of America (DSA), the renamed and merged organization 
continued to hold DSOC's seat in the Socialist International, despite the more drastic 
change in the structure and membership of the merged organization.   Accordingly, the 
SDUSA continued to hold the copyright title to the name Socialist Party, U.S.A. and the 
new organization that was founded in 1973, recognized this when they changed the name 
in their constitution to Socialist Party of the United States of America in 1974.  But they 
only trademarked that name in 2007. Therefore, while we do not use Socialist Party, USA 
in the official name of the organization, we the members and officers of the revived 
Social Democrats, U.S.A. may still decide to officially reclaim our ownership to that 
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specific name with the formation of a political action committee for supporting electoral 
campaigns that would be called Socialist Party, U.S.A. PAC.

The year 2009 was to be the breakout year for the Provisional officers and members of 
the revived SDUSA, with the publication of the first issue of Torch & Rose in January, 
and a Refoundation National Convention in May that would officially reconstitute the 
organization under new leadership.  This would enable the SD to begin public activities, 
recruit new members and re-establish itself as a major player on the Democratic Left. 

The Refoundation National Convention did, in fact, take place on May, 3 2009.  But our 
resource were too meager for it to be the public event, that would bring together from 
across the country, our members and officers, whom, for the most part, had never met 
one another.  While, some public outdoor events were planned in Johnstown, 
Pennsylvania, it was uncertain whether they ever took place.  Instead, the formal 
Refoundation Convention was conducted through a Conference Call on the afternoon of 
May 3rd.  

Nevertheless, the Convention began on a extraordinary positive note, as we were 
privileged and honored to have as our Keynote Speaker, 95 year old, Ernie Erber.  Erber 
was the Chair of the YPSL’s back in the late 1930s, and became a following of Leon 
Trotsky.  He aligned the YPSL’s with the Trotskyists who entered the SP in 1936, and 
edited The Socialist Appeal, an official SP publication that became the Trotskyist organ 
in the Party. Erber, represented the YPSL’s, in international conferences in Europe in 
1936, and found himself in Spain, at the beginning of its Civil War.   There he tried to 
organize a Eugene V. Debs column, on behalf of the SP, wrote a YPSL pamphlet about 
the Civil War, and even, helped edit La Batalla, the newspaper of the anti-Stalinist/anti-
Fascist POUM.  Erber, in the SWP, was a leading member of the Shachtman faction, and 
when the Shachtmanites split from the SWP in 1940 to form the Workers Party, Erber 
served on both its National and Political Committees. He was also as various times, editor 
of Labor Action, its newspapers, and Managing Editor and member of the Editorial 
Board, of The New International, the Shachtmanites theoretical journal.  In 1948, Erber 
would resign from the Workers Party, as a result of his growing disagreement with the 
Bolshevik/Leninist nature of the Party and its support of the Bolshevik Revolution, in a 
public letter the WP’s discussion bulletin.  In turn, Shachtman responded with a 119 page 
single space vitriolic response, in the discussion bulletin defending revolutionary 
socialism, Leninism, and denouncing Erber’s “sudden” deviation in sharp and highly 
personal caustic language that was an unfortunate trait of his political movement, and 
one, as we shall see, continues to plague us today, in the SD, and in many other Left wing 
organizations. After resigning from the WP, Erber joined the Socialist Party, would 
become a prominent city planner, and in the early 1980s, become active in DSOC/DSA in 
its Columbia, Maryland Local.

In his address, Erber gave us a historical perspective for our activities.  He reminded us of 
what it was like in the depression era, his activities as a young socialist, reminisces about 
the prominent figures of the socialist movement that he knew, such as Norman Thomas, 
his experience in Spain, in the early days of the Civil War, and connected the events of 

2



his long life to the economic conditions today, and a another crisis, second to the Great 
Depression, caused by Capitalism.  He reaffirmed his belief in socialism, despite all the 
setbacks that have occurred and its identification with the horrors of 
Stalinism/Communism.  He stressed that a 21st Century Socialist movement must be free 
from Stalinism if it is to be relevant in this new era.    Nevertheless, Ernie, told us that he 
was thrilled to be associated, in the twilight of his long and very active life, with our 
efforts to revive a socialist/social democratic movement in the United States.  Erber’s talk 
to us, send chills, and we were all very moved by it.  We decided to elect him to be our 
Honorary National Chair.  Sadly, Erber’s address would be his last public statement.  His 
health, soon after, increasingly declined and he passed away on February 16, 2010, at the 
age of 96. 

After Erber’s keynote address, the Convention would amend and approve a new 
Constitution for the SD, adopt a revised Statement of Principles, a Ten Year Strategy, and 
to reconstitute the League of Industrial Democracy (LID) under new leadership.  The 
Constitution proclaimed that the official name of the organization “shall be Social 
Democrats, USA.”    Then, to re-establish our ownership to the name, Socialist Party, 
USA, the Constitution stated that this would be the name of “the organization’s political 
arm,” or PAC.  Nevertheless, on our website, public literature, message boards and blogs, 
the Constitution maintained in Article 1 Section C, that “The organization shall be 
referred as Social Democrats,USA(SD,USA); the only legitimate successor to the 
Socialist Party, USA(SPUSA).”  

In the final action of the Convention was the election of officers.  Rabbi Craig Miller and 
Rick DLoss, were elected as National Co-Chairs of the SD.  Steven Weiner was elected 
President of the SD, and editor of its official publication, Torch & Rose.  David A. 
Hacker and Patty Friend were elected as National Vice Presidents of the SDUSA.  The 
elected officers then agreed to appoint Gabriel McCloskey-Ross as Executive Director of the 
SD and Jaime Johnston as National Secretary of the Young Social Democrats/ Young People’s 
Socialist League. 

Unfortunately, there are no public records anywhere of the convention as the staff failed 
to take minutes of the proceedings, nor published an official communiqué about it, either 
on our official website or message boards.   None of the adopted Resolutions, included 
the new Constitution of the organization were ever published.   In fact the first mention of 
the Convention was not directed to the members of the SD, but rather was in a personal 
letter from Executive Director Ross to David McReynolds of the SPUSA!  Yet, the 
Constitution and the Convention would be frequently cited by Ross in his later sectarian 
polemics against the officers of the SD, and he even celebrated the 1st anniversary of our 
refoundation without informing anyone about the contents of the Convention that 
officially re-established the organization.  

A second positive highlight for the reorganized SDUSA would be the 4 part economic 
symposiums conducted by the Laurel Highlands Local, on the subject, “The Four 
Freedoms: A Social Democratic View of the ‘New Deal’ in Face of Economic Crisis,” in 
April, 2009, and the 32 page booklet on the subject that was produced by our National 
Office for the series, and then reproduced, on-line, in the Adobe PDF program. 
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A third highlight of the year was the election of National Co-Chair Rick D’Loss to the 
City Council of Carnegie, Pennsylvania, which enabled the revived SDUSA to tout its 
ability to elected one of its members to public office, as a self proclaimed socialist, in the 
first year of its renewed existence. 

However, there were also various negative developments in 2009, that would eventually 
lead the officers of the organization to make an a crucial, but very reluctant decision at 
the end of the year, in order to save the effort of reviving the SDUSA and conducting its 
activities in a emphatic internal environment.  The reorganized SDUSA was to be a 
decentralized organization.  Instead, all of the internal organizational activities 
(membership, dues, finances, management of the website, message board & blogs) was 
centralized in the Johnstown NO/Ross Apartment under the control of the 2 staff 
members, Executive Director Gabe Ross and his now, wife, Youth Secretary and Web 
Master Jaime Johnston.  The officers would later see this as a major error on their part in 
the reorganizing of the SD.  There was little direct supervision of their activities, since 
the officers lived though out the country, with the closest, National Co-Chair, D’Loss 
living an hour and a half away from Johnstown.  Thus, Ross and Johnston were given 
enormous trust by the officers to carry out the daily administrative tasks of maintaining 
the organization. Ross, as a political strategist, author of the “Four Freedoms” booklet 
and lecture series, and writer of a second companion Statement of Principles for the SD, 
that was so poetic in its writing, it could have also been written as the official song of the 
organization, made many positive contribution, with the aid of Johnston, in the effort to 
revive the SD.

Unfortunately, these would be overshadowed by his inability to compromise on various 
political issues, such as the conflict in Gaza in the beginning of 2009, divisive and 
derogatory attacks on other organizations, individuals and members in our public 
message board, frequent unexplained absences and non- communications with officers 
and staff, no major updating of the website since 2008 and misuse of the membership list 
and dues for partisan purposes, including arbitrary expelling officers, falsely excusing 
them of lapses in paying dues.   As a result, the SD suffered a loss of members and 
potential members, and recruitment was severely effected as the officers and remaining 
members felt that the toxic internal atmosphere being generated by the actions of the NO 
Staff made it impossible attract new people and develop Locals.13

Nevertheless, in April of 2010, the revived SD even caught the attention of Glenn Beck 
on his Fox New Channel television show, who proclaimed that we actually control the 
Democratic Party. Absurd, of course, unless Beck was considering some other alternative 
universe.   But the real farce of his comments about us is that the SD website that he 
showed on his program no longer represents the official organization and its elected 
leadership.  What happened?  Glenn King, a member of the SD from Columbus, Ohio, 
provides the answer in  his response to Beck’s assertion about the SD, in an brief article 
that he wrote, entitled, “Taking Over the Democratic Party:”
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“The Social Democrats USA has recently made national news or at least into the Glenn 
Beck show which is almost as good. On his April 22 program right  tea party leader 
Glenn Beck attempted to further build his  case that President Obama is a socialist  by 
attempting to tie Obama to the now defunct radical reform organization ACORN and its 
executive director Bertha Lewis. Mrs. Lewis who evidently is a democratic socialist 
spoke at gathering of the Young Democratic Socialists the youth arm  of the Democratic 
Socialists of America (DSA) in March. At the gathering Bertha Lewis called for DSA 
members to build the organization and recruit new members. Since Barack Obama as 
have many other Democratic leaders has  had a  positive relationship to ACORN prior a 
series of  scandals within the organization during the last few years, Mr. Beck easily 
scored several propaganda points. As propaganda the argument of guilt by association 
normally works for those who wish to believe the main story line. Next to top it off Beck 
showed  a citation from the web site of the old Social Democrats USA, which calls for 
the Social Democrats USA to be a “party within a party” I.E. a caucus within the 
Democratic Party. The implications for Beck of this were obvious. The Democratic Party 
 is infiltrated by and ultimately controlled by dangerous socialist elements of the Social 
Democrats USA

“Would that this were true! However some unfortunate facts need to be stated. The first 
of which is that in December of 2009 a schism occurred within the Social Democrats 
USA and Gabe Ross the executive director of the SD USA was fired from his position by 
the organization’s  full National Executive Committee. The division that occurred 
between the NEC and its executive director was due to an increasing 
tendency by Mr Ross to use methods  of slander and the demonization of  board members 
who disagreed with him over often minor political issues. That behavior when combined 
with Mr. Ross’s often deliberate refusals to implement NEC decisions and his 
unilateral expulsions of NEC members made his continuation in his post of Executive 
Director an impossibility. Unfortunately since Gabe Ross controlled the SDUSA web 
site, the NEC leadership  had to develop an alternative web site called ‘Social Democrats, 
USA for the 21th Century.’ Unfortunately this new web site due at least partially from 
legal harrasment from Mr. Ross  is still not up and running. Hopefully that will change 
soon. This does not  mean that most of the statements on social democratic political 
strategy, tactics and writings on the old Gabe Ross controlled site do not represent much 
of the thinking of the legitimate SDUSA. On the contrary much on the old site was 
written and developed by such notable Social Democratic NEC members as David 
Hacker the party’s historian.

“Now that this is clarified, a few more points regarding the SDUSA’s supposed control of 
the Democratic Party must be made. Unfortunately  while the Social Democrats, USA is 
the direct lineal descendent of the old historical Socialist Party of America of 
such leading members  as Eugene Debs, Norman Thomas and Helen Keller, history has 
not been kind to the organization.  Since the party changed its name in 1972 and its loss 
of members to two secession movements the Democratic Socialist Organizing Committee 
– latter to become  DSA, and another movement which became the Socialist Party USA; 
 the SDUSA has lost membership. Thus the Gabe Ross schism of the Social Democrats 
USA which so impresses Glen Beck probably has less than 20 paid members. Its activist 
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core is evidently much lower. Glenn Beck would have been advised to have done his 
homework more thoroughly.

“Thus it is  ironic even funny that it is the old Social Democrats USA web site that Glen 
Beck used to show the supposed infiltration and control of the Democratic Party by 
dangerous social democratic elements. However on the optimistic side Glenn Beck has 
done a great job of getting the Social Democrats USA  in the news even if for now 
the schismatic group has gotten the balk of attention. That scarcely matters in the long 
run the party as a whole will  benefit.”

As a result, the second decade of the 21st century began very divisively, climaxing a 2009 
which saw our goal of reviving the SD with an internal life that would be truly 
democratic and empathetic, tragically become the exact opposite, as the heritage of the 
Bolshevik style of debate, that Max Shachtman used in his polemic against Ernie Erber, 
would surface again even in the reorganized SD, in the actions of Executive Director 
Gabe Ross.  This would ultimately result in the year 2010 beginning with the elected 
officers of the SDUSA dismissing Ross, and Ross, in turn, claiming that the officers were 
no longer dues paying members of the organization, ignoring them and using his control 
over the website and other internet sites, to continue to insist that he is the only official 
spokesperson of the SDUSA.  (See the letter by the officers, dismissing Ross, in the 
Appendix.1)   In effect, as Glenn King related above, this has created, at the time that this 
is being written, a bizarre situation where two organizations claim that they are the SD, 
which, in reality has placed the entire project of reviving the organization in jeopardy, as 
outside observers could sarcastically ask, “Will the Real SDUSA Please Stand Up?”

The clear answer is that there is only one authentic organization known as SDUSA, and 
we are that organization, made up of the Officers and members of the NEC which 
unanimously voted, with the exception of Ross and Johnston, themselves, to dismiss Ross 
as ED and move the NO to New York.  We tried to reach a compromise with Ross that 
would make him Political Director, based in Johnstown, while a separate new position of 
Organizational Director would operate out of New York City.  However, Ross rejected 
any compromises, and insisted that he was now the personification of the SDUSA, its 
entire 110 year heritage, and its sole officer.  Then, through his and Johnston control of 
the public on-line organs of the organization, he arbitrarily banned the elected officers 
from being able to communicate with the membership through its message boards, and 
stated that they have all been expelled for lapses in dues payment.  All of these charges 
were false, of course.

Nevertheless, as this is being written, Ross, through his total control of the former 
website, message boards and blogs of the organization, continues to maintain the fiction 
that his 2 person rump of the SD, is the authentic version.  Yet, while he keeps making 
wild threats against this legitimate SD and the elected officers, and bars us from reading 
and participating on his various boards, he still needs us, as he continues to reprint 
articles that we wrote for the SD, including the original version of this document, on his 
website and blogs.   However, while the existence of this other alleged SDUSA remains 
an annoying problem, we are certain that it will only be a temporary phenomenon. 
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Whatever members, Ross may be able to temporarily recruit, will likely become quickly 
disillusioned, when they discover that they are now the targets of Ross’s wrath, as a result 
of future inevitable political and organizational disagreements, and that they are really 
dealing with a two person operation that is mainly a web creation that is being run out of 
a computer in their small apartment.

At the same time, the internal crisis in the SD and the divisive narcissistic behavior of 
Gabe Rose, its former Executive Director, should be viewed as not merely limited to one 
political organization.  Rather, similar anti-social occurrences exist and have existed on 
the Left in political entities, large and small, causing disaffection and disillusionment. It 
is one of the main reasons why Left organizations have failed in this country.  It is for 
this reason that the officers and members of the authentic revived SDUSA are committed 
to ending this traditional negative environment of internal life and structure, inherited 
from the past.

Rabbi Michael Lerner, the editor of Tikkun, has frequently written on this theme 
concerning the wider reasons why the Left has failed in this country.  And he has also 
tried to explain the paradox on how could a Left-wing activist, such as Ross, write such a 
moving Statement of Principles, and other political writings, clearly observe the anti-
democratic and toxic internal life that was occurring in the Socialist Party of the United 
States of America (See the next chapter.), yet repeat this very anti-social behavior after he 
was given the post of Executive Director of the revived SD.

Lerner wrote in his book, Surplus Powerlessness, that people who became involved in 
social movements, such as the SD, have also brought along, all the deformities that have 
been generated by their experiences “in the world of work, in family life, and in 
childhood.”14  In other word, Lerner points out, “the social movement itself would, no 
matter how wonderful it was in other respects, also serve to provide a location in which 
all the Surplus Powerlessness that they had inherited would get played against each 
other.”15  As a result, Lerner states, that “unless people were to directly and consciously 
incorporate into their analyses and into their experiences an understanding of Surplus 
Powerlessness, they will be driven back into passivity and cynicism.”16   This is why the 
divisive internal life of a majority of Left wing organizations has led disillusion members 
to become altogether alienated from politics.   

Those who remain, while sincerely committed to social change and a vision of a new 
society, become more isolated from the real world, and give off the aura of defeat.  Their 
behavior toward one another and toward the outside world further estranges them from 
reaching out to a wider audience.   Lerner explains that the Left too often “become 
havens for people who are too afraid to engage in real struggle.  They get together with 
other people and look down on everyone else who isn’t smart enough or pure enough to 
join the struggle.  This behavior,” he continues, “ guaranteed to keep people away, is 
actually quite effective for recreating isolation and thus assuring people that their ideas 
will never have to be taken too seriously.”17  Ironically, it is this process of isolation that 
enables individuals such as Ross, and much of the radical Left in general, to “articulate 
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the most visionary and ‘radical’ visions without ever confronting the real Surplus 
Powerlessness that cripples their participants.”18

Lerner’s conception of Surplus Powerlessness, later evolved into his conception of a 
Politic of Meaning, and has organized with Cornel West, The Network of Spiritual 
Progressives.”  Its vision “Advocates a New Bottom Line in America. This bottom 
takes into consideration not only how well institutions and the economy maximize money 
and power, but how well they maximize love and caring, ethical and ecological 
sensitivity and behavior, kindness and generosity, non-violence and peace, and the extent 
to which they enhance our capacities to respond to other human beings in a way that 
honors them as embodiments of the sacred, and enhance our capacities to respond to the 
earth and the universe with awe, wonder and radical amazement.”19 

A concrete example of this analysis toward the problems that plague the leadership of 
Left organizations and unions is Peter Gabel’s article, “A Labor Leader Loses His Way,” 
which appeared in the September/October, 2009 edition of Tikkun.  The Labor leader that 
Gabel’s is discussing here is Andy Stern, who has recently resigned as President of the 
Services Employees International Union.  Stern was seen by many observers of labor as 
being a progressive innovator that the union movement needed in order to grow and 
survive.  His public speeches and appearances in the media would enhance this image as 
he would proclaim the need to a more militant and combative labor movement.  It was a 
result of this declaration of a new militancy that led Stern to have the SEIU leave the 
AFL-CIO, along with the Teamsters, UNITE HERE and 3 other national unions to form a 
new labor federation, called Change to Win.

However, there was also a dark side to Stern’s activities, as he led SEIU to interfere in 
the internal affairs of other unions, such as the California Nursing Association, in order to 
enhance the influence of SEIU in the entire Labor movement.  One of his most egregious 
actions was to create a major rift in UNITE HERE, which had recently merged in 2004, 
by successfully raiding the union, which is the primary subject of Gaber’s essay.  Gabel 
details how Stern influenced UNITE HERE co-president Bruce Raynor, to leave the 
union and “created an artificial new hotel-restaurant-gaming union called "Workers 
United" that is an affiliate of SEIU and is now openly trying to undermine traditional 
UNITE HERE jurisdictions around the country, and essentially pillage them.”20 

What is important for our purposes, vis-à-vis the SD and the wider Left, is to 
comprehend, according to Gabel, the rational behind the destructive behaviors that led 
“two life-long labor leaders who have devoted their whole adult lives to the labor 
movement do something so seemingly irrational and counter-productive?”21

The answer is one that people on the Left, usually overlook, or do not want to even 
consider.  But, that we in the revived SDUSA must be open to in organizing our internal 
life.  This is “the vulnerability of everyone raised in our individualistic, socially 
separated, alienated culture to the legacy of unworthiness and humiliation that introduces 
a compensatory narcissistic distortion into both our perception of events and our 
interpretation of and response to them.”   As Gabel explains, beyond the usual 
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understanding on the Left of the social-economic inequalities and environmental 
degradation of modern life lies an additional factor too often ignored on the Left.  This is 
“the spiritual immiseration that results from the deprivation of sustained authentic and 
affirming connection with other human beings. Buried beneath the artificiality and 
noisiness of our media culture and the often passively endured and isolating routines of 
everyday life is a chronic and universal sense of "underconfirmation" of our deepest self, 
of being insufficiently recognized at the core of our being by other human beings, 
including family members and those we love most and most long to connect with.”  As a 
result, Gabel contents that “we each internalize this deprivation of recognition as 
inherently humiliating and a source of mysterious unworthiness and shame, an 
abnegation of the self that is so painful as to be unsupportable and which we therefore 
deny and banish from awareness. In its place we build the narcissism of the ego, a 
compensatory self-"image" worn on the outside of the underrecognized and concealed 
real self and compulsively motivated to aggrandize itself in order to ward off the threat of 
the other's refusal of reciprocating connection.”22

In the case of the SD, this helps us explains the narcissistic and divisive behavior of 
Comrade Ross and his need to be recognized as being the leading personality of the SD, 
after his failure to secure a leadership position in either DSA or the SP of the USA.  The 
lesson of both the Stern and Ross example, according to Lerner and his associate, Peter 
Gabel is that organizations, such as the SDUSA have an essential need for a process of 
“psycho-spiritual healing.”   This means “the creation of healing  processes built into the 
ongoing practice of our social movements, processes that consciously foresee the 
vulnerability of all of our social change movements to what we might call ‘internal 
panic,’ to losing touch with our most idealistic commitments to the creation of a loving 
and egalitarian future society and lapsing into the narcissistic ego-identifications that are 
a universal expression of the humiliation built into our conditioning within the system of 
social relations we are seeking to surpass.”  Gabel concludes that “those who want to 
transform the world have hardly begun to practice the kind of ongoing spiritual 
reassurance needed to consciously monitor and very gradually heal the same wounds that 
the preservers of the status quo seek to keep in a state of unconscious repression.”23

Other commentators, such as Jeremy Rifkin, call for the creation of an “Empathic 
Civilization.” In his new book, by that name, Rifkin contends that “if human nature is 
materialistic to the core –self-serving, utilitarian, and pleasure seeking-then there is little 
hope of resolving the empathy/entropy paradox.  But if human nature is, rather, at a more 
basic level, predisposed to affection, companionship, sociability, and empathic extension, 
then there is the possibility, at least, that we might yet escape the empathy/entropy 
dilemma and find an accommodation that will allow us to restore a sustainable balance 
with the biosphere.”24

We in the revived SDUSA are also committed to these endeavors in building our 
organization.  We will be open to new ideas, such as Lerner, Gabel and Rifkin, and 
others, from various traditions, along with the Marxist and non-Marxist theoretical 
heritage of social democracy/democratic socialism.    

3



                                                           Chapter 6

Critical Question no. 3
What will be the Revived SDUSA’s Relationship with DSA and “SP of the U.S.A.”?

A. What will be the revived SDUSA’s Relationship with the Democratic 
Socialists of America & the Socialist Party of the United States of 

America?  And why bother to revive the SDUSA in the First Place and 
instead work inside one of these Two Established Organization 

promoting the cause of Social Democracy/Democratic Socialism? 

It is well known that the SDUSA, under the former leadership had a very continuous 
relationship with the Democratic Socialist Organizing Committee, which in 1982 became 
the Democratic Socialists of America, while Michael Harrington was alive.   As shown 
above, they were intense and even bitter rivals in both the labor movement and the 
Democratic Party and many times on opposite sides on international issues, including 
inside the Socialist International.   SD was also envious of the growth of this former 
minority caucus of the organization, which quickly grew to pass it in membership.  Only 
with the fatal illness of Michael Harrington in 1988, did a thaw finally emerge between 
the two U.S. member party’s of the SI, as the SD send and paid for a half page greeting to 
Harrington in the journal commemorating the large public celebration of his 60th birthday. 
Then after Harrington died of cancer of the esophagus on July 31, 1989, the SD was one 
of the many organizations that placed a death notice, in his name, in the New York Times.  
In the decade of the 1990s, with the end of the Cold War, several personalities, who were 
close to DSA, such as Jim Chapin and Robert Kuttner were invited to attend SD 
sponsored conferences.  But there never really was any organizational reconciliation 
between the two groups. 

On the other hand, the SD basically ignored the “SPUSA.”  They were considered to be 
too small and irrelevant to be bothered with.  Therefore, when the “SPUSA” took the 
name, “Hammer & Tongs,” for its internal discussion bulletin, which was the long time 
title of the historic Socialist Party’s internal discussion bulletin, and according to the 
SD’s constitution, would continue in the renamed organization, the SD decided that it 
wasn’t worth to contest it.  Likewise, when the “SPUSA,” which didn’t have a youth 
section until 1989, started its own version of the Young People’s Socialist League, the 
SD also did not contest it. 

1, Socialist Party of the United States of America
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The new Socialist Party, itself has hardly made a dent in the political life of the United 
States since it was founded in 1973, despite running a presidential ticket every four years 
since 1976.  These campaigns were only able to gather a few thousands votes across the 
country, as the Party was only able to appear on the ballot of a limited number of states. 
Most Americans, including activists in progressive causes, do not even know that it 
exists, and believe that the historic Socialist Party of Debs & Thomas died many years 
ago.  In fact, ironically, the “SPUSA” received the most publicity in its 35 year history, 
until the 2008 election, during the 2000 election mishap in Florida, where the ballot in 
Palm Beach, County was so confusing that voters who thought that had voted for Al 
Gore, ended up voting for Pat Buchanan.  When the disputed ballot was shown on 
television, viewers could see that the “Socialist Party, U.S.A” ticket of David 
McReynolds and Mary Cal Hollis, appeared next to that of Gore’s and Buchanan, which 
would probably have been the first time that they became aware of its existence.   The 
limited resources of the Party also restricted its efforts toward running candidates for 
other political offices around the country.  They were only able to conduct a few local 
campaigns a year, which were mainly for propaganda purposes, without any chance of 
actually winning a political office and carrying out its program. 

Nevertheless, the Socialist Party of the United States of America, when it was under the 
chairmanship of Frank Zeidler, which lasted until 1984, and for several years after, 
proudly proclaimed in its public appearance and Party literature, its historic connection to 
the Socialist Party of Debs & Thomas.  Zeidler’s pamphlet, Ninety Years of Democratic  
Socialism: A Brief History of the Socialist Party USA, was widely distributed and even 
appeared on the organization’s website, when it was started in the late 1990s by Andrew 
Hammer.  As long as the former members of the Debs Caucus and the four state Socialist 
Parties, that originated in the SD in 1973, or when it was still the SP in 1970, continued 
to be active in the new “SPUSA,” the connection to the past was ensured.  These long 
time SP members would include, Zeidler, himself, McReynolds, Rob Tucker, Margaret 
Phair, Charles Curtiss, Max and Sylvia Wohl, William Douglas, Donald Busky, Steve 
Rossignol, Ann Rosenshaft, Bill Briggs, and Robin Myers.  While the new “SP” was 
essential  pacifist and very critical of U.S. foreign policy, their foreign policy positions 
were more or less, close to that of Third Camp socialists, and even more anti-Communist 
than that of DSA in the 1980s.   In addition, these comrades who never were part of an 
organization with a Leninist background and its divisive Bolshevik style of debate, 
managed to create an internal life in the new Party that was truly comradely and collegial. 
People, who came into contact with the “SPUSA,” in those days, viewed the organization 
as consisting of the most decent people on the Left.  This decency could have developed 
in reaction to the harsh and divisive personal abuse that these former Debs Caucus 
members received in the old SP by the majority leadership in the Shachtmanite 
Realignment Caucus.  David McReynold, in particular, who was responsible for the 
Shachtmanites coming into the SP in the first place, was the subject of fierce abuse & 
gay-baiting by the majority. 

However, conditions began to change in the “SPUSA” as these “old-timers” retired or 
died.  New members came in, who had no historic ties to the old SP, and quite a few, 
either came from or brought a Leninist outlook, in what had been a Party espousing 

3



democratic socialism.   The internal life became more contentious in the organization. 
The new “SP” had continued to proclaim the democratic and multi-tendency nature that it 
had inherited from the historic SP.  Various tendencies had contested for seats on the 
National Committee and promoted their conception of democratic socialism that the 
Party should proclaim in its programs and statement of principles. Some even called for 
revolutionary democratic socialism.  Other supported a feminist conception of democratic 
socialism. But all of the tendencies were united in stating that their program for the “SP” 
were written to continue the heritage of the historic Socialist Party of Debs, Thomas, 
Hillquit, London, Hoopes, Zeidler, etc.  In the last several years, this would no longer be 
the case.

Gabe Ross, the former Executive Director of the revived SDUSA, had been very active in 
the “SPUSA,” for over 25 years, and was an eyewitness to the recent decline of the 
organization, both in political ideology and in its internal life, as it became more sectarian 
and intolerant of dissenting views, and increasingly doctrinaire in its definition of 
socialism, to the point that with the sole exception of Debs, the Party and its version of 
the YPSL, on their respective websites, for the most part hid its connection to the over 
110 year old history of the historic Socialist Party.   (While Ross, in his position as SD’s 
Executive Director would eventually duplicate many of the conditions that he criticizes in 
the account below, the real tragedy of his case, as noted in the previous chapter, is that he 
can be a credible source describing the deteriorating internal and political conditions in 
the SPUSA, and other organizations where he is not in a leadership position.  However, 
once he assumes a prominent office in an organization, the bureaucratic and authoritarian 
methods that he condemns in others, resurface in kind under his authority.)   The 
historical account written by Zeidler no longer appears on the website.   The name and 
heritage of Norman Thomas, and all the other notables who served in the Socialist Party 
after the death of Debs in 1925, and even Debs’s contemporaries, such as Morris Hillquit, 
Meyer London and Victor Berger, have been practically erased by this so-called 
“Socialist Party of the United States of America,” similar to the manner that the Soviet 
Communist Party, under Stalin, erased Leon Trotsky, Nikolai Bukharin and other 
prominent Communists who were purged in the 1930s, from the official accounts of the 
history of the CPSU.   

In order to find a brief historical account of the 110 years of the Socialist Party, on the 
SPUSA’s website, one has to be some kind of detective.  There is no reference to it in on 
the Home page.  Rather, one has to know that you have to first click on National Office 
on the Home Page.  Then on that page, you click Membership Handbook.  There, the last 
item on the bottom of the page, will you be able to find the link that says “Socialist Party 
History.”   Here you will finally discover a brief history of the SP, which stress the 
contribution of Debs, but is only able to mention the name and contribution of Norman 
Thomas in the SP in two brief sentences.

It should be noted that this has not been the case in the websites of some Locals in the SP 
of the USA. The website of the Socialist Party of Central New York, ‘CNY REDS,’ for 
example, contains the complete historical essay by Frank Zeidler and proclaims on its 
home page, “Socialism and Democracy are indivisible.”   Its chair is Ron Ehrenreich. 
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CNY REDS states, “We are affiliated with the Socialist Party, USA - the “old SP” whose 
members have included Eugene V. Debs, Mother Jones, Upton Sinclair, Margaret Sanger, 
W.E.B. DuBois, Helen Keller, A. Philip Randolph, Norman Thomas, Frank Zeidler, and 
Allen Ginsberg. The SP is a “multi-tendency” party committed to core values of 
socialism, equality, and democracy, and united by shared principles. Our basic strategy 
and the socialism that we envision is best described as Radical Democracy, where 
democracy is practiced in daily life in all aspects of social endeavors, and not merely a 
hollow choice between two hand picked candidates every two to four years.”  The 
Local’s website also has a clear anti-Leninist declaration. Accordingly, if the Socialist 
Party of Central New York represented the outlook of the SP of the USA’s national office 
and it’s NC, there might not have been a need for our effort to revive the SDUSA. 
Nevertheless, this has not been the case, according to Comrade Ross.  Here is his 
personal testimony: 

“When I joined the Socialist Party of the United States of America, for the first time, 
which I believe was in 1976, the SP of the USA was the group that members of the Peace 
movement with Socialist tendencies joined. There was a close relationship between the 
SP of the USA and the War Resisters League. David McReyonlds wrote one of the best 
short pieces on Democratic Socialism I have ever read for War Resisters League 
Organizing Manual. At the time I was active in two groups based in Philadelphia, 
Mobilization for Survival and Movement for a New Society. The latter group had a 
distinctly anarchist bent. I was always surprised when an MNS member mentioned his or 
her membership in the SP of the USA. The SP of the USA thankfully kept alive the 
pacifist tendencies of the Socialist Party of America and was probably more averse to 
Communism than DSOC. The SP regularly sold the pamphlets of S,I, parties on its 
literature table at NAM conventions.

“I remember being at a DSOC conference in 1980 when someone asked Michael 
Harrington about David McReyonlds presidential candidacy and Mike said David was 
“The best candidate with no hope of winning"  Oddly the leadership of the SDUSA 
respected David while they had no time for his Party. In the late '70 or early "80's the SP 
of the USA sought membership in the Socialist International. The S.I. discouraged the 
request according to David. Apparently there were meetings between the leadership of 
the DSOC, the SDUSA and the SP of the USA about the S.I. membership application. 
This is what Arch Puddington and Harry Fleishman told me
. 
“It is important to remember that many in DSOC held "a plague a' both your houses" 
view of the duopoly . It is also worth remembering that DSOC seriously considered 
running Ron Dellums and Mike Harrington for president and vice president in the 1980 
Democratic primaries. DSOC pursued a serious entryist strategy to the DP at the national 
level. The differences between DSOC and the SP of the USA were not large enough to 
prevent Pat Lacefield an active member of the SP from being named National Director of 
DSA in the late 1980s.

“Eric Chester was part of the anti-merger, August 7th caucus in the New American 
Movement. Oddly, so was future co-chair of DSA Barbara Ehrenreich. After the merger 
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Chester helped to form Solidarity ; A Socialist Feminist Network. According to the 
Hammer and Tongs that was in our convention packet in 1983, Chester was part of 
negotiations to merge Solidarity...,; Worker’s Power; and what was left of the 
International Socialists with the SP of the USA. When we encountered Chester at that 
convention he was an observer for the I.S, Most of these people, I believe, drifted into the 
group currently known as Solidarity or the International Socialists. Chester argued 
that Frank Zeidler, who opened at least the last three NAM conventions, would be 
unacceptable to the membership of the groups he represented as national chair because 
Frank was personally pro-life. 

“Moving forward to 2005, the International Commission wrote a statement for May Day 
to be published in The Socialist. By majority vote the commission decided to include a 
mention of the Second International declaring May first International Worker's Day. The 
Commission also voted to include an expression of solidarity with the parties of the 
Socialist International. Chester dissented and argued that such a statement involved 
“working in the Democratic Party" I still don't know what he was talking about. He took 
the matter to the National Committee which decided to name Eric the convener and 
commissar of political correctness for the International Commission. The NC also altered 
the definition of Socialism to mean a sudden act. While revolution was not mentioned, 
that is clearly what they had in mind. The NC ordered the Commission to concentrate on 
minor international parties, who were outside the SI. In response Melvin Little formed 
the Fist and Rose Tendency. Yes, we knew at the time the acronym was FART. It was 
play on the idea of a rose and mired in dung. Melvin Little, David Hacker, Susan Ross, 
and Gabriel Ross wrote the Fist and Rose Manifesto with substantial help from David 
McReyonlds. David never was a member of the Tendency and never endorsed the 
Manifesto but offered comradely assistance, The Manifesto is available here on our 
website.  (Ross is referring here to the former website of the SDUSA, which he still 
controls.  His comments, here, were made in May of 2008 when we were all still united.)

“By this time the SP of the USA was polarized into caucuses. There was the Debs 
Tendency who liked to use the word revolutionary a great deal. They have no other 
defining characteristics. The Direct Action Tendency was closely tied to the Wobblies 
and the War Resisters League and supported civil disobedience as a tactic. Most of this 
Tendency left to join the reformed Students for a Democratic Society. The Grassroots 
Tendency was composed of members of the Boston and Vermont locals and was very 
secretive. It was the only Tendency without an open listserv.  The Comrades Caucus was 
mainly the old guard who worked on being comradely while there opponents planned 
their expulsions. David McReyonlds suddenly was labeled a right winger. This was just 
nuts. Eventually, nearly all of the Fist and Rose Tendency and younger members of the 
Comrades caucus drifted out of the Party. The entire North Carolina Party left. We lost 
about 100 members in Pennsylvania. The National Committee suspended the Party 
constitution to try to expel me. The only problem being that the Socialist Party of PA 
predates the SP of the USA and in fact helped to found the SP of the USA. So the NC 
resolution is just more BS. Now the Oregon SP wishes to expel Michael Marino in part 
because of his bad hearing and eyesight. Helen Keller must be rolling in her grave.  
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“The SP of the USA has gone from being the friendliest most diverse group on the 
Socialist left in America to being a cadre organization of proclamations from the 
Supreme Soviet. Had the matter of dual membership in the revived Socialist Party of 
America or revived Social Democrats USA been put to convention vote, the motion to 
expel dual members would have failed as badly as the motion to expel DSA members did 
two years earlier. The pretense that we are a rival party is laughable. .The SP only runs 
token candidates and discourages those like Karen Kubby and myself who actually get 
elected to something.  Obviously we could have worked out a political nonaggression 
pact. The leadership SP of the USA desires insularity and they now have it. 

“There are nearly no functioning locals and only a few states that have even the pretense 
of an actual political party. Now Oregon, one of the few that can actually claim a Party 
organization is in the throes of suicide. Enough sadness for one post”  

This is why many of us who had been members of the SPUSA, became involved in this 
effort to revive the SDUSA, the organization that actually was the historic Socialist Party 
of Debs and Thomas.

It is for this reason that we call upon our former comrades in the SP of the USA, who 
originally came from the historic Socialist Party or still proudly adhere to its entire 
history and heritage, warts and all, to join us in rebuilding the authentic descendent of the 
Socialist Party.  Yes, you who had left this organization believing that it had moved so far 
to the Right that it no longer seemed to reflect the historic heritage of Debs & Thomas. 
The internal life of the organization became autocratic and intolerant of dissent.  The SP 
in the late 1960s was isolating itself from, and even opposing the emerging mass 
movement on the Left, centered in the anti-Vietnam War movement.  Some of you, led 
by David McReynolds and Rob Tucker, felt that you had no choice, but to leave the SP in 
1970.  Others, in the Debs Caucus left after the majority of the SP voted to change the 
name of the organization to SDUSA and no longer function as a political party, at the end 
of 1972.  

Now, our former Comrades, aren’t you facing a similar situation in the current SP of the 
USA, except this time, the organization is moving in a increasingly sectarian far Left 
position, outside of the heritage of Debs & Thomas.  In fact, leading members of the SP 
of the USA proudly denounce Thomas for being a lackey of the CIA and other sins.  Only 
Debs is worthy of honor, along with contemporaries of his who were in the Left wing of 
the SP.   But one wonders if it is the historic figure of Debs that they are honoring, or an 
interpretation of Deb’s views made to match their own “revolutionary socialist” political 
orientation, similar to the manner that his name has been used by the former Trotskyist, 
Socialist Worker’s Party, when their Pathfinder Press published the book, Eugene V.  
Debs Speak, and the Stalinist, Communist Party, U.S.A., whose  publishing house, 
International Publishers, in 1948 published ,Gene Debs: The Story of a Fighting  
American, by Herbert M. Morais and William Cahn.  Both Leninist organizations in these 
books, claimed to be the true inheritors of the Debsian view of socialism.  And now the 
members of the Debs Tendency also claim that they are the only legitimate heirs of his 
legacy and seek to apply his political strategy for the SP in the first decades of the 20th 
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Century, to the very different social and political conditions that today exist in the United 
States, in this first decade of the 21st Century. 

Certainly, the NO couldn’t ignore the passing of Comrade Zeidler.  He had only been the 
first chairman and presidential nominee of the new SP.  Therefore proper respects were 
paid in the national publication, The Socialist, and then he could be forgotten.  The 
internal life is becoming more authoritarian and now purging of members and state 
bodies are becoming more common.  Moreover, the Party’s position of only working 
with other proclaimed socialists, means that this version of the SP is acting just like the 
SP in the late 1960s, but in a Left-Sectarian manner, by isolating itself from the growing, 
if non-socialist, progressive movement that is active today in various new organizations, 
publications and blogs.  The fact that the resolution which denounced Norman Thomas 
was defeated at the last SPUSA Convention in 2009 was a welcome development, as well 
as that of resolutions calling for closer relations with democratic centralist Leninist 
organizations.  But it doesn’t negate our primary critique that the SP is still moving in a 
Left-Sectarian direction and is basically irrelevant in the struggle to build a majority 
Democratic Left in this country, uniting socialists and non-socialists.  Can one imagine 
an SP Convention, prior to 2000, where a resolution denouncing one of the two central 
historic figures of the Party, would be even considered?  Not even the worst of the Right-
wing Shachtmanites in the old SD, would ever consider publicly denouncing Thomas.

Therefore, our former Comrades, isn’t it time that you leave this adopted 
home of yours and come back to your real home in the revived SDUSA.  I, 
David Hacker, the National Vice President of the revived SDUSA and your 
once and hopefully future Comrade, invite you to join us and, in the name 
of the SD, officially apologize for any mistreatment that you may have 
suffered in the 1960s and early 1970s, by the former leadership of this 
organization.  I especially send this message to my Comrade David 
McReynolds, who is really the Mr. Socialism of the early 21st Century in the 
United States, to accept our apology for your mistreatment by the old 
leadership, and rejoin us as Honorary Chair of our revived organization, 
which will be far different in tone and policy then the one that you left in 
1970.  No, we will still have our disagreements on some issues, and you 
will resume your honored place as the spokesperson of the Left-wing of 
our organization.  But whenever, there are differences in this organization, 
all members will treat one another with respect, in the spirit of true 
comradeship.  Perhaps, we will need to earn your trust and you will want to 
see how we function, before you decide that you could join us.  We 
understand after the bitter experience of the past that you, David and other 
comrades may feel that we, the new SDUSA, have to first earn your trust. 
However, you should know that one prominent person from your ranks, did 
join us, before he prematurely passed away  In fact, he not only joined our 
new endeavor, but he had been elected by the  provisional NC as the first 
President of the revived SDUSA.     This personage was none other then 
Comrade Rob Tucker, who with David McReynolds, bitterly left the SP in 
1970.  Then, in the twilight of his many decades in the socialist movement, 
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as the expert advocate for socialized medicine, he returned to his real 
political home.   Therefore, in his memory, I ask, will you follow his example 
and return back to your real political home, the only organization that was, 
and still proudly proclaims its heritage as the historic Socialist Party of 
Debs & Thomas. 

                             2, Democratic Socialists of America

In 1982, the Democratic Socialist Organizing Committee (DSOC) merged with the New 
American Movement( NAM) to form the Democratic Socialists of America( DSA). On 
many levels the merger made sense. In cities where NAM was strong DSOC was weak 
and visa versa. The day to day operation of two groups was similar. Both groups worked 
in local progressive coalitions around issues of fair housing, safe renewable energy, and 
worker's, women's, and minority rights. Both were active in local political campaigns. 
But something went horribly wrong. More than a quarter century after the merger the 
organization has less members than DSOC did in 1982 and considerably less activism 
than NAM did in 1982.

DSOC and for a while DSA, celebrated its members winning public office. Now there 
seems to be a fear that mentioning DSA' s involvement will bring red-baiting. This is 
hardly an unfounded fear as the frequent association of Barak Obama with DSA across 
the web attests. Rather than DSA publicly endorsing Obama, in 2008, and proudly 
pointing to Obama's participation in forums held by Chicago DSA, the organization 
appeared to try to stay under the national political radar.  Nevertheless, it was a welcome 
sign that DSA National Director Frank Llewellyn was able to write a few articles that 
appeared in several newspapers defending the concept of socialism from its Right-wing 
critics, which also included being a guest on Glenn Beck’s show on the Fox News 
Channel.  DSA was also a part of the Beck program where he cited the Ross bogus SD 
website.  However this is still a long way from days of the Democratic Agenda 
challenging a sitting Democratic president in 1978-1980.

DSA, and DSOC before it, relied on the "us too" theory of recruitment. Whatever issue 
seems popular on the Left at the moment DSA joins the parade. True, some members of 
the revived SDUSA have criticized DSA for being members of United for Peace and 
Justice Coalition despite what they see as the "soft Leninist" nature of the group’s 
leadership.  However, we understand that DSA joined the UFPJ coalition because it was 
the more moderate anti-war coalition, in comparison to that ANSWER, which was really 
a front for the Stalinist, Workers World Party.  And it should be noted that the century 
old social democratic Jewish fraternal organization, The Workmen’s Circle invited Leslie 
Cagan, the National Coordinator of UFPJ to speak at their national convention in June 
2008.  Nevertheless, we argue that this is a far cry from the organization that was primary 
force in opposing the re-introduction of draft registration in 1980, and was the main 
organizer behind the coalition that sponsored the March on Washington against the Draft 
in March of 1980.  The question, then, was DSA too weak to be able to be the leading 
player behind the anti-Iraq war movement?  In other words, why couldn’t DSA have been 
the main organizers of the present day anti-war coalition against the war in Iraq, etc., 
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rather then become just one of a large number of organizations, etc. belonging to UFPJ, 
where they may end up having little say over the program and policy positions put out by 
them? 

Some of this can be attributed to the loss of Michael Harrington as charismatic 
spokesperson. There is also the lose of union monies in the national treasury. However, 
NAM never got union monies; nor was any member of NAM then able to command 
speaking Honoria that made travel of group spokesperson free. Yet 700 0f NAM's 1000 
members made the yearly pilgrimage to the group’s national convention. Interestingly, 
the convention was opened by with an address by former Milwaukee mayor Frank 
Zeidler. 

DSA never developed a strategy. People on the Left often say that DSA works in the 
Democratic Party when the reality is that on a national level, members of DSA talk about 
how they wish they could work in the Democratic Party. Some in DSA argue that this 
would mean becoming a socialist caucus within Progressive Democrats of America. 
However it has been contended that the group is essentially an email list and fund raising 
gimmick.  Whether this is true, or an unfair exaggeration is beyond the scope of this 
booklet.  In fact, the revived SD may find itself in the future, at times, working with the 
Progressive Democrats in supporting common programs. Nevertheless, DSA needs to be 
running its own members for office beginning with municipal elections, as its Detroit 
Local has been successfully doing.  DSA supported Bernie Sanders in his run for the 
Senate and failed to realize the lesson of Sanders victory. Sanders went from mayor of 
Burlington, to member of Congress, to the U S Senate by building a local coalition that 
supported him in his electoral efforts. DSA is rightfully proud of the money it raised for 
Sanders, but it is not looking for the next Sanders.   Let us hope that the Detroit example 
will be duplicated by other Locals in the organization.

Gone are the days of hard work in local reform Democratic club and the Central Labor 
Council. Now DSA writes statements that even most of its members do not read.  This is 
not building a "Socialist movement that speaks its own name,” as Mike Harrington used 
to say. Gone is a connectedness to organized labor on the national or local level. Worse, 
gone is almost all activism on the local level. There are perhaps six to ten functioning 
locals nationwide. This can only be blamed on the lack of a local strategy.  The 2009 
DSA Convention approved a new National Priorities Resolution to address these 
concerns.   However, similar resolutions had been passed in prior Convention, to great 
fanfare, to be only followed by disappointing results. All of us in the revived SDUSA, a 
majority of which are also dues paying members of DSA, hope that this time this new 
strategy will be successful. 

We can make the last statement because this is not written to condemn DSA and its 
members and resume the antagonistic behavior that the former leadership of SDUSA had 
toward its fellow U.S. representative to the Socialist International.  Rather, we, the new 
leadership of the SDUSA, no longer consider DSA to be a rival organization.  Instead, we 
view DSA as our sister organization, sharing the same goals and heritage, but sometimes 
disagreeing on strategy and public policy positions, and appealing to different 
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constituencies..   We want to establish close and comradely relations with DSA, as we are 
kit and kin of one another. We want to put the hostile relationship of the past to the 
dustbin of history, and begin anew.  We welcome, and in fact encourage duel 
membership between our two organizations that stand together for the principles of the 
historic Socialist Party of Debs, Thomas & Harrington & Rustin.  Yes, Michael 
Harrington is restored to his rightful place as one of the key figures in the history of this 
organization, Social Democrats, U.S.A., the direct successor of the Socialist Party, USA, 
which he served as its chairman.  We honor and will publicize all of his many books 
concerning Democratic Socialism.  We also honor and celebrate the contributions of all 
the DSOC/DSA members, living or dead, who were members of this organization when it 
was the SPUSA.  We may, on both sides, still disagree about some of the issues that led 
to the split of 1972-73, but we shall no longer act disagreeable to one another.  In fact, 
our two organizations, whether on a local level or national, should be able to work 
together promoting the many issues we share in common, lobbying Congress, writing 
public statements, and co-sponsoring forums.  We can also co-sponsor the Debs-Thomas-
Harrington Dinner that Local Chicago DSA organizes each year, since it was run under 
the auspices of this organization when it was the Socialist Party from 1958 to 1972, as 
noted on the Local’s own website.  In sum, let us begin anew, placing aside the hostility 
and rivalry of the past, and accept that even when we (The SDUSA) make a critique of 
DSA such as the one stated above, or vice versa, it is done in the spirit of constructive 
criticism, and not with the malice that was typical of the former leadership of our 
organization.

In fact, one of our long range goals is to repair the split of 1973.  Instead of one united 
multi-tendency democratic socialist movement, we separated into 3 organizations. 
Therefore, in our opinion, that old cliché held true, the whole was greater then the sum of 
its parts, in regards to our three organizations.     The effect of the 3 way split did not lead 
to a stronger democratic socialist movement.  Rather each group was incomplete as each 
one lacked certain elements that were present in the other group.  For example, in DSA 
conferences, one would see political refugees or activists from Right wing dictatorships 
in Latin America.  But they wouldn’t meet any political refuges or dissidents from 
Communist countries, such as Cuba, Vietnam, or from Eastern Europe, before the fall of 
the Berlin War.  On the other hand, visitors to a SD convention or dinner, would meet 
political activists from these “Left”-wing dictatorship, but would not see anyone from the 
right wing Latin American countries or critics of U.S. foreign policy toward those 
countries.  As a result, DSA members would, rightly, condemn the U.S. for its policies 
toward Latin America, but be generally unaware of the oppressive conditions in Cuba, 
Vietnam, etc.  SDers, on the other hand, developed their hard line anti-Communist 
international positions after hearing the testimony of these eyewitness accounts of 
Communist oppression, but they generally were silent or even supportive of our 
government’s imperialist policies toward Latin America of backing right wing regimes, 
because they never heard from their victims, as was the case with DSA members. 

Members of both organizations received an incomplete and one-sided exposure to the 
oppressive conditions that existed around the world and our government’s response to 
them.  The members needed to learn the whole story by meeting and hearing from 
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political refugees from both “Left” and Right wing dictatorships.   This would have been 
done in a united organization.  And similar examples can be cited concerning other areas 
of both domestic and international policy and political strategy.  Therefore, we in the 
revived SDUSA, look forward to working with our fellow comrades in DSA, and 
building over time, mutual  trusts between our members, as we pursuit our common 
democratic socialists objectives.  Our ultimate goal should be the reunification of our two 
organizations, along with the inclusion of those comrades from the present named SP of 
the USA, who have remained true to the historic SP heritage of Debs and Thomas, back 
into one united broad based multi- tendency organization.  This was the recommendation 
of the late John Cort, the founding editor of Religious Socialism, the publication of the 
DSA Religion and Socialism Commission, before he died, that DSA & SDUSA should 
reunite with the Cold War being over.  Thus, sometime in the near future, we can finally 
all agree that the sum of the parts of the democratic socialist movement in the United 
States, should become whole again, repairing the 3-way split of 1973 by uniting back in 
our historical home, Social Democrats, U.S.A., the same organization and the only 
historical political body, that was the Socialist Party which ran Eugene V Debs and 
Norman Thomas for president. 

Chapter 7
Critical Question No. 4

Aren’t your efforts a Waste of Time & Money as the Concept of Socialism has been 
completed discredited and is Currently Being Used as a Derogatory Epithet 

Against President Obama and The Democrats by the Tea Partiers

A. Nevertheless, aren’t your efforts a Waste of Time & Money, 
trying to revived the SDUSA, and ultimately rebuild a united 
democratic socialist movement, when we all know that concept 
of Socialism has been completely discredited by its connection 
to Communist totalitarianism and the collapse of the USSR 
and its Eastern European satellites?  Free Market Capitalism 
has Proven to be the Superior Economic system and the only 
one that is compatible with political democracy.  Even some 
people in your own ranks, do not want to be associated with 
the word, “Socialist,” and prefer to call themselves, Social 
Democrats or even Economic Democrats, though, as the Tea 
Partiers Remind Us, we all know that they are actually still 
advocating socialism and are trying to hide that fact by using 
another name they believe may be more accepted to the 
average American.   Therefore, isn’t the concept of Socialism 
permanently dead and buried in the 21st Century and your 
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attempt to resurrect it totally Irrelevant in Our Contemporary 
Society?

Our answer is a firm, no.   We expect that the term socialism will always be used as a 
derogatory epithet by the Political Right in this country.  First, we call ourselves socialists 
because that is what we are. We really believe that people would be better off if key 
economic decisions were made democratically rather than by a few wealthy executives. 
Second, no matter what we call ourselves, the powers that be will try to turn it into a dirty 
word. Liberals and progressives in this country have been afraid of being called socialists 
for generations. It just didn't begin with the recent presidential campaign and the Tea 
Partiers use of it against President Obama. . It was used as an epithet in the halcyon days 
of Debs and Thomas. Teddy Roosevelt's Bull Moose presidential campaign in 1912 was 
called by the New York Times, socialist. It was widely used in the McCarthy era of the 
1950s, and during Michael Harrington's lifetime. No one can scare us away from 
something we support by calling it socialist.

Finally, we call ourselves socialists to remind everyone we have a goal. Even if we know 
it will take a long time to accomplish through the workings of the democratic system, 
even if we keep our minds open to the suggestions of others, we are sustained by the 
belief that someday people will be able to live together in peace, equality, and 
cooperation.

Neither is there one general definition of what a socialist society would look at.  We 
certainly do not believe that the government will own every thing.  Rather, many 
socialists believe that the market will continue to play a crucial role in a future socialist 
society.  Others have a communitarian vision of Workers Control from Below of major 
industry and government. 

Rather we stand by this statement made by the late James T. Burnett, former chair of the 
YPSL’s, who was also an activist in the 1964 Berkeley Free Speech Movement, NC 
member of both SPUSA & SDUSA, and was a mentor to many of us in the revived SD. 
Burnett was the editor of the Appeal to Reason, named after the famous SP newspaper in 
the early decades of the 20th Century.  The paper was published by the SD Local in San 
Francisco, beginning in 1974, but became an independent publication in 1982.  Burnett 
was one of the first voices to support a reunification of the democratic socialist 
movement. After the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991, Burnett wrote the following 
statement that we believe is still the best declaration concerning the issue of the relevancy 
of the concept of socialism in today’s society and expresses where the revived SDUSA 
stands on this crucial issue and on the general orientation of our approach toward foreign 
policy issues:

1. The Relevance of Socialism25

“The conventional wisdom these days is that the collapse of the Soviet 
 empire represents the demise of Socialism. This is ridiculous. We 

4



 never believed the identification of Stalinist totalitarianism with 
 socialism during all of the decades when proclaimed by both 
 Stalinists and right-wing reactionaries. Why should we believe it now? 
 We should reclaim the socialist ideal-- a just society, a society not 
 based on invidiousness and narrow-minded "individualism". This is not 
 the time for us to become traitors and cowards. The basis of Socialism 
 -- communism in its unfalsifiable sense -- remains as valid, even more 
 valid, than ever. We want and needed a society of collective justice 
 where everyone gets food, shelter, health care, education, and the 
 ability to actualize his or herself. Why not? We're civilized, aren't 
 we? We will win our most valuable support by asserting an ideal, not 
 by ambiguity and misdirected "moderation". We need a cadre before we 
 can aspire to mass influence and few people of character or 
 intelligence have ever been able to get excited about moderation. I 
 want to make a point about symbols. This is hardly something that 
 would be taken up in an official document, but is important socially, 
 I do not think we should give up the word "socialist, the term 
 "comrade", the red flag, or the Internationale. They are symbols of a 
 commitment and a brotherhood and sisterhood that is invaluable. There 
 is no such thing as "only" a symbol. Our era has seen many outstanding 
 champions of equity and freedom not the least have been Karl Marx, 
 Friedrich Engels, Karl Kautsky, Rosa Luxemburg, Julius Martov, Eugene 
 V. Debs, Norman Thomas, Max Shachtman, A. Philip Randolph, Bayard 
 Rustin, Michael Harrington, and the students of Tienanmen Square. I 
 stand in their tradition. 

2, Foreign Policy

“The collapse of the so-called “Communism” is both a victory and a challenge.  It is a 
victory insofar as it removes (although not completely so far) a hateful and reactionary 
system that, worst of all, paraded under the name of socialism.   Long ago, Max 
Shachtman, pointed out that if Stalinism was indeed a kind of socialism, then all of the 
worst criticisms that the enemies of socialism had ever made were true, and a thousand 
times over.

“How things will settle down in the world is impossible to tell.  Who could have told just 
a year ago how things would be now?  Theory is not fortune-telling.  It is a set of 
principles that can be used to guide action under probable conditions.  

“The idea that the end of the Soviet empire represents the triumph of capitalism is lunacy 
– understandable lunacy, but lunacy nonetheless.  It is like a hangover.  Sooner or later it 
will go away, probably sooner than later as the peoples of Eastern Europe find out what 
the so-called free market really means.  We should call for what was valid in the 
basically-flawed communist ideal while inviting the “capitalist” reforms that are in the 
interest of the people.  If we do not do so, others will.   They already are.
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a, The Importance of the Socialist International and SDUSA’s Membership in that 
Organization

“The Socialist International is a major organization in which people of our political 
tendency have exercised surprising political influence in spite of our ridiculously small 
numbers.  This organization represents millions of workers and other people throughout 
the world.  It is, in fact, the largest voluntary organization on the planet.  We should be 
proud that our political comrades were the first to begin a mass-membership international 
group.  Within the International, our main efforts should be:
  -To oppose any remnants of romantic attraction to terrorist and totalitarian causes.
  -To maintain the democratic socialist ideal.
  -To encourage all possible aid to the emerging free labor and social-democratic 
movements in the former Stalinist countries and the developing world.
  -To resolve trade and other economic conflicts on the basis of international labor 
solidarity.
  -To promote greater international cooperation toward the ultimate aim of a world 
government under world law.
 
“Above all, we should be proud to be (reinstated as) members of the Socialist 
International and strive to maintain and expand our influence in it.  We should propose 
that the document, “Aims and Tasks of Democratic Socialism” that was the basis for the 
re-foundation of the International at the end of World War II, be reviewed to meet the 
changing realities of the last half century, while retaining its fundamental values and 
emphases.  (Since Burnett wrote this in 1992, the SI has revised this document.)  It 
should become the basic statement of purpose of international social 
democracy/democratic socialism in the late twentieth century (and now in the early 
twenty first century).  We are entering an era where, with astute leadership, the lines of 
our anthem could become true: ‘The international working class shall free the human 
race.’  I even think that the words of the French original will come true: ‘L Internationale 
serait la genre humaine.’  (The provisional NC of the revived SDUSA has voted to adopt 
the ten principles of the Party of European Socialism. See the document in Appendix 
no3.)

b, How we view the role that the United States plays in the World

“America is not the unique ill-doer in the world.  Hardly anything, other than the direct 
sight of injustice in my own society, infuriates me more than the notion that all of the 
problems of the world can be blamed on the United States.  The US has been guilty of 
enough crimes.  Chief among them are our genocidal campaign against Native 
Americans, the enslavement of Africans and generations of unspeakable mistreatment of 
their descendents, our imperialist relations with Mexico.  And this is just to name a few.

“The United States has also been a friend of freedom.  Without the US war effort, the 
world could probably not have defeated fascism.  We condoned slavery, but we also 
overcame it, at the cost of much blood.  We rebuild Western Europe through the Marshall 
Plan.  It is true that we had ulterior motives – stopping Communism –but who demands 
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pure motives in the real world?  Good motives are good enough.  Could anybody really 
say that the US wanted to make Japan and Europe into its most formidable economic 
rivals now?  No, we had altruistic motives as well.

“At the same time, this does not mean that anything any American Administration does is 
OK.  This is especially true now that the overriding concern about the ‘evil empire’ is 
gone.  Incidentally, one of the greatest lessons of the post-cold-war period is that the two 
exploitative class societies can no longer use one another as excuses for their misdeeds. 
The eclipse of Stalinism represents a profound crisis for capitalism – a point too little 
recognized.  The relationship between capitalism and the pseudo-socialist despotism and 
their mutual co-existence and their mutual termination are very important topics to be 
analyzed.

“Another - -actually the same – theme that requires consideration is epitomized by a 
remark made by a modern social democrat decades ago when he quoted a British Fabian 
to the effect that the French Reign of Terror and Napoleon had set back reform in 
England for a hundred years and opined that Soviet “socialism” had at least as 
reactionary effect in our times.  I do not agree about the historic role of the French 
Revolution, but I do about the subsequent analogy.” 

Today, we can add to Burnett’s statement the new threat of so-called totalitarian Islamism 
exemplified by the September 11, 2001 attack by Al Qaeda on the United States.  We 
believe that only the development of a true democratic foreign policy for the United 
States can defeat terrorism.   In fact, we advocate not merely containing international 
terrorism, but eliminating it at its roots. However, we maintain that it will only be a 
government that espouses the values of democratic socialism and the wider democratic 
Left that can do this.  We have seen the failure of the former right-wing American 
administration, which include some of our own former comrades, who have become neo-
conservatives ideologues, in their attempts to diminish and combat this threat.  In fact, 
many of their own actions in the world have served as a recruiting call for totalitarian 
Islamism.  

Specifically, the war on Iraq was an issue that invited dissent and we believed has 
critically harmed the effort against totalitarian Islamism (which should not be confused 
with the actual tenets of Islam.)  This does not mean dissent about Saddam Hussein’s 
dictatorship and malevolent intents, but about the appropriate means of dealing with him. 
To say that the “only correct” approach was military intervention or economic sanctions 
are equally simplistic and sectarian.  But the facts were that the sanctions were working, 
while also taking a terrible toll on the civilian population in Iraq, which is why many on 
the Left opposed them.   The Bush Administrations rational for going to war have been 
proven false, while the original just NATO conflict against Al Qaeda and the Taliban in 
Afghanistan, in retaliation for the terrorist attack on the World Trade Center and the 
Pentagon,  was neglected, with the effect that the totalitarian Islamists are gaining a 
resurgence in that embattled country.  In the meantime, there has been the loss of hundred 
of thousands of Iraqis and over four thousand American lives in this war of choice in 
Iraq.  Now, with the military focus being back on Afghanistan, there is a healthy debate 
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among members of the SD, whether the cost in lives, both military and civilian, is 
justified, or too late to be effective and supported, specifically after 1,000 Americans 
have been killed in the conflict as of May 31, 2010., with a corrupt government in Kabul, 
and no apparent resolution in sight.

We believe that the Iraq war and the present economic conditions in the United States 
have illustrated the bankruptcy of the ideas of the conservative movement in this country. 
Similarly, as Comrade Burnett pointed out, back in 1992, to place “the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, into some kind of victories for the self-serving reactionary right in the 
United States would be an indictment of the intelligence of the democratic left in this 
country. Such imbecility is almost impossible to comprehend, no matter how many 
Republican press releases are sent out on its behalf.”

Combating so-called Islamofascism is not Right-Wing, as even our Third Camp 
Comrades, maintained in the article, "Only a Democratic Foreign Policy Can Combat 
Terrorism", by Thomas Harrison in the Winter 2002, edition of New Politics magazine. 
While we have several serious differences with Comrade Harrison's position, a large 
portion of the revived SD,USA future statements on this issue will parallel his call for a 
new democratic foreign policy to combat Islamofascism. We will not blindly follow a 
"Third Camp," approach, as certain aspects of Obama's foreign policy propositions 
deserve our critical support. Nevertheless, even here, our stand will be broadly defined as 
being in support of democracy and religious pluralism vs. anti-democracy and religious 
fundamentalism. In the anti-democratic camp are not only the remaining Communist 
regimes, right-wing dictatorships, and Islamic fundamentalist governments, but also 
multi-national corporations who have no allegiances to any nation or creed except how to 
make the most profit. Thus, we have multi-national corporation’s dealings with China 
and Vietnam when those regimes have controlled work forces, government dominated 
trade unions, and imperial ties to Third World countries.

Therefore, the revived SDUSA's foreign policy program can be euphemistically called a 
2 and 1/2 camp position. We do see Islamic extremism as one of the major dangers in the 
world today. Thus, we will stand with the democratic West and moderate Muslims, vs. 
Islamic fundamentalism. We continue to affirm the best of bourgeois democracy, but we 
also recognize the imperialistic aspects resulting from its Capitalistic nature, particularly 
the activities of the multi-national corporations. Thus in the contest of the West against 
Islamic fundamentalism, we also still struggle against Western imperialism. Our support 
for democracy should not be confused with that of the neo-conservatives. We do not 
make a fetish of Capitalist democracy and we do not believe that it can be militarily 
imposed from the outside. Rather, we support all the authentic Democratic Left elements 
everywhere, including in the Muslim world. We believe that U.S. foreign policy can only 
be truly democratic if it becomes social democratic in nature.

Thus, as the new SDUSA continues to adhere to this position, no one will be able to 
confuse us with the old leadership and the neo-conservatives. In future issues of the 
Torch & Rose and in our International Affairs resolution that will be issued in the near 
future, we will further detail our concept of a 2 1/2 camp position
  

4



Chapter 8

Critical Question No. 5

What are the Basic Statements of Principles of the Revived SDUSA?

A. Then,  What are the Basic Statements of Principles of the 
Revived SDUSA, and what will be continued from the SD of 
the past 30 years and what will be Different in the Political 
Positions of the Renewed Organization?

It should first be emphasized that we start out as a very tiny and monetary poor 
organization.  We expect to be able to gain many more members as we are able to spread 
the message about the rebirth of our organization through the web, distribution of printed 
literature, and public events by our Locals. In fact our aim is not to only reach out to 
members of other democratic socialist’s organizations, or even the non-socialist 
progressive movement that is becoming a growing presence in this country.  Rather, we 
hope to be able attract people, who would previously never consider themselves on the 
Left, and who do not know that such an organization exists.  Nevertheless, we shouldn’t 
and will not fall into the ridiculous trait of minuscule Left wing sects espousing a position 
on every domestic and foreign issue.  In other words, do not expect to find here the 
SDUSA’s position on the independence of Abkhazia from the former Soviet Republic of 
Georgia.  (Ironically, after this was originally written in 2008, a military conflict erupted 
between Georgia and Russia over the issue of independence of Abkhazia.)  It is not a full 
political platform that would be adopted at a national convention. Rather, it is a statement 
defining the Principles and political direction and goals of the revived SDUSA.

1. The Internal Structure of the Revived SDUSA

As previous discussed in Chapter 5, it will be in the internal life and structure of the 
revived SDUSA that will be radically different from that under the former leadership. 
Theirs was a top down organization, where the developments of Local and State 
Organizations were given low priority. We have already described the centralization of 
the SD in the National Office and the less than democratic way that the organization was 
run by the former leadership.  Membership growth was not emphasized and in fact, even 
desired.  The old leadership was insular and feared a lost of control of the organization if 
a large influx of new members joined the SD.  It was their personal club, and when they 
got tired of it, rather than trying to recruit new members and develop a new generation of 
leaders, they just closed the national office, without any consideration for the members 
around the country. 

Our conception of the SD will be totally different and completely in accord with an 
organization that espouses social and political democracy from the bottom up.  We 
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believe that a group cannot advocate democracy until it first practices it in the structure 
and internal life of the organization.  Therefore, the revived SDUSA will be a 
decentralized organization with the emphasis on the growth of local and state affiliates. 
Moreover, each State organization will decide where to place its political priorities.  The 
members of one state or local organization of the SDUSA can, for example, decide at 
their own convention, to re-establish the state body as a political party, using the name 
Social Democratic Party or Socialist Party of that respective state, to run a candidate or 
candidates on its own ballot line for local winnable political offices.  On the other hand, 
the members of another State organization of the SDUSA, or Local could vote to work 
with the labor movement and other progressives in the Democratic Party, carrying out the 
old realignment strategy. The national office would not be allowed to interfere with the 
political strategy decisions of the state or local organizations, unless they violate the 
provisions of the SD’s constitution or Statement of Principles.

The members of the National Committee would meet, between conventions, via 
conference calls, thereby saving expensive travel expenses and helping in a small way to 
save the environment. The biannual national convention will continue to be the major 
meeting place for the members of the organization.   

The elections of national officers and the National Committee will be contested 
democratically, where each candidate will campaign for the position by communicating 
something about themselves and their program, to the members, via the SD website, 
some weeks prior to the national convention.  There will be term limits for national 
officers and NC members.  But, we must admit, the above will only be possible if and 
when the SD has a significant growth in membership from his present very modest 
figure. 

However, we believe that we will be able to attract many new members and keep them in 
the organization, when they see that both the leaders and the rank and file members act 
decently toward one another.  In other words, socialists are really social able.   The word 
“comrade” is not just a political term addressing a fellow member, but also describes how 
SD members treat one another in a comradely manner.  New people will be welcomed 
when they come to our meetings.   They will not be alienated by being ignored and 
feeling that they do not belong.  Moreover, personal attacks will be strictly banned at 
public meetings and in meetings of the NC.  

This was the worse practice of the old leadership of the SD, going back to the days when 
the organization was still the Socialist Party.  A Bolshevik style of debate was brought 
into the organization, after the merger with the Shachtmanite Independent Socialist 
League in 1958.  This Bolshevik style was an inheritance from Max Shachtman’s early 
political activities within the Communist Party and was continued in the Trotskyist 
movement, which the ISL came out of.    The tactics of this form of debate would to be to 
attack your fellow Party member and “comrade” who belong to a different faction of the 
organization in the bluntest of personal terms, much sharper than one would attack a 
capitalist enemy. Personal feeling had no place when one is engaged in a political battle, 
even with one’s comrades.  This Bolshevik style of debate had a very detrimental effect 
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on Max Shachtman and the Shachtmanite movement, Right, Center & Left.  Later there 
would be his attitude to the early young New Leftists in SDS where his patient guidance 
could well have preventing the group from its later Maoist craziness. Rather, he could 
have help SDS become a radical but anti-Stalinist mass organization that might still be 
vibrant this very day. Mike Harrington in his angry response to the Port Huron Statement 
was exhibiting the worse aspects of this Bolshevik style that was an inheritance from 
Max's early political activity in the CPUSA. And Ernie Erber also became a victim of this 
"Bolshevik style" during his time in the WP after he wrote his resignation statement.  
Later, David McReynolds and his allies in the SP would also suffer under this style of 
debate from Max and his closest allies in the SP.  This is why David remains so bitter 
about his experience to this very day.  And it seems that Eric Chester and company has 
inherited this "Bolshevik-Shachtmanite" style, in the present SP of the USA, similar to 
the SDers that they so fervently denounce.   Unfortunately, as related in Chapter 5, in our 
initial attempt to revive SDUSA, Gabe Ross, our former Executive Director, 
unconsciously also inherited this debating style and a Leninist conception of a political 
organization, even while publicly denouncing Leninism.  He even wrote that the SD 
should not be a mere membership organization, but one made up of a discipline cadre, 
which is Leninism, pure and simple.    But it was the old leadership of the SD that 
completely practiced this Bolshevik style in their internal life of the organization, which 
they inherited from Max, even while at the same time loudly proclaiming their devotion 
to the spread of democracy everywhere in the world. 

 The revived SDUSA, on the other hand, will firmly reject this debating style.  Rather we 
will have learned from the feminist movement to encourage people who may not be that 
intellectual or knowledgeable about a subject, shy in public and new to the movement, to 
speak without fear at our meetings.  Whenever difference arise over an issue or strategy, 
we will encourage an open dialogue in our internal discussion bulletin, Hammer & Tongs 
and in public meetings of state and local organizations, up to the NC itself. These 
dialogues would be conducted in an atmosphere that would be respectful of each 
comrade’s opinion, no matter how deep the difference may be.  NC meetings will begin 
on a empathetic note, Good and Welfare, where each member will express their 
individual well being, along with describing the activities of their Local,   As a result of 
the revived SDUSA having a supportive and empathetic democratic internal life, we 
believe that we will be able to attract new members who may have been alienated from 
their experiences in other political organizations.   Our goal is to create a multi-tendency, 
broadly-defined and active internal life and a perspective of a much larger and 
geographically-dispersed membership.  Special emphasis should be put upon bringing 
about a real and independent youth organization in the YSD/YPSL.  Finally, with the 
revolutionizing of the world scene, uniting with former antagonists is in order.  The 
democratic Left in America needs all the friends it can get.

B. Basic Statement of Principles of the Revived Social Democrats, U.S.A.

This statement is dedicated to the memory of the late James T. Burnett, who wrote a 
statement of principles for our movement, entitled, “Who We Are,” in every issue of his 
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Appeal to Reason.  It is revised and adapted from his statement of January, 1992, along 
with the additional contributions of Craig Miller, Dan Frankot  and David Hacker 

 
Social Democracy comprises humanity's boldest experiment -- an attempt 
to organize society of collective justice and individual freedom where 
everyone gets food, shelter, health care, education, and the ability to 
actualize his or herself. In other words to achieve a truly civil society.

To this end:

1, WE SUPPORT A STRONG & DEMOCRATIC AMERICAN LABOR 
MOVEMENT. We firmly believe that working men and women organized in their trade 
unions are the most important force for progressive social change.  This has long been a 
central tenet of the socialist movement.  However in the 1960s, radical theoreticians, such 
as Herbert Marcuse stated that labor was no longer the primary progressive social force in 
society. The student movement, or Blacks and other minorities, or the underclass 
("wretched of the world." according to Frantz Fanon) took its place. In other words, much 
of the New Left was searching for "substitute proletariats," whether they were peasants, 
the urban poor, military officers or educated elites to serve in the role that Marx assigned 
to the organized working class. Such a concept was anathema to Max Shachtman and his 
close allies in The SP who strictly maintained that "working class socialism was the only 
kind of socialism there was or would ever be.”  Then in the late 1960s and early 1970s, a 
new wave of Left wing activism by students, Blacks and other racial minorities, 
feminists, and homosexuals, were called the new social movements. Much of the broad 
Left viewed the new social movements as being the new vanguard for social change in 
the U.S. replacing the labor movement. White ethnic workers were seen as part of the 
White Anglo Saxon establishment, having made it into the ranks of the "comfortable" 
middle class. In any case, this was the fashionable view at the time, and still is in too 
much of the Left today. This position remains one of the main reasons for the current 
weakness of the American Left today.

This "new social movements" strategy on the Left, in our view, became a form of 
ghettoization where each separate group made demands on behalf of its specific interest, 
rather then unifying all these forces behind a common program. Second, they alienated 
ethnic whites, in fact, pushing them into the laps of the Republican Party. Max 
Shachtman and his allies in the SP foresaw all this. They predicted the defection of 
working class whites to the GOP if the DP moved away from economic or class issues 
and focus instead on cultural and social questions.  They were right.  Some of this can be 
viewed in the make up of the present Tea Party movement.  The SD continued to 
challenge this anti labor viewpoint on the Left after 1973.  This position will remain 
unchanged in the revived organization.   Rather, we continue to affirm that working class 
socialism is the only kind of socialism that can or will ever exist. 

Nevertheless, it is not enough to merely state that “we support the American Labor 
Movement,” in a period when the unions in the United States are in a deep crisis.  Our 
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members will be active on the picket line aiding striking workers and promoting their 
cause in our publications and website.  However, the old SD became unquestioning 
supporters of the Meany/Kirkland leadership of the AFL-CIO.  This was also the period 
of the steady decline in union membership in the United States and in its political 
influence, as well.  In 1956, 36% percent of the workforce was unionized.  In 1989, that 
figure declined to 16 % percent of the total workforce in this country.  Moreover, in key 
industries, there was a drastic decline of union membership from 1953 to the late 1980s: 
Construction from 84% to 22%, Manufacturing from 42% to 25%, Mining from 65% to 
15%, and Transportation from 80% to 37%..  In the period from 1971 to the late 1980s, 
the unionized public workforce declined 10%, while there was a incredable 42% drop of 
union membership in the private sector.  However, the situration hasn’t improved since 
the election of DSA member John Sweeney as President of the AFL-CIO in 1995, 
running on a  “New Labor” slade. By 2007, union membership had dropped to consist of 
only 12.1 percent of American workers, with a majority of them being in the public 
sector.  About 35.1 percent of public employees belonged to a union, while a miniscule 
7.5 percent of private sector workers were members of a union. 26

Therefore, something is terribly wrong here and mere cheerleading for labor is not going 
to help solve the problem.  Rather we need to take a hard look at both the external 
conditions (anti-labor laws and NLRB appointmants, corporate anti-labor campaigns, and 
restrictions on union organizing ) and internal conditions (corruptions, lack of union 
democracy and rank & file participaption in governing the union, etc) that are weakening 
the trade union movement.  Today the union movement is still divided between the AFL-
CIO and the Change to Win coalition.  Some on the Left viewed Change to Win as a new 
version of the CIO of the 1930s, and as a result were the new progressive sector of the 
Labor movement.  They ignored the fact that the unions that make up Change to Win, 
have been the most corrupt in the entire labor movement.  Then, there was the internal 
division within the largest member union, of the new federation, the Service Employees 
International Union, as discussed in Chapter 5 between its former President, Andy Stern, 
and its largest state affilite in California.   At the same time, the SEIU had been engaged 
in a sometime violent turf battle with the California Nurses Association.  Thus, if we, in 
the SDUSA, continue to merely proclaim, “We support the American Labor Movement,” 
the question then in 2008 would have been, “which movement?  AFL-CIO? Change to 
Win? SEIU? Which side in SEIU?  SEIU vs the Nurses?  And that question still remains 
relevant today in too many places in the Labor movement?

The time when the SD and DSA received a substanital percentage of their income from 
trade unions has passed, with labor, itself facing major financial problems that go along 
with a diminishing membership.  At the same time, we no longer have to worry about a 
union cuting its financial support of us.  Therefore we support an open and self-critical 
multi-racial labor movement.  Moreover, we will be independent friends of Labor 
and also have a open and self-critical attidute toward the union movement in this 
country.  We will have a major priority of recruiting rank and file workers, both union 
and non-union members.  Then we will be able to learn from them their experiences in 
the union movement, or trying to organize a union.   At the same time, this does not mean 
that we won’t develop a relationship with union officials, especially those labor leaders 
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who are bringing innovatated ideas to advance the working class movement   But it will 
be an independent relationship and not the servile one of the old SD leadership.

While our present membership may be small, the experience of the SP-SD over the last 
50 years, showed that our small movement was able to play a major role in shaping the 
Labor movement.  Similarly, we weren’t afraid to tackle the controversal issue of union 
corruption back in the 1950s thru the early 1960s.  Comrade Herman Benson began his 
long campaign for union democracy in the pages of Labor Action, when he was in the 
ISL, and then in New America, as a member of the SP.  As a direct result of his efforts in 
the publications of our movement, he was able to organize the Association for Union 
Democracy, which is still very active today. That is why the revived SDUSA will not be 
adverse from taking a frank look at corruption in the labor movement, including why 
union reforms have generally failed 

 We are fully aware of what labor historian Robert Fitch, in his book, Solidarity For Sale,  
calls the “Roach Motel Syndrome.”  Socialists go into the labor movement, but they 
never leave.  “They enter as revolutionaries determined to create a social movement. 
Those who survive the ordeal of industrialization become plain and simple union 
reformers.  But eventually, if they build a base or move up in the hierarchy, its because 
they’re adjusted pretty thoroughly to the demands of a corrupt patron-client system.”27 

This exactly described what happened to the SDers who became prominent officials in 
the labor movement, such as Donald Slaiman.  They all began as radical rank and file 
activists.  But over time as they rose to higher positions in their respective union, or in the 
AFL-CIO, they more and more accommodated to the mores of the labor movement. 
Eventually, they became defenders of the status quo in the movement. Why? 

Many on the Left blame the problem on labor leaders becoming bureaucrats and support 
rank and file insurgencies.  But as we have seen, the SD “labor bureaucrats” began as 
rank and file activists in opposition to the “conservative” leaders of their union. Rather, 
the revived SDUSA in our publications, will go deeper and ask some hard fundamental 
questions, including whether Fitch’s analysis is correct that it is the internal fiefdom 
patron-client structure of unions, and the labor movement, as a whole, that has been a 
central cause of the comparable weak and corrupt trade union movement in the United 
States, going all the way back to the founding of the AFL itself.  Thus, Fitch,a former 
labor activist, and currently a historian of the movement, points out, “the AFL-CIO was 
not a centralized organization that put a lot of power in the hands of a single leader.  The 
presidency was mostly an honorific position, and the occupant acted as a spokesperson 
for a collection of completely autonomous affiliates.  The affilates, in turn were made up 
of 20,000 largely autonomous locals  The president couldn’t call a single strike or 
organize  a single worker – any rebuilding of the Federations strength had to start at the 
lower lever, where the money and power were located.  It was often not in the interest of 
these leaders to bring in new members or do much more than perform routine 
maintenance on the political machines that kept them in power.”  Thus, it is “the union 
institutions that act and have identity, that manage or succumb to trends, and shape the 
character of their leaders.”28  
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Therefore as an organization whose First Central Principle is to Support a Strong and 
Democratic American Labor Movement, for without one, the very concept of a 
viable social democratic movement in this country is an impossiblity, has to have the 
courage to examine the root causes of its problems, and explore why European 
unions do not share them.   Labor activists, inside and outside our organization, will be 
free to debate these issues in public forums and in our publications. 

2, WE SUPPORT VIGOROUS DEMOCRACY HERE IN THE US AND ABROAD: 
Social Democracy can only exist in a climate of strong democratic institutions.  We 
support strong voting rights, public campaign finance and equal access to the ballot and 
the media of all candidates.  We look to strengthen the longest and most successful 
democratic experiment in world history.

3, WE SUPPORT THE SOCIALIST INTERNATIONAL as the society of like 
minded parties and activists.  We stand with the Labour Party of Britain, the Social 
Democratic Party of Germany, the French Socialist Party, and labor, social democratic 
and socialist parties around the world who are members of the SI.  We look to SI 
members in government for guidance in effective and just government.  SDUSA has 
adopted the SI Declaration of Principles and the Ethical Charter and uses the Party of 
European Socialists (the SI working group in the European Parliament) as its pragmatic 
basis.

4, WE EMBRACE THE LIBERATORY POTENTIAL OF RELIGION, WHILE 
AT THE SAME TIME ARE FULLY COMMITTED TO THE SEPARATION OF 
CHURCH AND STATE.  The world’s sacred texts provide some of the strongest 
support for the dignity of labor, the need for social fairness and the ability of humanity to 
achieve its highest aspiration.  Nevertheless, religious people have felt alienated from the 
Left, as their values seem to be ridiculed and dismissed as ignorent, superstitious, and 
narrow-minded.  This is especially true of evangelical Christians, devout Catholics and 
Orthodox Jews. Too often, as Rabbi Michael Lerner has pointed out,  The Left  view 
“religion as just as much a problem in American culture as guns and anti-immigration 
sentiments,” commenting on the remarks by then Senator Barak Obama in his 
Democratic Party Primary Campaign in April, 2008 to a prosperous audience at a San 
Francisco fund raising event for his campaign.  There he commented on the “bitterness” 
he saw among the White ethnic working class and lower middle class voters in 
Pennsylvania, which causes them to oppose immigration and cling to guns and religion. 

 According to Rabbi Lerner, “seeing religion as a substitute gratification grabbed on to by 
people who are otherwise oppressed is an insight that has been part of liberal and 
progressive culture for at least 150 years. Unfortunately, Senator Obama, like many in the 
liberal and Marxist traditions of the past 150 years, got it wrong—because he identified 
the needs that are being systematically denied as purely material, thereby falling into the 
‘It’s the economy, stupid’ mistake of the Left.”   Rather, Rabbi Lerner continued, “in the 
research we did for ten years at the Institute for Labor and Mental Health we found that it 
was not only material, but spiritual deprivation that was at the heart of much of the pain 
that Americans experience today. That’s why even at the height of American prosperity 

5



in the Clinton years, a powerful resurgence of right-wing religious forms was providing 
an avenue of expression for people whose needs were being ignored by the liberals in the 
Clinton administration, the Democratic Party, and even in parts of the liberal churches. 
Similarly, the revival of a religious Left has not gotten much traction to the extent that it 
adopts the liberal political and economic agenda and makes it “religious” by finding 
some useful Bible quotes to back up the peace and justice planks of the Democrats. 
Valuable as that may be, it too misses the deeper pain that has led people to embrace 
right-wing religions.”29  This echos the theme which concluded Chapter 5 of this booklet.
 
As a result, these Americans have become prime recruiting targets of the conservative 
movement, which has resulted in the rise of the Christian Right, who often find allies in 
supporting various social issues among devout Catholic and Orthodox Jews, who then 
end up voting Republican in presidential election.  The later two groups are often called 
Reagan Democrats, as they were once a central part of the Democratic Party majority 
New Deal coalition, but switched over to the Republican Party, when they found their 
religious and social values to be more compatable with that being espoused by Ronald 
Reagan in 1980 and 1984.

In fact, it was these very groups that was central to the Socialist Party’s success in the 
first decades of the 20th Century.  It was evangelical Christians that form the basis of the 
Socialist Party mass membership and electorial support in Oklahoma during those years. 
The SP had its highest percentage of the total vote in that state before the First World 
War.  It was Roman Catholics in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, that rallied behind the Socialist 
Party and helped elect two mayors and many city council members in that city.  Finally, it 
was Eastern European Orthodox Jews, living on New York City’s Lower East Side, that 
elected and re-elected SP candidate, Meyer London to Congress. 

Then, in the 1930s and 1940s, these groups were a major segment of FDR’s New Deal 
coalition, along with Blacks, and white progressives in the North.  True, Southern 
evangelical Christians were the segregationist Dixiecrat portion of the FDR coalition. 
But White ethnic Catholics form the backbone of the CIO and were central to the New 
Deal Coalition.  And of course, Jews of all denominations rallied behind FDR.  The 
Southern aspect of the coalition broke away after 1948, but the rest of the majority New 
Deal coalition stayed firm, with the exception of the Eisenhower years, up to Lyndon 
Johnson’s landslide victory in 1964. In fact, this formed the basis of the SP strategy, 
developed by Max Shachtman and Michael Harrington, known as realignment.

Realignment did occur in the US. The Southern Democrats-Dixiecrats did leave the DP 
and became Republicans. It was assume then that this would assure permanent majority 
status for the Democrats after the civil rights revolution gave back to African Americans 
in the South the right to vote. The vision of the Shachtmanites and the SP majority in the 
1960s  was a Democratic Party and democratic Left made up of the labor movement, 
including ethnic white workers of both sexes, Blacks, Latinos, Asians, I.E, the entire civil 
rights movement, middle-class liberal to progressive reformers, the feminist movement, 
etc. Most of all, White and Black workers would be united in supporting universal 
programs that would benefit every working class and middle class American. (We hope 
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that you notice that we emphasize ethnic and often devout Catholic white workers of both 
sexes as a basic part of this progressive coalition, because it has been the loss of ethnic 
white male voters to the Republicans, and many ethnic white women as well, that has 
severely weakened the Democratic Party and the desire for a democratic Left majority 
coalition.)

These “Reagan Democrats” left the DP, when as, stated above, social and cultural issues 
replaced economic and class issues as core aspects of the program of the DP and the Left, 
as a whole, after 1964.  One of the main issues that have divided working class Catholics 
and evangelical Christians from the DP and the Left has been the controversial issue of 
abortion.  The SDUSA, did not take a position on abortion until 1991, when the AFL-
CIO passed a pro-choice resolution.  Prior to that, the SD separated itself from other 
group on the Left by maintaining that the abortion issues was divisive and would alienate 
Catholic workers in the labor movement.  The revived SDUSA has decided to resume 
this position that was taken by our organization before 1991.  We know that it will 
alienate a majority of the Left.  We specifically understand the objections of feminists, 
for whom this issue they consider to be central to women rights. We also consider 
ourselves to be a pro feminist’s organization which is devoted to supporting the 
reproductive health of all women.   But we also recognize that many ethnic white 
Catholic working class men, and specifically women, who would be attracted to the DP 
and the wide left and progressive movement, because of its economic positions, have 
turned away from us because of our position on abortion.  As hard as it may be for the 
majority on the Left to accept, these working class men and women see their pro-life or 
opposition to abortion position as being central to both their political and religious values. 

Accordingly, we want the SDUSA to be the one organization on the Left that welcomes 
members who are either pro-life or pro-choice and doesn’t interfere with their personal 
beliefs, or compromise them by making them abide by a public position on the issue. 
Rather, we want to provide a supportive environment for both sides to finally meet and 
work on developing social democratic economic programs which would result in 
alleviating the social and economic conditions of women that cause a large percentage of 
abortions.  We believe that the issue of women’s reproductive health goes beyond the 
controversial topic of abortion. We must move away from the polarization nature of this 
debate, which has existed since the 1970s, that has only benefited the political Right in 
this country, and concentrate on the vital issues of women’s health care that can united 
moderate elements on both side of the abortion question.    These issues are public access 
to pre and post natal care and maternal health, through universal health care, 
comprehensive sex education, and equal access to contraceptive devices for women of all 
classes.  Nevertheless, these positions cannot be compulsive as the government doesn’t 
have the right to interfere with the private religious sentiments of Americans who have 
different views toward the issue of artificial birth control and sex education in the public 
schools.  A model for our position is the “Come Let Us Reason Together” document 
adopted by a group of moderate Evangelicals and the Third Way, a Washington thing 
tank for progressives (See Appendix D for the “Come Let Us Reason Together” 
statement.)
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Therefore, to achieve its highest aspirations, SDUSA embraces religious faith not as an 
“interest group” within a larger movement, but as fundamental to the creation of a better 
world. It should be noted that our former Executive Director was a devout Catholic, while 
the National Co-Chair of the SD is an Orthodox Rabbi.  At the same time, we also 
welcome secular or non-religious members and share their conviction that that the United 
States should maintain its tradition of the separation of Church and State. Thus, while we 
embrace people of religious faith and the libratory message of the mainstream of 
Christianity, Judaism and Islam, as well as the Eastern religions of Buddhism and 
Hinduism, etc, we oppose extremists or fanatics of all faiths, who seek to undermine the 
church/state separation.

5, WE OPPOSE TOTALITARIANISM IN ITS SECULAR AND RELIGIOUS 
FORMS.  Communist (is) a horrible, destructive parody of socialism.   For generations, 
Stalinism, in the Soviet Union, China and elsewhere presented an image of the socialist 
ideal that had as much to do with that ideal as the Inquisition have to do with the 
teachings of Jesus Christ. All though that period, “Communism” was the most dangerous 
enemy of democracy and free Labor in the world.  We rejoice in its collapse (of the 
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe) with formerly enslaved nations now joining the society 
of democracy.  But we also note that not all of the countries of the former Soviet empire 
have become democratic, including a regression in Russia, herself.  SDUSA proudly 
opposes Communist totalitarianism and opposes religious extremism arising in 
many religious traditions, with currently the most dangerous being in the Islamic 
world.

6, WE AFFIRM THAT IN THE 21ST CENTURY THE SOCIAL 
DEMOCRATIC/DEMOCRATIC SOCIALIST MOVEMENT SHALL ALSO BE A 
GREEN MOVEMENT DEDICATED TO PRESERVING THE FRAGILE 
ENVIRONMENT OF THIS PLANET.  IN OTHER WORDS, WE ARE 
ECOSOCIALISTS. We are committed to the principles of the  Great Law of the 
Iroquois that states “In our every deliberation, we must consider the impact of our 
decisions on the next seven generations."  We believe that the suspicious attitude of the 
former leadership of the SD toward environmentalists, echoing the opinion of some trade 
unions, that they represented upper middle class elites who were antagonistic to the needs 
of workers, is obsolete, in this era of the growing danger of the effects of global warming. 
Rather both the environmental and labor movements have come to realize that they need 
one another, and must work in harmony if we want to succeed in setting back global 
climate change. The establishment of new industries developing alternative energy 
sources of solar, wind and geo-thermal will create new jobs for workers. But will they be 
union jobs? And as socialists, we ask, can we put our trust in the private sector to create 
these new “green” industries, when they were the original source that produced the 
environmental crisis that we are in, in the first place? 

We call ourselves today ecosocialists because we bring a social ecological perspective 
that class and ecology are not separate issues, but that they are intimately entwined, there 
can be no green transformation without a red transformation, there can be no” divided 
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planet” or divided society that uses poor nations and peoples as garbage polluted 
dumping grounds of social injustice and destroyed environmental conditions. Also a 
visionary gradualism means global protection, global social democracy of the social 
commons (air, water, soil,) that cannot be commoditized an “earth democracy”, over neo/
liberal “development” that colonizes life worlds in the name of corporate elites rather 
than the common good and common prosperity. We call for a new international of 
democracy and social justice, shared prosperity like post war social democracy and the 
New Deal that stresses production of use values over exchange values. Just as these 
earlier social democracies regulated national capitalisms the new social democracies must 
call for global regulated capitals. This is why the SDUSA support a strong alliance of 
environmentalists and labor.   Together, they can make a difference by saving natural 
resources, reducing pollution, keeping toxic chemicals out of the environment and 
making the world a safer place for this and the next seven generations. 

7, WE DEFEND THE EXISTENCE OF ISRAEL AS A JEWISH STATE.  The fact 
that we even have to make such a declaration, in our statement of principles, about a 
independent nation that is a member of the United Nations, is a result of the shameful 
view in a large percentage of the Left, worldwide that Israel is a product of “racism” or 
“imperialism,” and therefore illegitimate. We fervently disagree.  It is a democratic 
society, though imperfect, especially in its treatment of Sephardic Jews from Arab 
countries and the native Arab or Palestinian citizens of Israel.  Nevertheless, it should 
also be pointed out that Arabic is one of the two official languages of Israel and that 
Israeli Arabs, share the same democratic voting rights of all Israelis and also have 
representatives in the Israeli Knesset. Similar examples of democratic rights are denied to 
the citizens of most Arab countries in the Middle East.  Israel’s (Labour) movement, the 
Histadrut, is lead by Social Democrats, with the Red Flag of the international Socialist 
Movement proudly flying above its headquarters.  During the first decades of its 
existence, Israel was founded and governed by a Social Democratic Labour Party.  Then, 
what is the source of the hostility of much of the Left to Israel, in the last several decades, 
which goes so far as to question its very existence as a sovereign state, rather then focus 
its criticisms on the action of its government, as it does in the case of every other country 
in the world?

A little historical background is necessary here.  Up to the 1967 war, the Left was 
generally seen as pro-Israel and Israel, under the political domination of a socialist party, 
Mapai, in alignment with an even more Leftist Zionist party with Marxist-Leninist roots, 
Mapam, plus the Histadrut Labor Federation and the Kibbutzim movement, was viewed 
as being on the Left and building a true democratic socialist society.  The radical, 
independent pro-Soviet weekly newspaper, The National Guardian, was sympathetic to 
Israel from its first issue in 1948 till 1967.  The CP Sponsored Anniversary Tours would 
advertise tours to the USSR, Eastern Europe and Israel.  In 1948, the most pro-Israel 
candidate for President was Henry Wallace and the Progressive Party, which called for 
full de jure recognition of the State of Israel and an end to the arms embargo that the U.S. 
placed upon it, in its platform..  In fact, the champion of Israel and the Zionist cause in 
the UN from 1947 to 1949 was the USSR and its Eastern European allies.  A pre-state 
book that illustrates how anti Cold War progressives in the immediate post war years 
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were devoted to the cause of Jewish statehood and self determination in Palestine was 
Behind The Silken Curtain: A Personal Account of Anglo-American Diplomacy in 
Palestine and The Middle East by Bartley C. Crum. Crum later became the attorney of 
the Hollywood 10.  Even when publications like the National Guardian were critical of 
Israeli actions, such as in the 1956 Suez War, the critiques were written with sympathy 
for Israel's dilemma of being surrounded by hostile Arab nations devoted to its 
destruction, and without any denouncing of Zionism, much less questioning the very 
existence of Israel as a Jewish state.

Suddenly, groups like SNCC and the Youth Against War & Fascism attacked Israel, after 
the 1967 Six Day War, in almost identical language as the racist Right-wing National 
States Rights Party.  They, and the Socialist Workers Party, the Guardian (which purged 
the original founders of the newspaper and drop the word "National" from its name), and 
most of the radical or socialist Left, did not merely criticize Israel's action in the war, but 
went on to deny its legitimacy as a sovereign state.  Zionism became a new epithet on the 
Left. The exceptions to this anti-Israel position on the left were the Socialist Party and the 
two Jewish publications that came out of the CPUSA, Jewish Currents and the Morgan 
Freiheit.  Similar reaction occurred in Leftist groups and journals around the world that 
were outside the social democratic movement.  Did the breaking of relations with Israel 
of the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies, with the exception of Rumania, help 
spark this anti-Israel sentiment on the Left?  Certainly, from that time, to the Gorbachev 
period, the Soviet Union conducted a crude anti-Zionist propaganda campaign, that was 
actually, pure anti-Semitism, in the state-run media.  Israel’s occupation of Gaza and the 
West Bank after the 1967 has been cited, by its critics on the Left, for the hostility toward 
it.  The international dimensions of this campaign became so strong that the United 
Nations General Assembly, on November 9, 1975, passed a resolution which called 
“Zionism, a Form of Racism.”  

Thus, forgotten was the fact that from 1949 to June 1967, Jews were barred from the Old 
City of Jerusalem, including the holiest site in Judaism, the Western Wall.  Now imagine 
how Catholics would feel if they were to forbidden to visit Vatican City and Moslems 
were banned from their sacred cities of Mecca and Medina?  Also forgotten were the 
100,000 Jews living in the Arab world, many for 1,000 years, who were forced to flee 
after the establishment of Israel in 1948.  When Egypt occupied Gaza from 1949 -1967 
and Jordan, East Jerusalem and the West Bank, during the same period, there were no 
calls from anywhere for a Palestinian state to be create in that area.  Where were the 
criticisms of those occupations?  In fact, from the late 1950s to the 1967 Six Day War, 
the call in the Arab world was Pan Arabism, the unification of all the Arab states into one 
central country.  That is why Egypt under Gamal Abdal Nasser was called The United 
Arab Republic.  His plan was for Egypt to be the center of a united Arabia.  It was only 
after 1967, that Palestinian nationalism arose and replaced the cause of Pan-Arabism.

Accordingly, we are unconditional advocates of Israel’s right to exist, and that our 
support does not depend on its being “nice” in order to deserve our defense.  But that 
doesn’t mean that we are never uncritical of its governmental policies.  We oppose the 
Settlement policy of the Right-wing Likud government.  We support Israeli democratic 
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ideals and those who work for them.  Whenever those ideals are compromise, we will 
vigorously protest because we are pro-Israel. Sometimes, being pro-Israel means being 
critical of the policies of its government.  Rather our slogan is Israel is here to stay and 
also Israel must be saved.  But at time, we could add, Israel must be saved from itself, if 
we believe that some governmental policy or action that it is engaged in would be 
detrimental to establishing a solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, etc.  

Moreover, our support for Israel’s sovereignty does not mean that we are anti-
Palestinian. Rather, the question of when a Palestinian national consciousness developed 
among the Arab population of the West Bank and Gaza, and in the Diaspora, (a name 
taken from the Jewish experience in exile) doesn’t matter, it has been a reality for the last 
40 years.  We support a just resolution for the Palestinians that grant their 
legitimate national aspirations without fatally compromising the legitimate security 
concerns of the Jewish State.

SDUSA, being a democratic organization, its members will have differing views on how 
the above can be accomplished, in establishing a two state solution for Israel and the 
Palestinians.  Their opinions range from the right wing of the Israeli Labor party, leftward 
to Meretz/Yahad, Peace Now and Gush Shalom, the Israeli Peace Bloc.  These 
differences will be freely debated in our publications and in public meetings.  In fact, a 
principle test of our commitment to having an empathetic internal environment will be 
how we will conduct a discussion and debate over the usually very divisive Israeli-
Palestinian issue, by respecting and understanding everyone’s position on the topic.   At 
the same time, we are proud of our fraternal relations with the Israeli Labor party and 
Meretz/Yahad party, who represent their nation in the Socialist International.   We are 
also allied to organizations and publications of both the Jewish and non-Jewish Left that 
strongly defend the existence of Israel, no matter how critical they made be of its 
governmental policies, and welcome the new Pro-Israel –Pro Peace, J Street 
Organization.

Some of our members will also come from a pro-Palestinian background.  And we 
welcome members of the Arab-American community.  However, all members must 
agree to the proposition, whatever our difference over how to achieve it, that a just 
resolution for the Palestinians that grant their legitimate national aspirations can 
only be accomplished without fatally compromising the legitimate security concerns 
of the Jewish State.  Moreover, many members of the SDUSA view that the final 
resolution toward a two state solution of Israel living in peace and harmony with a 
united sovereign state of Palestine, over almost all of the territory that Israel 
occupied in 1967, while sharing a capital in a united Jerusalem, will only occur 
when they both have a commitment to a secular, democratic and social democratic 
future, in their respective states.  This means Israel as a Jewish state, that in the 
words of Rabbi Michael Lerner, is “a state that gives affirmative action in regard to 
immigration to Jews who have a reasonable claim to fear of persecution where they 
are currently living-but not a state that is run by Jewish religious law except in the 
cultural sense that Jewish holidays are given the same official public priority in that 
state that Christmas is given in the United States.”   And a Palestinian state that is 
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govern not by Islamic fundamentalists, such as Hamas, but secular and moderate 
Palestinians, both Moslem and Christian,  which also embraces a pluralistic 
democratic social and religious policy that respects and defends the holy sites belong 
to Moslems, Christians and Jews, alike. 

8, WE REJECT THE IDEOLOGIES OF OPPRESSION.  The SDUSA is proud to 
adapt Point no. 8 from Eric Lee’s and Alex Spinrad’s indispensable article, “Democratic 
Socialism: Points of Departure,” which appeared in Volume Three, Number Four of their 
journal, New International Review in our own Statement of Principles: “We believe in the 
equality of peoples.  Chauvinism and racism are obstacles to the achievement of our 
ideals to the extent to which they permeate the working class and socialist movements.” 
We are proud of the SP-SD’s long heritage of involvement in the civil rights movement 
from the 1930s, through the sit-ins, freedom rides, voting rights campaigns and many 
demonstrations, including being the central organizers of the 1963 March on Washington 
for Jobs and Justice.  “Yet, even today, sexism, racism, (homophobia) and anti-Semitism 
thrive and flourish inside socialist parties (and in the Left in general), like a mold 
growing on overripe fruit.  There is no place inside the socialist movement for such 
ideologies.”30  Yet, one of the issues that critics of the SD have accused us of being weak 
on, has been Gay and Lesbian rights.  Are our critics correct?

We have to admit that the Left in the United States, specifically regarding Gay and 
Lesbian civil and human rights generally shared the hostile attitude toward 
homosexuality of the general population for a majority of the last century.  Gay and 
Lesbian members of both the Socialist and Communist Party had to hide their sexual 
orientation from their fellow members.  The SP practiced a form of a “don’t ask, don’t 
tell” policy toward homosexual members.   As long as they kept private their sexual 
orientation, they were tolerated and left alone.   However, we must honestly report that 
Gay-baiting did occasionally erupt in the SP toward homosexual members.  One of the 
most shameful aspects of the late Max Shachtman’s political life, were his offensive 
homophobic attacks on David McReynolds in the factional debates in the SP in the 
1960s, while at the same time also defending the public reputation of prominent Gay 
members such as Bayard Rustin and Tom Kahn.

The Communist Party and other Leninist/Stalinist and Trotskyist groups were militant 
opponents of homosexuals and homosexuality. The totalitarian and authoritarian Left 
viewed homosexuality as a deviant behavior that was caused by capitalism, and would be 
alleviated and disappear in the healthy climate of Communist society.  An outed Gay or 
Lesbian member of the CPUSA would be immediately expelled from the Party for 
practicing deviant behavior and for being a security risk, being vulnerable to pressures 
from the FBI to name names, or face public exposure of their aberrant sexual orientation. 

It was only in the later decades of the 20th Century did the Left slowly moved to a more 
positive view of Gays and Lesbians.  The democratic Left added Gay and Lesbian civil 
and human rights to its political agenda opposing racism and sexism in this country, 
while the antidemocratic “Left” continued, until very recently, for the most part, their 
hostility to homosexuality. The democratic Left welcomed Gay and Lesbian members 
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and added specific Commissions devoted to Gay and Lesbian issues and culture. This 
was the policy that existed in DSA.

The SD, on the other hand, did not take an official position on Gay and Lesbian civil 
rights until the 1990s, even though our leadership included two prominent Gay members, 
Bayard Rustin, our National Chairman, and Tom Kahn.  But it was only in the last year of 
his life that Rustin publicly discussed his homosexuality, and Kahn kept his sexual 
orientation private, working as a high official in the macho homophobic environment of 
the George Meany/Lane Kirkland AFL-CIO. We specifically rejected erecting special 
quotas or caucuses for special interest groups in the SD, including homosexuals, and 
electing the NC by dividing separate voting list for males, females and minority males 
and minority females.   

The issue of homosexuality and Gay and Lesbian civil and human rights is still a 
controversial issue in this first decade of the 21st Century.  Similar to the issue of 
abortion, working class and low income people of various religious faiths have divergent 
positions on homosexuality.  The more liberal churches, and Reform, and 
Reconstructionist Synagogues accept homosexual orientation as being a separate 
normality, different from heterosexuality, but just as natural for an estimated 10 percent 
of the population.  Both Gays and Lesbian can enter the clergy, and marriages are even 
approved between Gay and Lesbian couples.  However, the Roman Catholic Church, 
Orthodox Judaism, and evangelical and other orthodox Christians still condemn 
homosexual behavior, while having different views toward protecting the civil rights of 
Gays and Lesbians.  They all agree, however, in opposing legalizing marriage for Gay 
and Lesbian couples.

Therefore, the SD is facing the same dilemma that exists in the case of the issue of 
abortion. How do we maintain our principle of opposing all the ideologies of oppression, 
including homophobia, without at the same time offending and alienating religious 
conservative working class and low income people whom we want to reach out to?   The 
answer, we believe is not to turn our backs on the rightful human-rights demands of the 
GLBT community, including more federal money for research toward a cure for AIDS, 
equality in employment and housing, backing hate crime legislation, and repel of the 
military’s “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” policy on Gays & Lesbians serving in the armed 
forces. That would be a betrayal of principle, for an organization that celebrates the life 
and work of its late Chairman Bayard Rustin, and also Tom Kahn, who tragically joined 
the many hundred of thousands of Gay men who have prematurely died from AIDS... 
Thus we also endorse here, the statement, “Come Let Us Reason Together,” that was 
adopted by Third Way and moderate Evangelicals on this issue.   

 However, it would be equally wrong for the SD to base a specific political strategy 
toward Gay and Lesbian issues in order to attract them to the SD.   We must understand 
that not all Gays are Leftists, although most of the more visible ones may be.   Many 
Gays are well-off entrepreneurs who would favor Republican economic policies.  On the 
other hand, many Lesbians suffer from the feminization of poverty.  But it is certain that 
there are quite a number of Lesbians who would join other women in stating that they 
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want to make it on their own without the paternal help of the government. What ties them 
to the Democratic Party and the Left is the homophobic positions of the leadership of the 
Republican Party, specifically the influence of the Christian Right.  However, if the 
Republicans and the conservative movement should change to a more friendly approach 
on issues that concern Lesbian and Gay men, there could be a significant move to the 
Republican Party by affluent members of the Gay and Lesbian community.  

Accordingly, the SDUSA will support women’s and Lesbian and Gay Rights because 
they are basic human rights.  We support equal rights for Gay and Lesbian couples and 
civil unions.  However, we will leave it up to the members of our individual state and 
local organization to decide the controversial issue legalizing marriage for Gays and 
Lesbians couples. Locals made up of a predominantly religious conservative 
membership, which reflects their community, shouldn’t be forced to take a position on 
this issue, while at the same time respecting the individual civil rights of Gays and 
Lesbians.  On the other hand, Locals which have a high percentage of Gay and Lesbian 
members would want to be free to actively support legalizing Gay and Lesbian marriages, 
and other issues of concern to their community. The national organization will try to 
attract women and members of the GLBT community to the SDUSA, but without setting 
up special quotas or caucuses. 

9, WE INCLUDE AMONG THESES IDEOLOGIES OF OPPRESSION, ANTI-
ZIONISM.  SDUSA is not a Zionist organization.  Members may be pro Zionists or non-
Zionists.  They may even be critical of aspects of Zionist theory and historical 
development, especially of the Revisonist/Herut/Likud version of nationalistic Zionism. 
Similarly, some members may have a critical historical view of Labor Zionism’s myopic 
relations with Arab residence of pre-Israel Palestine, and its own post 1967 Settlements 
on the West Bank.  This is not anti-Zionism.  Rather, it is constructive criticisms of 
aspects of Zionist ideology and history of the movement.  However, the political anti-
Zionism that is expressed on both the Neo-Nazi far Right and on the Left in Europe and 
even in the United States, is another matter altogether.  Instead, “like its predecessor, 
anti-Zionism aims to divide the Jewish people from other peoples of the world.  Anti-
Semitism denied that Jews were human beings with all the rights of human beings.  Anti-
Zionism denies that Jews are a nation with the right of national self-determination. We 
are deeply concerned by the rise of anti-Zionism and even open anti-Semitism within the 
socialist parties (and in the wider Left) and favor an aggressive and spirited campaign to 
drive anti-Zionism from our ranks”  (This statement also came from “Democratic 
Socialism: Points of Departure” by Eric Lee and Alex Spinrad.)31

10, WE, IN GENERAL, WORK WITHIN THE TWO PARTY SYSTEM IN THE 
UNITED STATES, BUT WE ALSO SUPPORT INDEPENDENT 
SOCIALIST/SOCIAL DEMOCRATIC PARTY CAMPAIGNS BY OUR STATE 
AND LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS IF THEY ARE FOR LOCAL PUBLIC 
OFFICE, AND THERE IS A BETTER THAN EVEN CHANCE THAT THEY 
MAY BE WINNABLE.  The realities of American Politics make running independent 
Socialist candidates for public office (frequently) a gesture in futility. It was around this 
issue that divided the Socialist Party in the 1960s into two factions, The Labor Party and 
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later the Debs Caucus, supporting traditional independent Socialist campaigns or the 
creation of an independent labor party, and the Realignment Caucus, which supported the 
SP working with the labor movement in the Democratic Party in order to transform it into 
a real social democratic party.  The revived SDUSA will continue to ally ourselves with 
the pro-labor forces of the Democratic Party and work to strengthen Social Democratic 
ideals in the DP.  Nevertheless, when appropriate, individual Locals or State 
Organizations, may run third party candidates (or fusion) candidates, under the name 
Socialist Party of (state name), or Social Democratic Party of (state name).  The SDUSA, 
as a hybrid organization, somewhere in between being a political party or only a 
political advocacy group, is willing to experiment with different democratic 
processes on the local level. As a result, both sides of the old political strategy debate 
of the 1960s should be able reunite in harmony in the revived SDUSA, as they will 
be free to pursue their separate tactics, determining which approach is the best, 
while working toward the common goal of building a stronger democratic 
socialist/social democratic movement in the United States.

11, “WE STILL HAVE OUR DREAM OF THE DEMOCRATIC SOCIALIST 
MOVEMENT OF THE NEAR FUTURE AND OUR VISION OF THE SOCIALIST 
SOCIETY OF THE FAR FUTURE, BEYOND OUR LIFETIME AND OUR 
CHILDREN’S LIFETIME,” again quoting Comrades Lee and Spinrad from a different 
article in The New International Review, concerning the future of the democratic socialist 
movement in the United States.  “We dream of a democratic socialist movement in the 
U.S. which is deeply rooted in the labor movement, and is therefore genuinely multi-
racial.  We dream of a socialist movement with a militant commitment to anti-
Stalinism, a movement which finds allies among millions of Americans of Eastern 
European, Cuban, Chinese and Indochinese extraction who fled Communist 
regimes.  We dream of a movement with a vivid theoretical life.  We dream of a 
movement which inherits not only the tradition of Debs and Thomas, but of A. 
Philip Randolph and Max Shachtman as well.”32 

 We also dream of a movement that will reunited the survivors and descendents of 
the three faction that split the historic Socialist Party in the early 1970s, including 
the Third Camp Left Shachtmanites, who share our militant opposition to Stalinism 
or so-called “Communism.”  They would still be free to pursue their independent 
political strategy in the new SDUSA.   We dream of a broad based multi-tendency 
democratic organization whose members would range the social 
democratic/democratic socialist spectrum from the Third Way Blairites on the 
Right, to the Left-Shachtmanite/ New Politics Third Camp Left.  

However, we will also be an organization that will say “no” to viewpoints that are 
contrary to a social democratic/democratic socialist orientation.  People who call 
themselves socialist have the free speech right to develop broad conspiracy theories 
about AIPAC or 9-11, and condemn Zionist imperialism, while praising the 
development of actually existing “socialism” in Cuba, Vietnam, China and North 
Korea, but not in the SDUSA.  Similarly, we will reject neo-liberalism and neo-
conservatism and a predominantly militaristic interventionist foreign policy 
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viewpoint in the revived SDUSA.  We want to be a true democratic and multi-
tendency organization, which is why our prospective broad based membership, 
ranging from Third Way to Third Camp, will be united in their common opposition 
to authoritarianism and totalitarianism on both the Right and the so-called 
Communist “Left,” and in extreme fundamentalist religious movements. 

Finally, while we are concentrating on developing social democratic programs for the 
here and now, this doesn’t mean that we in the SDUSA, have given up our dream of 
the vision of the new socialist society that the incremental change we are currently 
seeking, would eventually lead us to.  We fully understand that we must have some idea 
of where we want to go, if we want to succeed in attracting idealistic young people to this 
organization.   At the same time, we reject the false messianic vision of Totalitarian 
Communism of a new “Soviet Man” and socialism as a replacement for religious faith 
that will cure all the ills of society.  Neither do we accept a vulgar interpretation of 
historical materialism that claims the inevitability of history moving forward to a socialist 
and communist future.  

Nevertheless, our short term goal, as spelled out by the late Michael Harrington, in one of 
the most moving speeches of his entire career, delivered at the joint celebration of 
DSOC’s 5th anniversary and Mike’s 50th birthday, back in December, 13, 1978, “to once 
more make socialism a presence in this society, in the mainstream.  To take it off the 
margin.”33  Our aim is, in the revived SDUSA, “is an America, in which it will be as 
ordinary, as normal to be a socialist as it is to be a liberal or a conservative or a 
Democrat or a Republican.”  We reluctantly note that we are still as far from this goal 
in 2010, after the fall of Communism, as we were 32 years ago, when Comrade 
Harrington made these remarks.  But that makes it even more essential that we once again 
set upon achieving this goal, in his memory. The SDUSA, will operate as open social 
democrats/democratic socialists, in a broad predominantly non-socialist progressive 
coalition.

Yet, Comrade Harrington reminded his audience, hearing his address, that evening, “that 
we are not simply people who play a valuable role in a coalition, but also people who 
have a vision.” And 32 years later, with all the changes in technology and in world 
affairs, Mike’s vision of socialism is still as fresh and vital today, as it was then:

 “We are people who understand that for the first time in the history of humankind, 
it is possible that there is enough to treat everybody in this world.  That the limits 
that we face today are not economic limits.  They are not resource limits.  There’re 
political limits.  There limits of our will.  But we really could have brotherhood and 
sisterhood.  It is now possible. …We socialists have the vision that for the first time 
in human history, for the people of the world to have a decent life.  And secondly, 
we understand that the reason why people do not have that decent life is because 
there are profound structures which keep that possibility from coming to fruition. 

“We understand that the choice before the world today is not whether we are going to 
have planning.  It’s not whether we are going to make economic decisions political. 
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The choice before the world today is what kind of planning are we going to have. 
What kind of political making of economic decision making?  For whom, what 
decisions are they going to make?  That’s the real agenda.  Not only is there the 
statistical possibility of enough.  There is a struggle against the bureaucratic 
institutions, against the elites, against the ruling classes, be they corporations or 
commissars, which want to inhibit that possibility of a true fraternity and solidarity. 
And what we say ultimately is, that it is no longer necessary or tolerable that people 
be programmed.  That throughout most of human history, most of the people of this 
world, the overwhelming majority, their entire lives were determined by the 
accident of their birth.  And that we have a vision of a world in which through 
political and economic struggle, we will not end evil, we will not end death, we will 
not end unhappiness.  But at least, we will make it possible for people to choose their 
own lives to the fullness of their potential.  We have a vision that it is no longer 
necessary or tolerable that children should be born on the streets of Calcutta.  That 
it is no longer necessary or tolerable that a social disease like Leprosy should exist in 
the Third World.  That it is absolutely obscene and outrageous that in the United 
States of America, the richest society in the history of humankind, that there should 
be poor people and that there should be slums and ghettos.  We have that vision. 
We are about freedom.  Planning, collectivization, all of these things are means to an 
end of deprogramming humanity.  Of allowing people to choose.”

Comrade Harrington closed his vision of a future socialist society with his favorite 
parable about dessert societies:   “Politically, we are on the Left wing of the possible. 
We try to change this society within the limits that are impost upon us.  But we have 
a vision.  In dessert societies, water is something that is so precious, that people fight 
over it and wars are fought over it.  People get married and people get divorce 
because of water.  And it is well know in dessert society that it is human nature to 
covet water.   And if you bring someone from a dessert society to the United States 
of America, and you show then a public water fountain, they will say to you that 
cannot be.  It is human nature to go and get as much water as they can.  And the 
people have come out at night with their cups and buckets and take the water and 
take it back to their rooms and hoard the water.  And you say to them, no that’s not 
the truth, because we have enough water for everyone and people no longer covet 
water.  But what then about medicine?  What then about food?  What then about 
housing?  Is it only about water that we can do it here? 

“That we can envision a society that which will not exist in our lifetime, nor our 
children’s, but which is possible where the basic necessities of life are free for all, 
collectively provided, and where humankind for the first time, where people for the 
first time could be decent to one another.” 

Thus, we have a vision of our immediate struggle, and a process, which Harrington called 
in his final book, Socialism: Past & Future, “visionary gradualism” of taking the first 
step of a journey of ten thousand miles.  Then, we pause, and revived and rebuild the 
Social Democrats, USA / the original Socialist Party, together with old and new 
comrades from every sector of American life, and go on to take the second step of our 

6



journey of ten thousand miles in order to come closer to that vision of our ultimate goal 
of the socialist society for this country and the world, that was so elegantly stated 32 
years ago by Michael Harrington.

WE STAND FOR SOCIAL DEMOCRACY AND EMBRACE THE ENTIRE 
HISTORY OF SOCIAL DEMOCRATS, USA/SOCIALIST PARTY,  BOTH 
POSITIVE & NEGATIVE FOR THE LESSONS THAT TEACH US FOR TODAY 
& TOMORROW,  We fight for a democratic socialist society, which is the extension of 
democracy into all aspects of society.  We view the terms, social democracy and 
democratic socialism as being interchangeable and standing for the same values.  This 
means that we support not a government dominated social system, but a democratic non-
sexist, un racist, welfare state with a mixed economy in which the people and 
democratically-responsible representatives will have the maximum feasible influence in 
setting economic priorities.  Social Democrats, USA (SD,USA) is the successor to, and 
the same organization that was, the Socialist Party, U.S.A., whose past and present 
leaders include labor, civil rights, and humanitarian leaders, such as Eugene V. Debs, 
Norman Thomas, Victor Berger, Meyer London, Kate Richard O’Hare, Mother Jones, 
Helen Keller, A Philip Randolph, Upton Sinclair, Carl Sandburg, Reinhold Niebuhr, 
Darlington Hoopes, Samuel H. Friedman, Katharine Smith, Max Shachtman, Rob 
Tucker, David McReynolds, Deborah Meier, Rochelle Horowitz, Erich Fromm, Murray 
Kempton, Frank Zeidler, Michael Harrington, Tom Kahn, Bayard Rustin, James T. 
Burnett, Ernie Erber, Rita Freedman, Sandra Feldman, Donnie Slaiman, and Penn 
Kemble.  We fully embrace the different streams of the SP and SD, USA’s history.  We 
welcome a wide range of the Social Democratic/Democratic Socialists from the Third 
Way to the Third Camp, members of the Democratic Socialists of America and Socialist 
Party of the United States of America who share our commitment to Democratic 
Socialism.

We are committed to the revival of SD,USA, because we share the view that was 
expressed by historian William O’ Neill, in the conclusion of his book, A Better World:  
The Great Schism: Stalinism and the American Intellectuals, published by Simon & 
Schuster in 1982. On pages 383-384, O’Neill writes the following: “Although the old left 
deserved to fail, we do need a left wing of the proper kind.  A left rooted in anti-
Americanism and dedicated to the interest of foreign countries, which is what we had for 
most of the last half century or so, benefits no one, not even itself.  An ethical left that 
regarded the well-being of the United States as a legitimate concern would be valuable as 
a counter to the right – always more powerful in this country than its opposite. – and as a 
way of making responsible dissent effective.  Had there been a genuinely independent 
and democratic left of consequence in the 1960s, the worst national misadventures might 
have been avoided, or at leased scaled down.  That the Michael Harringtons and Irving 
Howes are so few is a problem that has defied the best efforts of socialists since World 
War I.  But whatever the solution, experience makes clear that going the other way, as 
both the old and new lefts did, is not it.  A Strong Left, if there is to be one, will have to 
be an American Left, democratic, loyal, and with no compulsion to admire or 
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emulate foreign tyrannies.  Anything less would be flawed and, the record indicates, 
futile too.”34 (Emphasis added.) 

This is the American Left that we want to build.  One that would proudly flies both the 
American and the Red Flag.  We are patriotic and love our country to such an extent that 
we are willing to take the time and effort to make it truly into a shiny city on the hill.  We 
are Social Democrats/ Democratic Socialists because we are committed to the future of 
the United States and the American people.  That is why we think that America needs a 
stronger voice for our kind of program.  We may be not for everybody, especially those 
who want to continue the domination of the country by corporate elites and those who 
adhere to both the political Right and the authoritarian Left.   On the other hand, maybe 
we are for you who represent the hard working middle income, low income and 
unemployed majority of the citizens of the United States of America.

Appendices

A: Subject: an open letter to the members of SDUSA

Friends and Comrades,

We are writing to explain changes in the Social Democrats USA coming in the weeks and 
months ahead.

 

You are obviously aware that there is a serious rift between the officers and the Executive 
Director (ED) Gabe Ross.  For you, the members, this may appear as the occasional 
outburst on the discussion board that later calms down, only to flair up again a month or 
two later. 

 

For us in the officer ranks, the picture is a little different because we are in continuous 
communication concerning SD issues, whether they are finances, internal democracy, 
growing the organization, or setting political direction.  The disagreements are serious 
and they have been continuous for the past 9 months.  The acrimonious style of 
communication including vicious personal attacks has further contributed to the 
deterioration of what should be comradely dialogue.  The recent threats to waste 
organizational resources in pointless legal action was the final straw.  The ED's reference 
to his threatened lawsuits against fellow members of SDUSA as "the most fun you can 
have with your pants on" bespeaks a very different idea of how friends and comrades 
should behave.
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As with all such conflicts, there is plenty of finger pointing and blame to be passed 
around, and everyone will have his version of the truth.  None the less, these conflicts 
must be resolved.  Essentially there exist differences in the manner that the ED wishes to 
run the organization and the way the officers wish to proceed.  We have deliberated for a 
month over the correct course of action, but we wished tempers to cool and did not wish 
to interfere with member’s holiday cheer. 

 

It is the responsibility of the officers to act in the interest of you, the members.  It is also 
our responsibility to select a location for the National Office and designate an Executive 
Director to run that office.  That being said, we, the officers listed below, have concluded 
that the differences between the officers and the ED are irreconcilable.  Effective 
immediately we are relieving the Executive Director of his responsibilities.  We declare 
null and void the ED's unilateral purging of members.  And further, we declare the 
claim of underhanded seizing of SDUSA property, namely the website, as 
factually false.  Our action today does not imply that previous statements and activities 
by the ED had our full support -- many of his comments and actions hurt us deeply.  If 
any of you want a more detailed explanation, please feel free to contact us directly.

 

We hold no illusions that our actions today will bring quick resolution.  Logistical 
matters make changing the status quo difficult.  At the moment, our National Office is 
being operated out of the apartment of our ED.  The ED holds the passwords to the 
website control panel, the passwords to the Yahoo discussion forums, the membership 
roster (including email addresses, postal addresses, and phone numbers), the bank 
account information, and the information regarding who is current on dues.  If there is 
any charge of malfeasance that can be leveled at us officers, it would be that we allowed 
this situation to develop in the first place.  We can now only ask your patience while we 
try to correct it.

 

We no longer recognize the Johnstown office as the National Office of the Social 
Democrats, USA.  Further information will be sent to you next week about a new mailing 
address, phone number, etc.  Do not send any further dues to Johnstown or the SDUSA 
website.  Regarding dues, we don’t want any member to suffer a negative consequence of 
these organizational changes.  Therefore, we are declaring a dues holiday for the first half 
of 2010.  This will allow us time to re-establish the membership list and bank 
account.  The officers will personally fund the operation until June.
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Despite our differences with Comrade Ross over the operation of the National Office, we 
ask him to remain in the organization. His political position papers are well reasoned and 
his writings have been a valuable contribution to the Social Democrats, USA.  Be assured 
that all of your officers remain deeply committed to the Social Democratic movement 
and we continue to hold firmly to the Principles as defined on the SDUSA website.  We 
strongly believe there is a niche for our brand of democratic Socialism in the American 
body politic and we will continue to espouse and promote it.  It is unfortunate that in a 
year such as 2009, with all of its economic and political upheaval, we have been mired in 
internal conflict. 

 

Our commitment to you is that 2010 will be a new year for the Social Democrats USA, a 
year of action instead of bickering.  May we all have success as we continue the work to 
build a better world.

 

With respect, fraternity, and camaraderie,

 

Rick D’Loss, National Co-Chair

richard.dloss@gmail.com

Craig Miller, National Co-Chair

newsd21c@gmail.com

Steve Weiner, President, and Editor of Torch & Rose

weinersteve@yahoo.com

1971 Siskiyou Blvd #1,  Ashland, OR 97520

541-482-8426

David Hacker, Vice President

dhacker300@aol.com

Patty Friend, Vice President

661-245-5252
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B: Alternate Statement of Principles for SDUSA, written by Gabe Ross.

As socialists of the democratic left, we wish these truths were self-evident:

First, that the workers of all nations share more in economic interest with each other, than the 
workers of any nation share with the political and economic elites of their own nation.

Second, that governments derive all just power from the consent of the governed. That 
governments exist for the benefit of the governed and not the reverse. Therefore, it is the duty of 
the governed to alter and abolish all forms of domination, political, economic, cultural, and 
religious, that would seek to deny the governed full and complete access to the power, which 
belongs to them alone.

Third, that war is, by its very nature, a crime against humanity. Occasionally, it may be necessary 
for a people to defend itself from attack. This is never an excuse for the imperial acquisition of 
resources, territory, or an attempt to establish military or ideological hegemony.

Fourth, that the rights of humanity as set forth in the United Nations International Declaration of 
Human Rights, may never be transgressed by any party no matter how imperiled or aggrieved 
that party believes itself to be. Torture, the deliberate targeting of non-combatants with anti-
personnel devices (regardless of whether the bomb falls from fast moving airplanes, or is carried 
in backpacks aboard public transportation), or the deliberate imprisonment, starvation, or 
displacement of massive numbers of people for political gain is now and will forever be WRONG!

Fifth, that human kind has a right to be free from persecution because of ethnicity, gender, age, 
religious preference, sexual orientation. The peoples of the earth are entitled to national self 
determination within political boundaries that respect for the sovereignty of others and real 
concerns for self protection shall allow.

Sixth, we social democrats will never be cheerleaders for the slaughter of any group of people no 
matter what the ideology of those pursuing the massacre may be. We will never apologize for 
tyranny or injustice no matter what grave exigencies the tyrant shall claim.

Seventh, while people are hungry, homeless, poorly clothed, and without the basic necessities of 
life, there can be no democratic process.

Eighth, people have an inherent right to worship God or participate in spirituality as their 
conscience dictates. The state must never be the arbiter of religious thought. Instead, it is the 
people who must instruct the government as to spiritual and moral precepts. Therefore, it is the 
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right of each person to disagree vehemently with others in their society upon the nature of what is 
moral. A democratic government cannot take sides. This does not mean that the individual 
members of an elected government cannot and should not be guided by moral precepts No one 
seeking election in a democratic society should be asked to divest him or herself of whatever 
spiritual and moral precepts he or she holds.

Ninth, while governments have a right to maintain the security of their borders, they do not have 
the right to harass those forced to cross a particular national frontier in order to find gainful 
employment or shelter from the ravages of war, famine or natural disaster.

Tenth, human beings are the stewards of the earth, not its masters. No generation has a right to 
pass on a polluted or degraded planet to the generations that follow.

Eleventh, that in any prosecution brought for any crime a defendant shall have a right to be heard 
by himself, and/or through counsel and shall have an absolute right to examine all evidence, to 
face all accusers, to call all material witnesses and to make whatever representations to the 
tribunal which he or she faces, which may seem to the defendant to be exculpatory. The judiciary 
of a democratic nation must be independent and separate from that nation's legislative and 
executive branches of government.

Twelfth, there is only one cure for the ills of democracy; more democracy. Free people will build a 
wondrous and diverse culture that will express what it is to be truly human.

Submitted with a due appreciation to the sources from which I borrowed, i.e., the Gospel of Saint 
Matthew; the Constitution of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania as amended; the Declaration of 
Independence by Thomas Jefferson; Common Sense and The Rights of Man by Thomas Paine, 
The Communist Manifesto by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels; The Four Freedoms speech of 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt; Pacem in Terra, by Pope John Paul II; the Euston Manifesto, and the 
odd reference to Voltaire, Rousseau, Mary Wollstonecraft, Peter Goodwin, Robert Owen, John 
Stuart Mill, G.B. Shaw, G.K. Chesterton, Victoria Woodhull, H.G. Wells, Bertrand Russell, 
Winston Churchill, and George Orwell.

Respectfully submitted for comment and amendment by Gabriel Kierran McCloskey-Ross, acting 
general secretary of the Social Democratic Party of America. Many thanks to my collaborator 
Jaime Johnston. Thanks to Don Busky for doing the proof reading that I should have done and to 
Rob Tucker for Encouragement and inspiration. 

C: The Ten Principles adopted by the Party of European Socialism, that was 
approved by the provisional NC of SDUSA as expressing the Viewpoint of the 
Organization.
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1. "Rights and duties for all": Outlines that PES does not wish to leave society 
tobeshaped by market forces, but instead advocates rights and duties to hold together a 
modern welfare society. Government has a duty to ensure citizens have access to public 
services and to protect their rights. In return, government expects citizens and other 
actors to contribute to the welfare society. Businesses have a right to fair competition in a 
transparent and stable environment. Their duty is to contribute to public finances, aid full 
employment, increase skills in their workforce and aid society through corporate social 
responsibility. As for the individuals, they have a right to participate fully in society and 
the workforce while their duty is to advance through education and training.[9]

2. "Full employment": Realise full and high quality employment in the context of a 
modern welfare state. Labour markets would be made more dynamic though inclusive 
polices of security and support, including fighting age discrimination. The EU and its 
member states would have to provide conditions for "smart, green growth and the EMU 
would be geared towards coordinated economic polices of high growth and job creation.
[9] 

3. "Investing in people": Focus on improving the abilities of low-skilled workers rather 
than just concentrating on opportunities for the highly skilled. Education, training and 
social tools would be used, not just to improve the skills of citizens, but to fight social 
exclusion and reach full employment - PES state that "Those who need high quality 
education most – the poor and disadvantaged – are still those who receive it least in many 
European countries."[9] 

 4. "Inclusive societies": Policies at all levels to aim to tackle the exclusion of groups 
such as the elderly, ethnic minorities or those from poor communities. Provisions for 
healthcare, social services and childcare would be provided with new legislation 
examined for its social consequences rather than a strictly economic outlook.[9] 

5. "Universal child care": Provisions for high quality, affordable, child care to be made 
available to ensure children have a good start to education while freeing parents to enter 
paid employment. This would also be helping equal rights for men and women and help 
the EU deal with its demographic changes.[9] 

6. "Equal rights for women and men": Greater gender equality to improve women's status 
in the workplace and their pay. PES sees this not just as a "moral imperative" but as a 
"key to solving the demographic challenge, to strengthening democracy and ensuring 
higher welfare for families"[9] 

7. "Social dialogue": Maintaining the presence of organised labour, seen as "invaluable". 
PES wants to encourage social dialogue between employers and employees to help rights, 
employment and economic growth. This to make a more inclusive and dynamic 
workforce.[9] 

8. "Making diversity and integration our strength": Fight all forms of xenophobia and 
encourage tolerance to people, regardless of nationality, ethnicity, race, gender, sexual 
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orientation or religion. Sustainable migration policies and a respect for diversity are seen 
as contributors to economic and social goals such as integration and anti-discrimination. 
PES sees the EU having a huge responsibility in managing migration and its causes 
abroad.[9] 

9. "Sustainable societies": Fighting climate change to assure social justice, environmental 
protection and economic progress. Rising energy prices would hit the poorest hardest and 
PES state that the EU should take a leading role in a post-Kyoto Protocol agreement.[9] 

10. "An active Europe for people": PES see the EU as more than just a market place but 
rather something that can bring "greater shared prosperity for people, stronger social 
cohesion and social justice." This would be done through competition, but not between 
member states, cooperation, but not against social protection and solidarity through the 
EUs cohesion.[9] 

D:  The Come Lets Us Reason Together Governing Agenda

The Come Let Us Reason Together Governing Agenda is a common ground agenda that  
charts a new path forward by uniting key Evangelical and progressive leaders behind 
specific policy recommendations on some of the most divisive culture issues of our times:  
abortion, workplace rights for gay and lesbian people, torture, and immigration reform.

POLICY: Reducing Abortions Through Common Ground Policies

Common ground on abortion means reducing abortions in America through policies that 
address the circumstances that lead to abortion: preventing unintended pregnancies and 
supporting pregnant women who wish to carry their pregnancies to term, as well as 
increasing support for adoption. This approach involves the following policy tracks:

1. Preventing unintended pregnancies. Prevention policies include grants for sex 
education (age-appropriate, medically accurate and complete contraceptive 
information with an abstinence emphasis) and support for teen pregnancy 
prevention programs, including after school programs and resources to help 
parents better communicate with teens, and increased access to contraception for 
low-income women.

2. Supporting pregnant women through to parenthood and support for 
new families. Support policies include expanding Medicaid coverage of 
pregnant women and S-CHIP coverage of children, prohibiting pregnancy from 
being classified as a pre-existing condition by insurance providers, and 
providing support for pregnant and parenting students who are in school.

3. Increasing support for adoption. Adoption support policies include expanding 
adoption tax credit assistance and supporting optional adoption services at group 
homes for pregnant and parenting women.
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POLICY: Protecting the Rights of Gay & Lesbian People to Earn a Living

Even amidst our different beliefs about the issue of sexual orientation, we agree on a 
policy that protects the basic rights of gay and lesbian people in the workplace. This 
policy has two provisions, which are grounded in core American values of fairness and 
the Golden Rule on the one hand and religious liberty on the other:

1. Making it illegal to fire, refuse to hire, or refuse to promote employees 
simply based on their sexual orientation. This policy protects the basic rights of 
gay and lesbian people to earn a living, and it is careful not to create, or 
imply, any rights for gay and lesbian people that every other citizen does 
not already have.

2. Providing a clear exemption for faith-based employers that is identical to 
the religious exemption in Title VII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 (as 
specified in the bipartisan H.R. 3685, the Employment Non-Discrimination 
Act). We affirm that no legislation to protect the human dignity and rights of gay 
and lesbian people should threaten the religious liberty of churches and 
other religious organizations.

POLICY: Renouncing Torture

We agree that the use of torture and cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment against 
prisoners is immoral, unwise, and un-American. We must be better than our enemies, and 
our treatment of prisoners captured in the battle against terrorism must reflect our 
character and values as Americans. We agree that the U.S. should adopt a clear stance 
against torture that includes the following core provisions, modeled on the Campaign to  
Ban Torture’s Declaration of Principles for a Presidential Executive Order on Prisoner 
Treatment, Torture and Cruelty:

1. Following the Golden Rule. We will not authorize or use any methods 
of interrogation that we would not find acceptable if used against Americans, 
be they civilians or soldiers.

2. Implementing one national standard. We will have one national standard 
for the interrogation and treatment of prisoners. Currently, the best expression of 
that standard is the U.S. Army Field Manual.

3. Upholding the rule of law. We will acknowledge all prisoners to our courts 
or the International Red Cross. We will in no circumstance hold persons in 
secret prisons or engage in disappearances.

4. Affirming a duty to protect. We acknowledge our historical commitment to end 
the use of torture and cruelty in the world. The U.S. will not transfer any person to 
countries that use torture or cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment.

5. Ensuring checks and balances. Congress and the courts play an invaluable role 
in protecting the values and institutions of our nation and will have access to the 
information they need to be fully informed about our detention and interrogation 
policies.
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6. Maintaining clarity and accountability. All U.S. personnel—whether soldiers 
or intelligence staff—deserve the certainty that they are implementing policy that 
complies fully with the law. Henceforth all U.S. officials who 
authorize, implement, or fail in their duty to prevent the use of torture and ill-
treatment of prisoners will be held accountable, regardless of rank or position.

POLICY: Creating Secure and Comprehensive Immigration Reform

We agree that we need comprehensive immigration reform that creates an earned path to 
citizenship and protects families, while securing our borders and treating American 
taxpayers fairly. The common ground solutions we present here enable us simultaneously 
to protect our borders, protect families, and protect our values. We agree that we should 
adopt comprehensive immigration reform with the following provisions:

1. Securing the borders through rigorous enforcement. We support active efforts 
to secure the border and prosecute illegal trafficking, identification fraud, and 
abusive employers.

2. Providing a practical, earned path to citizenship. We support an earned path to 
citizenship for existing undocumented workers in the U.S. that is fair to American 
taxpayers and restores the rule of law. We recognize that citizenship is a high 
honor and agree that it should come with basic obligations such as obeying the 
law, paying back taxes and reasonable fines, and learning English and American 
civics.

3. Establishing a fair guest worker program. We support a guest worker program 
that fills jobs where there is a need, but that does not unfairly disadvantage 
American workers. It should ensure that workers are not exploited and that they 
are paid for the work they do.

4. Keeping families together. We support policies and enforcement that 
are sensitive to the value of preserving family integrity, keeping parents 
and children together.

The Governing Agenda was coauthored by Rachel Laser, Director of the Culture 
Program for Third Way; Dr. Robert P. Jones, Visiting Fellow in Religion for Third Way 
and President of Public Religion Research; Dr. David Gushee, professor at Mercer 
University and President of Evangelicals for Human Rights; Rev. Dr. Joel Hunter, senior  
pastor at Northland, A Church Distributed; Rev. Samuel Rodriguez, President of the  
National Hispanic Christian Leadership Conference; Dr. Ronald J. Sider, President of  
Evangelicals for Social Action; and Katie Paris, Director of Communications Strategy 
for Faith in Public Life.
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GEORGE W. BUSH, TROTSKYITE
Is the U.S. really launching a 'global democratic revolution'? 
by Justin Raimondo

It's just a coincidence that George W. Bush gave a speech announcing that the U.S. was leading a "global democratic revolution" on the eve of Leon Trotsky's birthday, but it is one that neatly illustrates

the militant revolutionism at the core of American foreign policy in the post-9/11 era.

The proximity to Trotsky's birthday was fortuitous, but the venue of this revolutionary proclamation was not: it was a speech commemorating the twentieth anniversary of the founding of the National
Endowment for Democracy (NED), the brainchild of neoconservative ideologues, many of whom have their roots on the Trotskyite Left. Having given up the dream of revolutionary socialism for the more
practical project of global "democracy," the troublesome little sect of neoconservatives, not so affectionately known as "neocons," is at last having its moment in the sun.

The NED was a sop thrown to the neocons during the Reagan administration, so they could have a little domain of their own, a small but strategically placed contingent of "Socialists for Reagan" embedded
deep in the bowels of the U.S. government. The first President of the group, Carl Gershman, was a longtime member of the Social Democrats, USA, formerly the Socialist Party, a group dominated by the
legendary Max Shachtman. The founder of "third camp" neo-Trotskyism, Shachtman broke with Trotsky in the 1940s and evolved, over the years, into a firm supporter of U.S. military intervention
worldwide, while retaining  like Sidney Hook  his dedication to the "democratic" socialist cause.

As top advisors to the Lane Kirkland wing of the AFL-CIO, Shachtman and his followers burrowed deep in the labor movement, and lobbied extensively for the establishment of a government-subsidized
"quasi-private" foundation that would help them extend their labor connections internationally, The effort bloomed in the Carter years, when the two parties agreed to share in the spoils, and bore fruit at
the start of the Reagan years. The legislation establishing the National Endowment for Democracy mandated that most of its funding, at least initially, would go to the Free Trade Union Institute (FTUI), an
arm of the AFL-CIO's International Affairs Department.

Aside from the subsidy, however, the benefits to the Shachtmanites were also ideological: from their perch at the NED, they could egg on the administration to confront the Soviet Union and agitate for the
prosecution of the cold war to the fullest  all at taxpayers' expense. When the Soviet Union imploded, however, so did the rationale for the NED  and it narrowly escaped the budget ax. But post-9/11, the
NED  along with the neoconservative movement  was given a new lease on life. Certainly George W. Bush's conversion to Shachtmanism, as evidenced by his NED address, represents the apotheosis of
neocon dominance in Washington.

The odd combination of Soviet-style phraseology with ostensibly conservative rhetoric made for a speech of unsurpassed weirdness. On the one hand, the President celebrated the victory of capitalism,
hailing the triumph of "democracy," "free enterprise," and "markets," and yet somehow managed to do it the style of a socialist orator out of the 1930s.

The U.S., according to Bush, was no ordinary country, nor even one especially blessed, but an "inspiration for oppressed peoples," whose acolytes worldwide "knew of at least one place – a bright and
hopeful land – where freedom was valued and secure"  kind of like the Soviet Union was to the Commies of yesteryear. Here, too, are references to the necessity for "sacrifice"  a favorite theme of the old
Soviet rhetoricians  including this Orwellian formulation:

"By definition, the success of freedom rests upon the choices and the courage of free peoples, and upon their willingness to sacrifice."

Freedom is, "by definition," slavery. War is peace. And Ignorance, as we all know, is Strength.

The speeches of the Soviet leaders, and their American imitators, were always filled with new "turns," announcing the most recent twist in the party line, and the Bush speech displays the same grandiose
tic:

"We've reached another great turning point – and the resolve we show will shape the next stage of the world democratic movement."

America as the leader of a "world movement"  the idea is positively Leninist.

Full of revolutionary resolve, the U.S. must now focus on the Middle East "for decades to come," said Bush. For some strange reason, Mesopotamia does not yet share Montana's enthusiasm for democratic
governance, and this is impermissible:

"Are the peoples of the Middle East somehow beyond the reach of liberty? Are millions of men and women and children condemned by history or culture to live in despotism? Are they alone never to
know freedom, and never even to have a choice in the matter? I, for one, do not believe it. I believe every person has the ability and the right to be free."

Yes, but as Frederick Douglass put it, he who would be free must strike the first blow. It is not for us to say how or if the peoples of the Middle East will find their way to freedom and, consequently, to
prosperity. Perhaps it is religion, and the willful pull of tradition, that holds that whole region of the world back: but doesn't freedom also include the freedom to say no to modernity? Oh, but we mustn't
say that, it's politically incorrect to even imply that all peoples everywhere and at every time are something more or less than multi-cultural clones of Homo Americanus:

"Some skeptics of democracy assert that the traditions of Islam are inhospitable to the representative government. This 'cultural condescension,' as Ronald Reagan termed it, has a long history. After
the Japanese surrender in 1945, a so-called Japan expert asserted that democracy in that former empire would 'never work.'"

Speaking of cultural condescension: Japan had "democracy" long before World War II, with an elected Diet, a figurehead monarch, and a relatively free expression of Western liberal and even radical ideas.
The assertion that U.S. troops brought these alien concepts with them for the first time and imposed them by force on reluctant Japanese is laughable.

And the idea that postwar Japanese democracy is an unqualified success is certainly arguable, as Tokyo proves unable to reform its entrenched bureaucracy and put its economic house in order. Even the
determined revolutionist Junichiro Koizumi has only just managed to lurch from one crisis to another: the land of the rising sun may yet fall beneath a tsunami of bank debt. So much for the virtues of
Japanese democracy: Japan is still a society run by consensus, where Western-style individualism is considered a form of mental illness.

The President applies this same mindless universalism to the problems of the Middle East, which can all be solved if only we recognize that, in the end, ideology must trump such reactionary vestiges of the
past as culture and religion:

"It should be clear to all that Islam – the faith of one-fifth of humanity – is consistent with democratic rule. Democratic progress is found in many predominantly Muslim countries – in Turkey and
Indonesia, and Senegal and Albania, Niger and Sierra Leone. Muslim men and women are good citizens of India and South Africa, of the nations of Western Europe, and of the United States of
America."

Turkey is democratic  except when the military decides that democracy is bringing the country too close to the edge of an Islamic revolution, in which case it reverts to its roots as the prototypical Oriental
despotism. Before we set up Niger, Senegal, and Sierra Leone as exemplars of the democratic progress, perhaps it would be wiser to wait and see if they don't return  some time tomorrow  to historic
patterns of repression and civil war.

Albania  a bastion of democracy? Only if you consider  like many libertarians  that all governments, democratic or otherwise, are the moral equivalent of little more than gangsters.

We are told that the Middle East needs to be "transformed" before we can sleep safe in our beds at night. But if "more than half of all the Muslims in the world live in freedom under democratically
constituted governments," as the President averred, then what's the problem? These very same peoples hate our guts, that's what, and democracy hasn't ameliorated their hatred  only given it freer
expression.

While the President goes on to assert  wrongly, in my view  that Islam is compatible with the Western concept of limited government and individual rights, for some unexplained reason there seems to be
a "freedom deficit" prevalent in Muslim countries:

"Whole societies remain stagnant while the world moves ahead. These are not the failures of a culture or a religion. These are the failures of political and economic doctrines."

But political and economic doctrines cannot be understood except as they relate to and are derived from cultural and especially religious ideas. As Murray N. Rothbard showed in his monumental "An
Austrian Perspective on the History of Economic Thought," the development of economic ideas in the West  the varieties of socialism, including Marxism, as well as capitalism  was rooted in the religious
and cultural trends prevalent in pre-industrial Europe. The idea that political and economic doctrines are something separate and aloof from the cultural traditions of a given country or region, to be
applied by social engineers at gunpoint, is a grave error inherent in our "liberationist" foreign policy.

Like the Commie leaders of the past, who disdained the role and power of religion, and were conscious enemies of tradition, Bush sees himself as the instrument of History. All progress is measured by the
speed of his victories. He is shocked  shocked! – that

"There are governments that still fear and repress independent thought and creativity, and private enterprise – the human qualities that make for a – strong and successful societies."

Yes, and one of them is Israel  a country that systematically steals Palestinian land, bulldozes private homes and businesses, and won't even let its helots travel from one city to another, let alone provide
some outlet for their "creativity." Billions per year in U.S. aid pays for the systematic dehumanization of an entire people at Israel's hands.

The Israelis are not mentioned by the President, but he has plenty of advice for the Palestinians:
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"For the Palestinian people, the only path to independence and dignity and progress is the path of democracy. And the Palestinian leaders who block and undermine democratic reform, and feed hatred
and encourage violence are not leaders at all. They're the main obstacles to peace, and to the success of the Palestinian people."

Is it really only Yasser Arafat who blocks and undermines "democratic reform"? What does "democratic reform" mean in the context of having your house bulldozed, your shop destroyed, your olive trees
uprooted and sold, your land stolen out from under your feet?

By urging the adoption of democracy from Egypt to Saudi Arabia, the President should be careful, for he may get what he wants: the end result, however, will almost certainly not resemble anything
desirable from the American point of view. Democratic elections in Algeria, held in 1991, led to a radical Islamist victory at the polls, and the election was promptly cancelled. A similar result would surely
ensue if, today, Bush could press a button and instantly implement his democratist panacea throughout the region  thanks, in large part, to U.S. military intervention in Iraq and our unconditional
support to Israel.

The President then turns his Olympian gaze on Iraq, praises the Iraqi Governing Council  even as the U.S. contemplates plans to ditch it  and rallies his fellow revolutionaries around a long-term
commitment of troops and treasure:

"This is a massive and difficult undertaking – it is worth our effort, it is worth our sacrifice, because we know the stakes. The failure of Iraqi democracy would embolden terrorists around the world,
increase dangers to the American people, and extinguish the hopes of millions in the region. Iraqi democracy will succeed – and that success will send forth the news, from Damascus to Teheran – that
freedom can be the future of every nation. The establishment of a free Iraq at the heart of the Middle East will be a watershed event in the global democratic revolution."

The idea that we must wait for the democratization of the Middle East before we can even begin to recapture the safety of the pre-9/11 world is ludicrous. Do we really have to conquer most of the rest of the
earth before we can ensure our own legitimate national security interests? This is precisely what Trotsky theorized about the Soviet Union  that the revolution must spread, to protect the "workers' state"
from its implacable enemies. The neocons are selling us the same sort of malarkey  using the President as their mouthpiece  only this time packaged as 100 percent Americanism.

That may be the biggest of the many lies we've been told lately. Nothing could be more anti-American than a policy of perpetual war in the name of "peace." What emboldens  and creates  terrorists is
the neocon conceit that we can stage manage the development of Iraqi society – or any society. Such a policy subverts our constitutional form of democracy at home, and undermines our interests abroad.

The great error of Marxism was the idea that liberal ends (the withering away of the state) could be achieved by coercive means (the "dictatorship of the proletariat"). There was to be a "transition period" of
indeterminate length before the workers paradise could be achieved, and Soviet workers were continually exhorted to "sacrifice" so that they might "liberate" the "oppressed peoples" abroad and usher in a
new world order. If any of this sounds familiar, it is because a Marxism of the Right has won the day in Washington.

The conservative economist and columnist Paul Craig Roberts, an assistant secretary of the treasury in the early years of the Reagan administration, calls our neocon policymakers "neo-Jacobins," and he is
entirely right to compare the neocons to that ruthless and notoriously bloodthirsty faction of the French Revolution. The name has become a synonym for revolutionary tyranny, a dangerous perversion of
the libertarian ideal into its complete opposite. That is precisely the nature of the enemy we now face.

In the case of the original Jacobins, their policies quickly led to their own undoing. Whether we can hope the same fate will befall the neos, at least any time soon, is a matter of some speculation that, lately,
seems almost likely. At any rate, we can always hope.

– Justin Raimondo
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David R. Roediger

A White Intellectual among Thinking  
Black Intellectuals: George Rawick and  
the Settings of Genius

 I was in the crowd for perhaps my friend George 
Rawick’s last public talk, given at the Univer-
sity of Missouri at St. Louis in 1988. Serious 
health problems, which would soon take his 
life, weighed on the meandering lecture. In the 
question-and-answer period, the anthropologist 
Enoch Page focused matters and engaged George 
around the then-new Spike Lee film School Daze 
and the ways it commented on intra-racial class 
conflict. When the questions turned to color 
prejudice in the black community—a topic so 
productive of keen interest and easy conclusions 
that “everybody’s prejudiced” among some white 
students—George was fully transformed. Now 
lecturing forcefully, he did not speak for sup-
pressing discussion of the issue but for framing 
it. Such prejudices had wicked force and material 
foundation, during and after slavery, he observed. 
But from the mixing of various African ethnici-
ties into an African American people to the care 
of mixed-race children during the Jim Crow era, 
he asked, did not the uncommon ability of black 
communities to incorporate difference, even 
across the color line, constitute the main story, 
especially if the white community was the object 
of comparison?1
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226 David R. Roediger

 I heard in the way that a very ill Rawick warmed to that particular topic 
an index of his political and historical commitments but also one fully leav-
ened by his autobiography. He and I, a quarter century apart in age, bonded 
during the fifteen years prior to his death not only over thinking about 
history and revolutionary commitments together but also because we both 
intensely felt ourselves the beneficiaries of the openness of black communi-
ties, movements, and intellectuals. At a post–Black Power time when white 
Left common sense had it that black nationalism had driven white radicals 
from the interracial beloved community of civil rights, he was frequently 
a spokesperson for Facing Reality, a group led by C. L. R. James, perhaps 
the senior black radical intellectual most admired by young Black Power 
advocates. I was mentored and embraced as a young student and writer 
by the great black Left-nationalist historian Sterling Stuckey, despite my 
headlong and headstrong retreats from African American topics. Indeed I 
was later shocked to learn that Stuckey was seen by some liberal writers as 
wanting to erect racial boundaries in the beloved community of scholars 
studying African American history, as my experience was just the opposite. 
When Rawick and I met in restaurants and coffee shops and ultimately in 
nursing homes and hospitals, in St. Louis, we shared, often unspoken, a 
sense of great good fortune that thinking black intellectuals had helped 
us find voices. This essay makes no claims that we shared an experience 
exactly and still less that Rawick’s very idiosyncratic life typified anything 
about infinitely varied white intellectuals and an equally heterogeneous 
black intellectual tradition. Instead it is the peculiar and unfinished nature 
of collaboration in Rawick’s case that makes his story revealing of the ways 
in which white intellectuals variously have entered black intellectual life.
 Rawick described his mid-1950s political transformation away from the 
certainties of the “white Left”—the very term would have been a new one 
among white radicals at the time if it were used at all—with a startling 
simplicity that telescoped truths and, as we shall see, somewhat outran 
reality at times. Rawick told me in a published interview from 1989 that an 
anonymous black thinker turned him around:

The Young Socialist League had a meeting. Bayard Rustin had been 
to Montgomery where he met Martin Luther King and had run some 
workshops on nonviolence. After the meeting a black worker asked 
me what we wanted them to do. I asked him what he wanted to do. . . . 
We were interrupted and then he wandered off. I realized that I had no 
program. He went away without any answer. . . . I had recently been 
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A White Intellectual among Thinking Black Intellectuals 227

at an NAACP [National Association for the Advancement of Colored 
People] meeting and was put down for having a program. There were 
ten other white radicals who had come to present programs; all were 
variants of “Join Us” coupled with some abstractions. . . . I found that 
“Join Us!” provoked a deep silence.2

In that silence, Rawick also discovered a commitment to oral history and 
other forms of investigation of the central role of the unheralded, and espe-
cially of slaves, in history and in struggle.
 In accounting for how he later came to write the pathbreaking history of 
slavery, From Sundown to Sunup: The Making of the Black Community, and to 
edit, under the title The American Slave: A Composite Autobiography, upward 
of ten thousand pages of published narratives by (extra)ordinary ex-slaves, 
Rawick credited a particular and celebrated black intellectual, recalling:

In 1964 in London, C. L. R. James told me, I want you to give a lecture 
here, in [James’s] living room, on American history. After the lecture 
he asked, “What do we know about the slaves’ reaction to slavery?” I 
told him not a hell of a lot. He asked, “Is there any material we have?” 
I told him what little I knew of the slave narratives. That began the 
process of my collecting and publishing The American Slave.3

Placing himself physically, politically, and eventually professionally among 
thinking black intellectuals, Rawick became one of the most important 
intellectuals bridging the Old Left and the New, as well as perhaps the U.S. 
thinker most able to envision how a history of the whole working class 
might be written.
 From 1964, when he finished and signed a long manifesto/article, “The 
American Negro Movement,” until the mid-1970s, when his health began to 
seriously fail, Rawick was arguably the most influential student of the U.S. 
working class, although he is almost never counted among the founders of 
the “new labor history,” which emerged in that period. He published the 
most important historical articles in Radical America, the journal affiliated 
with Students for a Democratic Society, and impacted greatly such radi-
cal scholars as Peter Linebaugh, Franklin Rosemont, Noel Ignatiev, Enoch 
Page, Robin D. G. Kelley, Rosemary Feurer, Huw Beynon, Margaret Wash-
ington, Bruno Cartosio, George Lipsitz, Nando Fasce, Ferruccio Gambino, 
and Peter Rachleff. His influence on Eugene Genovese, then the leading 
U.S. Marxist historian of slavery, led to major changes in the latter’s pre-
sentation of slave resistance, if not to all that Rawick would have wanted. 
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228 David R. Roediger

Eric Foner at the time found From Sundown to Sunup superior to any other 
recent history of slave culture and equally astute on the history of racism. 
Genovese termed it “the most valuable work I know by a white man on slave 
life in the United States.” August Meier and Elliott Rudwick’s 1986 study 
Black History and the Historical Profession counted Rawick as the first histo-
rian to place the slave community at the center of his analysis.4 There were 
two crowning glories. First was the incredible appearance of more than 
forty volumes of slave recollections, done without massive grants (though 
with important help from Ken Lawrence, Jan Hillegas, and others) and, 
through much of his career, without a tenured job. The second involved a 
remarkable, for his time and still, ability to write about the history of slavery 
and that of industrial workers together—indeed an impressive inability to 
write about them apart or even to read the daily papers without thinking of 
slave resistance.
 Rawick’s essays concentrating centrally on slavery, as well as those focus-
ing on the industrial working class, reflected brilliant insights into the ways 
in which race and class worked, and worked together, in U.S. history. His 
1969 Radical America article, “Working Class Self-Activity,” popularized 
the term used in its title, in and beyond the United States. It pinpointed 
how the mass industrial unions of the 1930s—organizations whose suc-
cesses Rawick brilliantly situated transnationally alongside the degradation 
of other working classes in the same decade by fascism, Nazism, and Stalin-
ism—came to be: “The unions did not organize the strikes; the working 
class in the strikes and through the strikes organized the unions.”5 Even 
From Sundown to Sunup leaves, though it does not really completely leave, 
the “everynight” life of slaves in its two brilliant materialist and psychoana-
lytical final chapters, concentrating there on capitalism and on the white 
racism that shaped the slave’s existence. Italian writer Ferruccio Gambino 
has best taken the measure of these chapters, writing of how they showed 
“the taming of the sexual impulse according to a new work schedule and 
fatigue, the dictatorship of the seasonless clock, the postponement of grati-
fication as a virtue per se led whites to justify [racial] superiority.”6
 Rawick’s most significant insight—if he wrote nothing else, these words 
would establish him as a critically important contributor to the history of 
slavery—came when he intervened in 1968 in stalled, ill-premised debates 
over whether more slaves were rebellious “Nat Turner” types or quiescent, 
damaged “Sambo” figures. After expressing indebtedness to the passages 
on slavery and contradiction in Hegel’s The Phenomenology of Mind, Rawick 
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held, “The slave struggles with the master by struggling with his [own] 
internal dilemmas. . . . unless the slave is simultaneously Sambo and revo-
lutionary, Sambo and Nat Turner, he can be neither Sambo nor Nat Turner.”7 
Near the end of From Sundown to Sunup, Rawick stood squarely on its head 
the traditional Left anxiety about race struggles diverting workers from 
perceiving class interests: “The pressure of Blacks for equality intensifies 
all social conflicts in the U.S.”8 While almost everyone at the time would 
have read his “American Negro Movement” as highly unorthodox “Negro 
history,” Rawick saw it as a down payment on the broader history of “the 
making of the American working class” as well. His emphasis, like that of 
his friend Vincent Harding, the great African American theologian and 
historian, and of Stuckey, fell always on how African American history and 
self-activity changed how we view the whole history of the United States, a 
history black people created, partook of, and stood in a position to indict.9 
In that sense, all his most telling insights, including those not “about race,” 
stemmed from immersion in African American thought and revolt.
 Indeed it is tempting to ask whether Rawick, a white, very sporadically 
observant Jewish American, ought to be placed among the significant black 
intellectuals of the late-twentieth-century United States. This essay does 
not ask that question, sharing as it does Rawick’s own appreciation for the 
difficulties of transcending race—even as he sometimes moved spectacu-
larly across racial lines—in a highly unequal racial order. But I do hope to 
consider how Rawick as a particular, even peculiar, figure entered a dis-
tinct part of the world of thinking black intellectuals and strugglers. That 
Rawick most intensely participated in that world during the mid- and late 
1960s, at a time when standard accounts posit that Black Power sent or 
perhaps banished whites, and particularly Jews, from inter-racialism, and 
that he did so in concert with leading black nationalists, makes his story 
particularly worth retelling. Among its lessons are that the shared elabora-
tion of ideas and dreams of freedom worked against any hard lines keeping 
white activists apart from black thought and struggle and that transnational 
dimensions of black social movements could in particular engage a white 
intellectual. Another lesson is that a grounded appreciation of the ways in 
which “black” functioned as a political category of resistance formed in 
specific historical contexts actually left, as Stuckey emphasizes, the nation-
alist tradition often quite open to alliances with whites.10 Finally, Rawick’s 
case suggests that entering the world of radical black intellectuals was no 
panacea, promising a settled wisdom or success in what James called the 
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pursuit of happiness. Rawick entered no utopia but rather a new terrain 
with new tensions—though within Facing Reality those tensions almost 
never hinged directly on race.

A White Leftist: Young Rawick, Red Miseries, and Brushes against Race

In the first thirty years of his life, Rawick hardly seemed bound for intellec-
tual and political adventures within black intellectual traditions, although 
race touched his life at almost all decisive turns. He grew up in a Brooklyn, 
New York, community of first- and second-generation Jewish Americans. 
In his personal papers, his bar mitzvah announcement sits hard by a youth 
award from the American Legion. His family’s home abutted the headquar-
ters of the Lubavitch movement, and he was raised by orthodox and obser-
vant Jews. In a family of “radical rabbis and failed businessmen,” one grand-
father was both a socialist and a rabbi. Rawick took after-school classes 
preparing him for rabbinical training and showed a political bent. At Eras-
mus Hall, the high-achieving Brooklyn high school he attended, his school 
years overlapped with those of opera star Beverly Sills and boxing kingpin 
Bob Arum as well as Selma Weinstein, already drawn to the Trotskyist Left 
and eventually to be Selma James, C. L. R.’s wife. During Rawick’s teens the 
word racism came to be applied to the systematic terror directed by Hitler 
against Jews. As letters from relatives under Nazi rule stopped coming and 
his family feared the worst, Rawick moved briefly to Communist politics. A 
friend signed his high school yearbook “To a fellow Pinko.” In either 1944 
or 1945, before graduating from high school, Rawick joined the Commu-
nist Party–influenced American Youth for Democracy.11
 Rawick wanted out of Jewish Brooklyn. Professing a desire “to the United 
States to go to college,” he chose Oberlin in Ohio, which he soon regarded 
as “the world center of hypocrisy, racism, anti-Semitism, and premature 
McCarthyite intimidation of its leftist students and faculty.” Oberlin none-
theless pointed Rawick toward civil rights activism. He came to disdain 
the institution for its betrayal of its great abolitionist heritage, by keeping 
down the local black community, which Rawick portrayed as a colony in 
the “company town” set up by the college. He became a candidate member 
of the Communist Party (CP) in the branch in Lorain, Ohio, a city with a 
significant black working class—Toni Morrison’s heavy industrial home-
town. But Rawick found little room for maneuver, creativity, or happi-
ness in his own short stay in the orbit of the CP. The CP venture in which 
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Rawick most participated, support for Henry Wallace’s Progressive Party 
presidential campaign in 1948, impressed him not for its real antiracist 
accomplishments but for its dire defeat. Rawick recalled that the campaign 
managed to revive “snatches of the melody” from the CP initiatives of the 
1930s but proved to be the point when “the political energies of the Popular 
Front . . . reached their final spasm.” He worked briefly for Vito Marcan-
tonio, the CP-supported congressman perhaps most representative of Left 
inter-racialism in politics, but at Marcantonio’s Washington, D.C., office, 
far from his Harlem political base.12
 Accounts of Rawick’s expulsion from the Communist youth movement 
vary, but most follow his Oral History of the American Left interview in 
recording the charge as “chauvinism,” or more fully and ridiculously, alleged 
support for “anti-Semitism, male chauvinism, and Jim Crow.” The latter 
two charges rested on an accusation that Rawick had declined to dance—he 
explained that he did not know how to dance—with an African American 
comrade at a meeting of a CP-influenced group in Cleveland. One of the 
party youth leaders approving the expulsion was the young Robert Fogel, 
later an anything-but-radical economist and historian of slavery and a Nobel 
laureate, who also aided the expulsion of Genovese (though that case was 
separate from Rawick’s).13
 Rawick processed his misadventures around the CP in early articles—
one in the South Atlantic Quarterly—on student movements and on Com-
munist rigidities.14 Politically, he moved in the early 1950s to the Indepen-
dent Socialist League (ISL), a small but very active collection of radicals 
led by Max Shachtman, who critiqued the Soviet Union as a no-longer-
revolutionary “bureaucratic collectivist” state. Descended from Trotsky-
ism, the ISL made sense as a reaction against what Rawick was coming 
to call Stalinism, and as a platform from which a young graduate student 
could rapidly and impressively learn Marxist theory, journalistic writing, 
and how to speak forcefully in public. In short order he became a frequent 
contributor to, and then editor of, the youth and cultural magazine Anvil. 
His articles similarly proliferated in the ISL’s Labor Action and New Interna-
tional, sometimes under the pseudonyms George Post or George Rawlings. 
He rubbed elbows with such figures as the labor and pacifist leader A. J. 
Muste, the popular psychologist Erich Fromm, the novelist Harvey Swados, 
and the sociologist C. Wright Mills, whose words in Anvil he claimed at 
times to have ghostwritten from notes.15
 Nonetheless, the ISL also involved Rawick in deep unhappiness. As he 
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wrote in a short piece for a 1981 symposium on surrealism, he increasingly 
felt as the 1950s wore on that he lived in a Left that “was not red—it was 
grey.” All was too serious. The “Grand Scientists” of Marxism “were all very 
serious.” They had “to be P*R*O*P*E*R*L*Y T*R*A*I*N*E*D by other 
Grand Scientists,” men who prized planning “just like capitalists, only 
more so.” He chafed at a socialism that promised little that was grander 
than “more long tons of steel”—one in which comrades “bored each other 
to tears (no one else listened)” as they forgot that Marxism was “not politi-
cal economy but rather the critique of political economy.” The New York 
intellectuals, as the Jewish anti-Stalinist Left centered in that city styled 
itself, came to be seen by Rawick as part of “a pretty disgusting world,” 
hostile to popular culture and popular politics. Nevertheless, Rawick “was 
part of it . . . had aspirations toward it,” and was capable of flaying himself 
because he “never made it” in ways that those who moved out of ISL to lead 
sectarian groups of their own or to provide leadership to the more and less 
hawkish wings of the Democratic Party might have seemed to. He was, he 
said, “insufficiently cynical” to be a successful sectarian New York intellec-
tual, but he was cynical enough to want to be one.16
 Where popular culture was concerned, Rawick also decidedly counted 
himself retrospectively as part of the problem. He belonged in a group that 
cultivated “a certain puritanical quality [being] only interested in ‘serious’ 
things.” Seeking to be “divorced from the ordinary,” Rawick tried to “sys-
tematically cut [himself ] off from [his] family” in Brooklyn. A kid who was 
“totally unaware of comics,” a young adult who “never liked movies,” and a 
sports fan whose interests stayed confined to the Brooklyn Dodgers, who 
themselves moved forthwith to Los Angeles, Rawick fit perfectly.17 He spe-
cifically distanced himself also from the “beat generation” of cultural dis-
sent in the 1950s, identifying them, distinctly negatively, with “narcotics, 
liquor, be-bop, and sexual promiscuity,” until warming to the beat poet 
Lawrence Ferlinghetti late in the 1950s because the latter so supported Left 
projects.18 Rawick came to think that politically the Shachtmanite tendency 
to fear the Soviet Union at least as much as it desired radical change in the 
United States led to a calculus predicated not on judging how far workers 
might be prepared to go but rather how far struggles could go without aid-
ing the Soviets. “When [the] main enemy was not at home,” Rawick eventu-
ally concluded, “there could be no revolutionary perspective.”19
 At the time that Rawick encountered the anonymous black worker after 
Rustin’s speech on Montgomery, he was being pulled in many directions. 
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“We were trying,” Rawick later said of the 1950s, “to find new paths away 
from the Old Left.” He by then knew Rustin, as well as the Chicago Afri-
can American street poet Joffre Stewart, from anti–Korean War activism. 
Indeed until his death Rawick delighted in telling a story illustrating 
Rustin’s style and fearlessness. While he was out drinking with Rustin dur-
ing the Korean War and the Red Scare, eavesdroppers took offense at what 
they heard as “commie” bar talk. Rustin rose up and dramatically intoned, 
“Sir, I am a Negro, a pacifist, and a homosexual. What more do you require 
of me?”20 Rawick realized early on that the maturing freedom struggle 
held great promise, with his earliest editorial contributions to Anvil, and 
many of his own articles, covering civil rights. But Shachtmanism itself 
brought Rawick few contacts with black activists and fewer still with black 
ISL members. Predecessors of the ISL tendency had generated significant 
debates on race and socialist theory in large part because for a time C. L. R. 
James and Shachtman had cohabited in the same formation, even as they 
expressed differences regarding the former’s support of the right of self-
determination among blacks and the latter’s insistence on a class-centered 
integrationism. But by the time Rawick joined, James and his followers had 
moved on, and the assumption that black people needed a program devel-
oped by the white revolutionary Left was little challenged.21
 Nor did Rawick’s academic life provide him with either a deep knowl-
edge of black life and history or a secure position from which to listen to 
the struggles of others, positions that would have left him less surprised 
by the post-Montgomery world. His embattled career as a doctoral student 
at the University of Wisconsin at Madison had him thinking deeply of race, 
but mostly via the subtle and not-so-subtle experiences of anti-Semitism 
directed against him. He entered the history program with two fellow stu-
dents who also would become leading radical scholars of the 1960s, 1970s, 
and 1980s, Herbert Gutman and Warren Susman, with the three being, he 
recalled, the first cohort of openly Jewish graduate students in the depart-
ment’s history. Both Gutman and Susman died even before Rawick, a fact 
he often put down in part to what all had to swallow from the “group of old 
fossils” running the department. In Paul Buhle’s edited volume of mostly 
luminous reminiscences of Madison by radical historians, History and the 
New Left, Rawick called his short contribution “I Dissent.” It led off with 
“I, for one, never found the Holy Land to be located in the Department of 
History of the University of Wisconsin–Madison, 1951–1957, particularly 
not in American history.”22
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 Although he learned much about listening to voices of the voiceless from 
Merle Curti’s democratic sensibilities and pioneering social history meth-
ods, Madison was hardly a place to study race. After a year there, lacking 
financial aid, Rawick transferred briefly to Cleveland’s Western Reserve 
University, studying there with the noted historian of slavery Harvey Wish, 
in the same graduate program that was training Bernard Mandel, the pio-
neering historian of labor and race and a white writer who later proclaimed 
that by virtue of his study, politics, and interracial private life he had become 
black.23 But Rawick returned to Madison after a year and wrote a disserta-
tion on youth movements and the state in the New Deal, an opportunity 
to revisit the history of the CP, though in a work finding its greatest life 
in brief sections discussing racism and militarization in welfare programs 
and anticipating New Left analyses of the New Deal as a state capitalist 
initiative. A remarkable section in the chapter on “The CCC [Civilian Con-
servation Corps] and the Negro,” which described armed self-defense by 
black CCC workers in Monroe, North Carolina—where Robert Williams 
would soon make such self-defense famous—stayed subordinated in the 
dissertation to the histories of leaders and bureaucracies.24
 Thus, while exposed to the moral example of the black freedom move-
ment, Rawick took his inspiration from a distance. As the 1950s ended he 
published the pamphlet Socialism as Problem and Ideal, which offered an 
annotated bibliography based on a study group he had run. By turns embar-
rassing, praising Sidney Hook as the best exposition of Marxism, and adven-
turesome—as in its bows to Fromm, to the Italian novelist Ignazio Silone, 
to Mills, and to libertarian socialists like George Woodcock and Daniel 
Guerin—it reached not at all to African American liberation or decoloniza-
tion. Thus Rawick was not, and could not have been, transformed overnight 
by a conversation after a Rustin talk, but that conversation was certainly 
central to his eventual transformation. As a leading scholar of oral history 
methodology, Rawick used his own reminiscences to convey a broad truth 
about black thinkers and his transformation rather than to narrate specific 
details, which inevitably were far messier.25
 In the late 1950s—that is, well after he would have heard Rustin’s lec-
ture—Rawick had enthusiastically and uncritically assigned Stanley Elkins’s 
Slavery to students at the University of Chicago, where Elkins also taught. 
Indeed the two had become friends after Rawick gave a talk on campus 
that broached comparisons between U.S. slavery and Nazi concentration 
camps, a thesis animating Slavery, before the two men knew each other’s 
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work. Rawick at first took Slavery, which brought the Rawick family’s highly 
personal history with Nazi terror together with the study of U.S. history, as 
centrally an indictment of Hitler-like American racism and as an apt com-
mentary on the success of totalizing systems in ending not only resistance 
but also the very will to resist. For a time he registered no objection to the 
Elkins view that the repressive system produced docile “Sambo” person-
ality types. Only in 1961 would Rawick write to Curti that Elkins’s book was 
“brilliant, perverse, wrong-headed, and wrong,” prompting Curti to remind 
Rawick of earlier positive assessments. Rawick’s listening, in concert with 
black intellectuals, to voices in the slave narratives became a way to fully 
interrogate Elkins’s views only later.26

Coming around Thinking Black Intellectuals

During prestigious, brief postings at Harvard, Cornell, and Chicago, Rawick 
produced little academic writing, even as his activist commitments also 
receded. As he later put it, he was handicapped by being a rebel against 
the antiradicalism he encountered at the upper reaches of academia, but 
more important by being a Marxist who did not believe in the agency of 
the working class. While the latter was perhaps a not-uncommon plight, in 
Rawick’s case it was a disabling one, especially insofar as revising a study of 
the New Deal was concerned. While glad to be shed of what he saw as the 
arid and conformist world of elite universities, he was left having trouble 
getting work anywhere until a 1960 appointment, secured with the help of 
the great Marxist economist Andre Gunder Frank, at Detroit’s Wayne State 
University in the experimental Monteith College. His tenure there, and at 
nearby Oakland University, put him into contact with Marty Glaberman, a 
Detroit auto worker, poet, sociologist, and Facing Reality stalwart. Rawick 
gradually entered the world of Facing Reality, a group with C. L. R. James at 
its center, in 1960 and 1961, around common projects, including socialist 
study classes.27
 Although soon active in the Congress of Racial Equality (CORE) in Detroit, 
he revealingly described his initial attraction to Facing Reality as based on 
a classic Trotskyist debate—he liked the “purity” of the group’s “state capi-
talist” analysis of the class nature of the Soviet Union over Shachtman’s 
emphasis on rule by a bureaucratic caste—not on questions regarding 
black autonomy. The group’s book-length 1958 manifesto, Facing Reality, 
spelled out new libertarian alternatives to vanguardist modes of operation 
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in a way that seemed to dramatically offer ways out of the Old Left, but 
only gradually did Rawick spell out these politics and their connections 
to race and to listening to the actual words and dreams of slaves. Gradu-
ally, though, the study groups came to include not only such young white 
leaders of Students for a Democratic Society as Tom Hayden, Al Haber, 
and Bernadine Dohrn but also militants who would spearhead the Detroit 
Revolutionary Union Movement (DRUM) and the League of Revolution-
ary Black Workers, including Ken Cockrel, Luke Tripp, and John Watson. 
Both Wayne State and Oakland differed greatly from the elite universities 
in serving working-class students, and Rawick had chances to listen to 
organic intellectuals that he had not had in the 1950s.28
 In 1963 and 1964 and again in 1967 and 1968, Rawick traveled to Lon-
don to work as James’s personal assistant, a job that descended to small 
details—in one handwritten note in the archives, Rawick reminds himself 
and others that Nello, as intimates called James, found Southern Comfort 
too sweet and preferred other spirits—but also soared to great excitement. 
Rawick introduced a 1978 edition of James’s classic study of Herman Mel-
ville, Mariners, Renegades, and Castaways, reflecting on the “great privilege” 
of working closely with James in the 1960s, and Kent Worcester’s biog-
raphy of James uses Rawick’s warm reminiscences as a counterweight to 
the jaundiced thinly fictionalized account of James and his London circle 
offered by the celebrated writer V. S. Naipaul. There was great reason to 
feel privileged and transformed. Rawick was present, for example, when 
James first met the great British social historian and self-avowed romantic 
E. P. Thompson. Finding in Facing Reality “a libertarian view, Marx, and 
the best of romanticism,” Rawick’s attraction to Thompson’s views sped his 
shedding of the pragmatist Marxism of Hook. What came to strike Rawick 
was less the purity of James’s historical materialism than that James was 
“the least doctrinaire and sectarian Marxist I know.”29
 One particular recollection underlines the way in which it was both 
James (as speaker and listener) and his milieu that so impressed Rawick, 
who wrote that he

witnessed with amazement the great intensity and variety of his po- 
litical and literary activities. Through his house passed hundreds of 
West Indian, American, African, and English intellectuals, students, 
workers, and political people. He somehow had time for a seemingly 
endless stream of people [including] not only leading intellectual fig-
ures and . . . ordinary people whose questions he answered with con-
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cern and from whom he consciously learned. I shall never forget his 
lifelong habit of interrogating people as to the histories of their lives in 
the most minute details. It was from this practice, as well as constant 
reading, that James derived much of his understanding of modern 
society. Indeed many of his works were coauthored with his comrades 
as part of a practice based upon the understanding that political work 
must be collective, involving in writing trained intellectuals as well as 
non-intellectuals.30

The circles around James in these years, and often enough passing through 
his house, included an amazing assemblage of African, African Ameri-
can, and West Indian intellectuals, including Naipaul, George Lamming, 
Andrew Salkey, Vincent Harding, Aime Cesaire, Orlando Patterson, Stuart 
Hall, Robert Hill, Richard Small, Joan French, Walter Rodney, Norman Gir-
van, and Kwame Ture, as well as important white writers on race, gender, 
and class, including Selma James, Rawick, and William Gorman. Ironically 
James’s Staverton Road lodgings were more consistently the site where 
Rawick participated in daily give-and-take with black intellectuals than the 
increasingly African American city of Detroit, where Facing Reality influ-
enced far more young black activists than it managed to recruit.31
 It was in such regular collective activity that Rawick entered a world of 
thinking black intellectuals and began to study race and slavery. He got to 
see how the group’s collaborative process worked soon after he arrived in 
London. James and others in Facing Reality were working on completing 
a programmatic statement on the United States and the “Negro question,” 
mostly drafted by Glaberman. The task was made more difficult and urgent 
when John F. Kennedy’s assassination occurred, changing “everything,” 
after early drafts of the document had been completed. In the freewheeling 
discussion of revisions that followed, Rawick and his young wife, Dianne 
Luchtan, participated alongside veterans of the group. He transcribed the 
discussion in a long, typed summary that perfectly illustrates how Facing 
Reality wrote collectively and individually, with listening to each other cen-
tral to the process. The transcript of the discussion also emphasizes the 
critical role of the writing of history in clarifying political tasks, a position 
that would soon ease the tensions between academic and agitational work 
for Rawick.32
 The ideas in this document became the basis for Rawick’s seminal 
1964 essay, “The American Negro Movement,” suggesting how quickly 
he became a focus of Facing Reality’s efforts to understand race and how 
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eagerly he pursued James’s query regarding what slaves thought. Near the 
end of the essay, Rawick included a passage that showed he had moved far 
beyond Elkins’s views and presaged where his intellectual life would go: 
“If anyone doubts human vitality and the human ability to withstand per-
secution and grow . . . read the personal testimony of hundreds of former 
slaves gathered in the ten thousand manuscript pages of the Slave Narra-
tive Collection of the Federal Writers Project, in which the American gov-
ernment, in the nineteen-thirties, provided funds for interviewing . . . ex-
slaves.” James was, Rawick held, able to tell what he and others were ready 
to write. At the foundational moment of Black Power, it was writing on the 
historical basis of black resistance and self-organization that he urged from 
Rawick.33
 At times the collective hammering out of such writing rather defied 
notions of authorship. With James, the author of the greatest book ever on 
slavery and revolt, The Black Jacobins (1938), returning to those subjects in 
the 1960s, and with Facing Reality comrade William Gorman continuing 
his important writings on race, there was some question about who wrote 
what. In Rawick’s view, expressed to Paul Buhle, who interviewed him in 
1984, any questions of plagiarism confused academic standards with those 
of revolutionary projects hinging on collectivity: ideas did not have owners. 
He granted that it looked, if passages of his own writings and those of 
James in the celebrated essay “The Atlantic Slave Trade and Slavery: Some 
Interpretations of Their Significance in the Development of the United 
States and The Western World,” published in Amistad in 1970, like some-
body was copying off somebody. But he remembered that Gorman actu-
ally put together the final version of the Amistad piece and that everybody 
drew on ideas it would have been impossible to have without James.34 Other 
kinds of productive cross talk in the group also had consequences. Selma 
James’s feminism, eventually including a leading role in “wages for house-
work” campaigns, came to greatly influence Rawick’s views on slavery, 
highlighting the roles of gender, sexuality, and social reproduction. Thus 
he was among the professional historians most able to appreciate Angela 
Davis’s influential writing on women and slavery and structured some 
of his critique (and auto-critique) of studies of slave “personality types” 
and resistance around questioning the reflexive assumption that the male 
slave, whether Nat Turner or Sambo, should be at the center of debates and 
narratives.35
 Whether such impulses toward sharing and debates were characteristics 
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of the moment, of Facing Reality’s style, of “the Left,” and/or of “black” 
intellectual production raises interesting questions. Rawick, I think, would 
in many ways have been more ready than James to argue for an African 
and African American creative style—rooted of course in history and not 
in “race”—based on borrowing, improving, debating, and sharing. Indeed 
he made just such an argument, regarding everything from family forms 
to music, in the “last lecture,” which this essay begins by discussing. 
He would, I think, have appreciated, as a talking back to empire, Walter 
Rodney’s deeply meaningful flourish in beginning How Europe Underdevel-
oped Africa (1973), when Rodney turns on its head the academic convention 
of thanking those who helped him to write but acknowledging that per-
sonal responsibility for mistakes rests with him squarely. “That,” Rodney 
writes, “is sheer bourgeois subjectivism. Responsibility in matters of these 
sorts is always collective, especially with regard to remedying the short-
comings.”36 Rawick, in intellectual practice, was privileged not just to be 
around C. L. R. James but also to participate in a collectivity that was both 
revolutionary and black.
 Such collective production did not preclude taking off in distinctive 
directions. By 1969, Rawick had completed a draft of his history of slavery, 
answering James’s question on the slave’s view of slavery by introducing 
the first nineteen volumes of Federal Writers Project slave narratives with 
an elegant slim draft volume that was particularly astute regarding connec-
tions to Africa, on the slave family, and on the place of slavery and racism 
in the history of capitalism. James responded to the draft by writing to 
Glaberman “to inform you officially that this is the best thing I have read 
on slavery in general and in particular in the United States,” predicting that 
it “will make history.” James’s lavish praise came despite his suspicions 
that the closing chapters, excerpted in this volume, were too Freudian (or 
perhaps Fanonian) or read too much as if they belonged in a second book. 
Rawick stuck by his controversial closing chapters and the use of psycho-
analytical insight in writing history generally, invoking at times the dissent-
ing Freudo-Marxist work of Wilhelm Reich as key to understanding the 
workings of the master class in the slave South.37
 Over time and through practice, Rawick deeply changed, entering both 
black and Western worlds more fully. Hunger for news of a rebellious 
Detroit and a new view of slavery helped to make Rawick’s 1967 speaking 
tour of Germany and Italy an incredible success. He spoke on C. Wright 
Mills, on capitalist restructuring in the 1930s, but above all on black revolt, 
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in Padua, Berlin, Florence, Frankfurt, Trento, Milan, and elsewhere. At 
the height of the Black Power insurgency, he represented Facing Reality’s 
views on African American revolt. He spoke, as Gambino puts it, “to thou-
sands of students in occupied universities . . . breaking the spell of a Cold 
War image, fed by official U.S. propaganda, the image of a U.S. white intel-
ligentsia intimidated into permanent silence.”38 Intellectually, changes to 
Rawick were profound and multivalent. By the late 1960s, steeped in Facing 
Reality’s passionate embrace of dialectics, Rawick would credit Hegelian 
inspirations as his own. The close attention of the group, and especially of 
James, to popular film, television, and sport as keys to understanding social 
relations and desires differed much at first from Rawick’s own tastes, but 
by the 1970s he had softened a little on movies, cherished relationships 
with St. Louis Cardinal football players who were his neighbors, and even 
watched television. In 1977 he would review the blockbuster television 
miniseries Roots for the St. Louis Globe-Democrat, the city’s reactionary 
morning daily.39
 However, such privileges, transformations, and triumphs could hardly 
solve everything, personally or politically. Within Facing Reality itself 
things went far less than well. In the swirling world of 1967 and 1968, in 
Detroit, Europe, and Southeast Asia, the opportunities for greatly expanded 
influence by the group seemed palpable. But the few dozen members and 
supporters were best poised to offer classes and produce publications, espe-
cially the increasingly well-mounted and terrific Speak Out, which owed 
much of its success to Rawick and Luchtan.
 The tensions between the Facing Reality project of being a sounding 
board for workers’ thoughts and actions and providing a revolutionary 
leadership surfaced perhaps more in such a period of euphoria than in 
those of seeming stasis. The question of why the group did not “get any-
thing out of ” its intense activities in, and penetrating insights on, Detroit 
concealed perhaps a deeper question about what it should have wanted 
to get. Rawick’s view, that it too often had little to offer black militants 
beyond saying, at bottom, “Do what you’re doing. It’s great,” identified the 
problem, but not a solution. At the international level, the meetings and 
endless transatlantic correspondence in 1967 to produce a manifesto on 
the world situation—titled The Gathering Forces and modeled on the Facing 
Reality publication of a decade before—proved difficult. In the latter case, 
the use of forms of workers’ democracy in the Hungarian Revolution of 
1956 framed discussions of factory labor in Detroit aptly, but by 1967 the 
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centers of world revolution were disparate and at times far afield from the 
factory city where the group was most rooted.40
 All these political problems granted, the tensions leading to the dissolu-
tion of Facing Reality were fundamentally personal in many ways. Rawick, 
who quit the group a year before its breakup, argued against “killing each 
other” while finding political reasons to stay together in a group that could 
no longer function. He counted the ease with which C. L. R. James could 
take up the role of “guru” as part of the problem, although it must be said 
that James also resisted such a role impressively at times. Poverty, the 
coming of old age, and new opportunities to teach in the United States left 
James making tragic and sometimes contradictory material and psycho-
logical demands on the group. Most seriously, although Facing Reality had 
extremely advanced politics on women’s liberation, it could not transcend 
patriarchy in a single small group, one whose leading members were often 
married to each other. Marital tensions and splits assumed political forms. 
Or perhaps, in Selma James’s marriage to C. L. R., these issues were both 
personal and political, reflecting patterns of work and reward that Selma also 
analyzed in larger worlds of production and social reproduction. Rawick’s 
own marriage would break up in 1968, leading to his terribly honest line, 
“I can understand why women find it hard to live with me. I find it hard to 
live with me,” as well as more specific reflections and self-criticisms. When 
the group did vote to disband, Glaberman recorded Rawick, technically out 
of Facing Reality, as a “Yes” vote, angering C. L. R. James because it made 
the tally against continuing more lopsided, the group having dwindled to 
an extent where a single tally seemed to matter. Interestingly, as James 
mounted arguments for continuing as a group, he focused more and more 
on the importance of Facing Reality’s intellectual production, especially on 
Rawick’s work on slavery.41
 Through it all, no set of issues dividing the group was framed in terms of 
the race of those offering sometimes bitterly contending positions. Perhaps 
the tragic, pervasive gendered personal divides within the group, along 
with palpable divides between those on the ground in Detroit and those in 
London during and after the 1967 rebellions, provided such clear lines of 
division as to make appeals to race suffer by comparison. But likewise it is 
possible that long interracial experience within a group noteworthy, at least 
in London, for its remarkable aggregation of black intellectuals made for 
a situation in which some of the most searching analyses of white racism 
and the strongest advocacy of black self-activity centrally included fortu-
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nate white intellectuals as well. This hardly made Rawick imagine that he 
had transcended race more broadly. He recalled that when he was expelled 
from Detroit CORE, as that organization moved from being a mostly white 
group to advocating Black Power, that he was most pleased with the trans-
formation, right down to his own removal. But other experiences of racial 
lines hurt more. He wrote, for example, of a desire to share work on slavery 
with Stuckey as running afoul not only of past political differences but also 
of the U.S. color line, which at times left him hesitant to approach black 
scholars.42
 Nonetheless, in an ongoing way, and sick as he was, Rawick stayed in a 
world of thinking black intellectuals in the two decades of his life remain-
ing after he left Facing Reality. He managed, at least on some level, to 
cooperate with both C. L. R. and Selma James. He provided U.S. leadership 
for the international academic campaign for an inquiry in the wake of Wal-
ter Rodney’s assassination in Guyana in 1980.43 Above all, he reached and 
heard students at the University of Missouri at Saint Louis and in electric 
classes of African American women students in East St. Louis. We have 
audiotapes of scores of his classes, thanks to recordings made by an Italian 
associate, Livio Manfrin. Irene Manfrin, Livio’s daughter, has transcribed 
many of the lectures for her doctoral work in Italy. In them remarkable 
observations, and great stories, on U.S. history continually gave way to 
Rawick posing big questions—under such wonderful titles as “Don’t Wait 
for the White People” and “It Is Difficult to Have a Chance”—and then fall-
ing silent. Working-class students, white and especially African American, 
disagreed with him and each other. His classic response was that he could 
certainly understand the conclusion—for example, that change comes only 
with violence—but wondered if there were also other responses. At a time 
when so many white scholars cast themselves as victims of the allegedly 
silencing impact of Black Power, he worked across color lines, listening 
when a young auto worker expressed his dream to be his own boss and then 
again years later when the same worker described building a radical caucus 
at Ford’s nearby Hazelwood, Missouri, plant. In part, long experience work-
ing in interracial settings structured such successes. So, too, did a long-
standing political agreement with radical Black Power’s impulses, which 
gave him a voice and a capacity to refrain from always using it.44 Finally, in 
class and out, Rawick’s listening was animated by a conviction that workers 
want a human society, and therefore a new society, and that black workers’ 
attempts to figure things out, however variously, contradictorily, and imper-
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fectly, have to be one of our starting points. In those important senses, he 
was a white product of, a beneficiary of, and a producer of generations of 
thinking among black intellectuals.
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Third camp
The third camp, also known as third camp socialism or third camp Trotskyism, is a branch of socialism
that aims to oppose both capitalism and Stalinism by supporting the organised working class as a "third
camp".

The term arose early during World War II and refers to the idea of two "imperialist camps" competing to
dominate the world: one led by the United Kingdom and France and supported by the United States; and
the other led by Nazi Germany and supported by Fascist Italy.

Origins of the term
Organizational support of the three camps theory
Other uses of the term
See also
References
External links

From the 1930s and beyond, Leon Trotsky and his American acolyte James P. Cannon described the Soviet
Union as a "degenerated workers' state", the revolutionary gains of which should be defended against
imperialist aggression despite the emergence of a gangster-like ruling stratum, the party bureaucracy. While
defending the Russian revolution from outside aggression, Trotsky, Cannon and their followers at the same
time urged an anti-bureaucratic political revolution against Stalinism to be conducted by the Soviet working
class themselves.

Dissidents in the Trotskyist Socialist Workers Party, witnessing the collaboration of Joseph Stalin and Adolf
Hitler in the invasion and partition of Poland and Soviet invasion of the Baltic states, argued that the Soviet
Union had actually emerged as a new social formation, neither capitalist nor socialist. Adherents of this
view, espoused most explicitly by Max Shachtman and closely following the writings of James Burnham
and Bruno Rizzi, argued that the Soviet bureaucratic collectivist regime had in fact entered one of two great
imperialist "camps" aiming to wage war to divide the world. The first of these imperialist camps, which
Stalin and the Soviet Union were said to have joined as a directly participating ally, was headed by Nazi
Germany and included most notably fascist Italy. In this original analysis, the "second imperialist camp"
was headed by England and France, actively supported by the United States.[1]

Shachtman and his co-thinkers argued for the establishment of a broad "third camp" to unite the workers
and colonial peoples of the world in revolutionary struggle against the imperialism of the German-Soviet-
Italian and Anglo-American-French blocs. Shachtman concluded that the Soviet Union's policy was one of
imperialism and that the best result for the international working class would be the defeat of the Soviet
Union in the course of its military incursions. Conversely, Trotsky argued that a defeat for the Soviet Union
would strengthen capitalism and reduce the possibilities for political revolution.[2]
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With the demise of fascism in World War II and the emergence of Soviet-controlled governments in Central
and Eastern Europe, the "three camps" conception was modified. Now the leading imperialist camp was
held to be that of the chief capitalist powers—the United States, the United Kingdom and France—with the
Soviet Union consigned to a second imperialist camp.

Over time, Shachtman's aggressive calls for the defeat of official Communist nations' expansionism (the
second camp) drifted rightward into support for the capitalist nations (the first camp). This position has led
orthodox Trotskyist groups to declare the position reactionary. However, some supporters of the three
camps analysis split with Shachtman and continued to develop their analyses of the changing world
situation.

The Congress Socialist Party of India also adopted a Third Camp position, with the slogan "We want
neither the rule of London or Berlin; nor the rule of Paris or Rome; nor that of Tokyo or Moscow"
(September 1939).[3]

A third camp position is held today by the Workers Liberty groups,[4] New Politics[5] and by some in the
multi-tendency Marxist organization Solidarity in the United States as well as some in the Democratic
Socialists of America and the Socialist Party USA.

More recently, a movement by the Worker-Communist Party of Iran and its leaders such as Hamid Taqvaee
and Maryam Namazie, together with groups including Left Worker-communist Party of Iraq, has emerged
calling for a third camp opposing American militarism and Islamic terrorism.[6] However, this is unrelated
to the Trotskyist third camp theory as neither organisation comes from a Trotskyist background.

1. See for example "Against Both War Camps — For the Camp of World Labor! (https://www.m
arxists.org/archive/shachtma/1940/05/mayday.htm)" and the May Day 1940 manifesto of the
Workers Party, the political offshoot of the SWP established by Burnham, Shachtman and
Martin Abern in April 1940 (Labor Action, "Special May Day Preview Number", May 1, 1940,
p. 1).

2. A series of sharply critical articles and letters from Trotsky's debates with Shachtman was
published posthumously under the title In Defense of Marxism. Cannon's polemics against
Burnham and Shachtman are contained in the book The Struggle for a Proletarian Party.
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Revolutionary Socialist League (U.S.)
The Revolutionary Socialist League (RSL) was a Trotskyist
group in the United States established circa 1972 and disbanded
1989.

History
League for the Revolutionary Party
Publications
References
External links

The RSL originated in the Revolutionary Tendency within the
International Socialists (U.S.) (IS) led by Sy Landy and Ron
Tabor. They had three principal differences with the IS: they
believed that the IS had abandoned strict adherence to Trotskyism;
they felt that the emphasis on the day-to-day work within the trade unions diminished propagating the
revolutionary objectives outlined in the Fourth International's transitional program; and they felt that the
USSR and the other Communist states were state capitalist, rather than bureaucratic collectivist.[1]

While the RT at first seemed to have the upper hand, with Landy elected national secretary in 1972, by the
next year Landy and his faction had been expelled. At the time of the split, the RSL took 100 of the IS's
300 members. The expelled group, now styling itself the Revolutionary Socialist League, adopted generally
orthodox Trotskyist positions based on the transitional program including permanent revolution, opposition
to popular fronts and the need for a Fourth International. This last position cost them unity with the Class
Struggle League, who advocated a Fifth International. Landy wrote "To preserve the program is to preserve
the number and out right to it". Despite this the RSL never joined any existing Trotskyist international or
attempted to organize a new one. Its sole international organizational tie was with the Revolutionary
Marxist League of Jamaica.[1]

The RSL was active within a few unions, particularly United Auto Workers (UAW) and USW and among
Hispanic workers in the Los Angeles ILGWU. Within the UAW they organized a "Revolutionary Action
Caucus". Outside of organized labor they participated in anti-apartheid and anti-racist movements and
developed a prisoner support network.[2]

The RSL was one of the left groups most active in the pre-AIDS gay movement. Rick Miles considered
this area "particularly important" because he believed that much of the left suffered from the same
homophobia as the rest of society, and because the "gay question" had a direct bearing on their concept of
socialism as a "free society" run directly by workers and oppressed people, rather than an authoritarian
society run by a state capitalist class. It also emphasized the oppressive nature of the Stalinist countries
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where homosexuals were repressed. The RSL recruited a minority tendency of the Red Flag Union, a gay
socialist collective, to its state capitalist characterization, and they merged into the League in 1977. (A
majority of the RFU joined the Spartacist League.[2]) In New York, the RSL was active in the Gay
Activists Alliance, its members and sympathizers participating in a polarizing split that proved the end of
that organization. RSL members also participated in gay coalitions such as Lavender Left and Christopher
Street Liberation Day Committee.

The RSL had its share of organizational difficulties. In early 1974, it suffered its first split. The origins of
this split went back to a group called the Communist faction within the Socialist Workers Party that left to
SWP to enter IS, and subsequently the RSL. Within the RSL it formed the "Soviet Defensist Minority"
before leaving to form the Trotskyist Organization of the United States.[3] Another tendency had left in
1975 to form the Revolutionary Marxist Committee, which later fused with the Socialist Workers Party.[4]

Finally a group led by Sy Landy left in 1976 to form the League for the Revolutionary Party, in part
because they disagreed with the RSL's call for the formation of a Labor Party in the US. They also alleged
that the leadership of the RSL was acting in a bureaucratic fashion.

Over time, the RSL moved closer to anarchism. In 1985 they released a statement What we stand for that
proclaimed their adherence to the ideas of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Trotsky but emphasized the theoretical
contributions of Marx and Engels, Trotsky's fight against Stalinism and Lenin's "conception of the party,
stress on the importance of national liberation struggles and the anti-statism shown in the State and
Revolution". It also identified "with the best of anarchism, particularly its libertarian spirit".[1] Their move
away from Leninism is documented in a book by RSL leader Ron Tabor titled A Look at Leninism
(ISBN 0-939073-36-6), which collected together a series of articles questioning the fundamentals of
Leninism that had appeared as a serial series in The Torch newspaper.

The RSL disbanded in 1989, with about twenty of its remaining members helping in the formation of Love
and Rage Network, a revolutionary anarchist newspaper and organization. The RSL met to disband the day
before the founding conference of Love and Rage. When Love and Rage disbanded in 1998, the remaining
former RSL members, including Ron Tabor, began publishing The Utopian.[5] Some time later they entered
the platformist anarchist federation North Eastern Federation of Anarchist Communists.

The League for the Revolutionary Party is a Trotskyist organisation in the United States.

The group was founded by a faction of the now defunct Revolutionary Socialist League in 1976. The RSL
had in turn split from the International Socialists in 1973.

The LRP took from the RSL a strong stress on the need for a Leninist party and coupled this with an
emphasis on the general strike tactic. They also developed their own version of what is called "state
capitalist theory" to explain the class nature of the USSR and similar states. In later years they abandoned
use of the term "state capitalist" in favor of the term "statified capitalism, arguing the difference between
Stalinist and traditional capitalist countries is in the form that the ruling class holds its property, and that the
proletariat is still exploited and surplus value created in the same way. The LRP views the state in Stalinist
countries as a weaker form of the capitalist state, less capable of exploiting the workers but still ruling in the
interest of the bureaucracy. This form of state is seen as a compromise by the ruling class, sacrificing a
portion of profits to pacify the workers and prevent proletarian revolutions. As such, the LRP viewed the
collapse of the Soviet Union as a defeat for the workers not because the workers lost control of the state, as
many Trotskyists believe, but because of the increased rate of exploitation and destruction of social welfare
programs that accompanied the collapse.

League for the Revolutionary Party
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The group is based in New York City with a branch in Chicago. It also organizes a group of international
co-thinkers called the Communist Organisation for a Fourth International. They publish a journal called
Proletarian Revolution, formerly Socialist Voice, to which the late Sy Landy and Walter Daum have been
notable contributors.
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Shachtmanism
Shachtmanism is the form of Marxism associated with Max Shachtman (1904–1972). It has two major
components: a bureaucratic collectivist analysis of the Soviet Union and a third camp approach to world
politics. Shachtmanites believe that the Stalinist rulers of proclaimed socialist countries are a new ruling
class distinct from the workers and reject Trotsky's description of Stalinist Russia as a "degenerated
workers' state".[1]

Origin
Currents influenced by Shachtman

Left Shachtmanism
Social democratic Shachtmanism
Libertarian Shachtmanism

Bibliography
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Further reading
External links

Shachtmanism originated as a tendency within the US Socialist Workers Party in 1939, as Shachtman's
supporters left that group to form the Workers Party in 1940. The tensions that led to the split extended as
far back as 1931. However, the theory of "bureaucratic collectivism," the idea that the USSR was ruled by
a new bureaucratic class and was not capitalist, did not originate with Shachtman, but seems to have
originated within the Trotskyist movement with Yvan Craipeau, a member of the French Section of the
Fourth International, and Bruno Rizzi.

Although Shachtman groups resignation from the SWP was not only over the defence of the Soviet Union,
rather than the class nature of the state itself, that was a major point in the internal polemics of the time.

Regardless of its origins in the American SWP, Shachtmanism's core belief is opposition to the American
SWP's defence of the Soviet Union. This originated not with Shachtman but Joseph Carter (1910–1970)
and James Burnham (1905–1987), who proposed this at the founding of the SWP in 1938. C. L. R. James
(1901–1989) referred to the implied theory, from which he dissented, as Carter's little liver pill. The theory
was never fully developed by anybody in the Workers Party and Shachtman's book, published many years
later in 1961, consists earlier articles from the pages of New International with some political conclusions
reversed. Ted Grant (1913–2006) has alleged that some Trotskyist thinkers, including Tony Cliff (1917–
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2000), who have described such societies as "state capitalist" share an implicit theoretical agreement with
some elements of Shachtmanism.[2] Cliff, who published a critique of Shachtmanism in the late 1940s,[3]

would have rejected this allegation.

Left Shachtmanism, influenced by Max Shachtman's work of the 1940s, sees Stalinist nations as being
potentially imperialist and does not offer any support to their leadership. This has been crudely described as
seeing the Stalinist and capitalist countries as being equally bad, although it would be more accurate to say
that neither is seen as occupying a more progressive stage in the global class struggle.

A more current term for Left Shachtmanism is Third Camp Trotskyism, the Third Camp being
differentiated from capitalism and Stalinism. Prominent Third Camp groupings include the Workers' Liberty
grouping in Australia and the United Kingdom and by the International Socialist predecessor of Solidarity.

The foremost left Shachtmanite was Hal Draper (1914–1990),[4] an independent scholar who worked as a
librarian at the University of California, Berkeley, where he organized the Independent Socialist Club and
became influential with left-wing students during the Free Speech Movement. Julius Jacobson (1922–2003)
and the New Politics journal continued to develop and apply this political tradition.[5]

Social democratic Shachtmanism, later developed by Shachtman and associated with some members of the
Social Democrats, USA, holds Soviet Communist states to be so repressive that communism must be
contained and, when possible, defeated by the collective action of the working class. Consequently,
adherents support free labor unions and democracy movements around the world. Domestically, they
organized in the civil rights movement and in the labor movement. Social democrats influenced by
Shachtman rejected calls for an immediate cease-fire and the immediate withdrawal of U.S. forces from
Vietnam, but rather opposed bombings in Vietnam and supported a negotiated peace that would allow labor
unions and government-opposition to survive. Such social democrats helped provide funding and supplies
to the Solidarity, the Polish labor union, as requested by the Polish workers.

Libertarian socialist tendencies developed within early Shachtmanism, leading to certain individuals and
groups moving towards anarchism and libertarian Marxism. Dwight Macdonald left the Workers Party
shortly after it was first established, founding the Politics magazine and becoming an anarcho-pacifist
during World War II. While still within the Workers Party, the Johnson–Forest Tendency developed a form
of libertarian Marxism that characterized the Soviet Union as state capitalist, while also developing a black
liberationist program.[6] The trade union activist Stan Weir was in turn inspired by the Johnsonites to reject
vanguardism and traditional trade unionism, in favor of a bottom-up syndicalist model. While Murray
Bookchin himself had stayed with the Cannonite Socialist Workers Party, he briefly joined a group that
worked together with the Shachtmanite Workers Party, later developing towards a green anarchist
philosophy - which he labelled "social ecology".[5]

In the wake of World War II, the Independent Socialist League began to forge alliances with other "third
camp" groups, holding joint conferences with such organizations as the Industrial Workers of the World,
the Libertarian League and the War Resisters League. An anarchist newspaper noted that the ISL's political
thought had developed greatly since its break with orthodox Trotskyism in 1939, stating that "in some
respects these comrades are evolving in a generally libertarian direction."[5] However, as Shachtman
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himself moved towards social democratic tendencies, the further left segments led by Hal Draper split to
form the International Socialists, attracting many libertarian socialists through Draper's pamphlet Two Souls
of Socialism - which advocated for a popular and democratic "socialism from below".[7] However, due to
the International Socialists' preoccupation with electoralism, revolutionary socialists split from the
organization to form the Revolutionary Socialist League, which included a sizeable number of libertarian
socialists.[8] Libertarians of the RSL, led by Christopher Z. Hobson and Ron Tabor, eventually broke
entirely from Trotskyism, Leninism and Marxism, becoming anarchists and forming the founding nucleus
of the Love & Rage Anarchist Federation.[9] Tabor later identified Left Shachtmanism as having provided a
bridge between Trotskyism and anarchism, through the concepts of the "Third Camp", "socialism from
below" and the "united front". He also criticized the International Socialists for its social democratic,
centrist and reformist tendencies.[10] Draper, in turn, has criticized anarchism as "fundamentally
antidemocratic in ideology", labeling it as an elitist and authoritarian ideology.[11]

The International Socialist Organization also established itself around Draper's conception of "socialism
from below", and like the Revolutionary Socialist League before it, a number of anarchists have since left
the organization after developing towards more libertarian philosophies.[12]
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Congress Socialist Party

The Congress Socialist Party (CSP) was a socialist caucus
within the Indian National Congress. It was founded in 1934 by
Congress members who rejected what they saw as the anti-rational
mysticism of Gandhi as well as the sectarian attitude of the
Communist Party of India towards the Congress. Influenced by
Fabianism as well as Marxism-Leninism, the CSP included
advocates of armed struggle or sabotage (such as Yusuf Meherally,
Jai Prakash Narayan, and Basawon Singh (Sinha) as well as those
who insisted upon Ahimsa or Nonviolent resistance (such as
Acharya Narendra Deva). The CSP advocated decentralized
socialism in which co-operatives, trade unions, independent
farmers, and local authorities would hold a substantial share of the
economic power.

As secularists, they hoped to transcend communal divisions
through class solidarity. Some, such as Narendra Deva or
Basawon Singh (Sinha), advocated a democratic socialism distinct
from both Marxism and reformist social democracy. During the
Popular Front period, the communists worked within CSP.

JP Narayan and Minoo Masani were released from jail in 1934. JP
Narayan convened a meeting in Patna on 17 May 1934, which
founded the Bihar Congress Socialist Party. He was a Gandhian
Socialist. Narayan became general secretary of the party and
Acharya Narendra Deva became president. The Patna meeting
gave a call for a socialist conference which would be held in
connection to the Congress Annual Conference. At this conference,
held in Bombay October 22–23 October 1934, they formed a new
All India party, the Congress Socialist Party. Narayan became
general secretary of the party, and Masani joint secretary. The
conference venue was decorated by Congress flags and a portrait of
Karl Marx.

In the new party the greeting 'comrade' was used. Masani
mobilized the party in Bombay, whereas Kamaladevi Chattopadhyaya and Puroshottam Trikamdas
organized the party in other parts of Maharashtra. Ganga Sharan Singh (Sinha) was among the prominent
leaders of the Indian National Congress Party as among the founders of the Congress Socialist Party.[1] The
constitution of the CSP defined that the members of CSP were the members of the Provisional Congress
Socialist Parties and that they were all required to be members of the Indian National Congress.

Members of communal organizations or political organizations whose goals were incompatible with the
ones of CSP, were barred from CSP membership.[2] The Bombay conference raised the slogan of
mobilising the masses for a Constituent Assembly.[3]

History

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jai_Prakash_Narayan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ram_Manohar_Lohia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Acharya_Narendra_Deva
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Political_spectrum
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Left_Wing
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Politics_of_India
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_political_parties_in_India
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elections_in_India
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:JP,_Lohia_%26_Benipuri_at_Kisan_Sabha_CSP_Patna_Rally,_August_1936.jpg
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Socialist
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Indian_National_Congress
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gandhi
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Communist_Party_of_India
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fabianism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marxism-Leninism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yusuf_Meherally
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jai_Prakash_Narayan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Basawon_Singh_(Sinha)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ahimsa
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nonviolent_resistance
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Narendra_Deva
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Basawon_Singh_(Sinha)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Democratic_socialism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marxism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_democracy
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Popular_Front
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jayaprakash_Narayan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Minoo_Masani
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Patna
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bombay
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Karl_Marx
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Comrade
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bombay
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kamaladevi_Chattopadhyaya
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Puroshottam_Trikamdas&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maharashtra
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ganga_Sharan_Singh_(Sinha)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Indian_National_Congress
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Communalism_(South_Asia)


Congress Socialist Party
possessed countrymade
pipe bomb that
recovered in 1943.

In 1936 the Communists joined CSP, as part of the Popular Front strategy of the ComIntern.[3] In some
states, like Kerala and Orissa, communists came to dominate CSP. In fact communists dominated the entire
Congress in Kerala through its hold of CSP at one point.

In 1936, the CSP began fraternal relations with the Lanka Sama Samaja Party
of Ceylon. In 1937 the CSP sent Kamaladevi Chattopadhyaya on a speaking
tour of the island.[4]

The CSP had adopted Marxism in 1936 and their third conference in Faizpur
they had formulated a thesis that directed the party to work to transform the
Indian National Congress into an anti-imperialist front.[5]

During the summer of 1938 a meeting took place between the Marxist sector
of the Anushilan movement and the CSP. Present in the meeting were Jai
Prakash Narayan (leader of CSP), Jogesh Chandra Chatterji, Tridib Kumar
Chaudhuri and Keshav Prasad Sharma. The Anushilan marxists then held
talks with Acharya Narendra Deva, a former Anushilan militant. The
Anushilan marxists decided to join CSP, but keeping a separate identity within
the party.[5] With them came the Anushilan Samiti, not only the Marxist sector.
The non-Marxists (who constituted about a half of the membership of the
Samiti), although not ideologically attracted to the CSP, felt loyalty towards the
Marxist sector. Moreover, around 25% of the membership of the Hindustan
Socialist Republican Association joined the CSP. This group was led by
Jogesh Chandra Chatterji. The Anushilan marxists were however soon to be
disappointed by developments inside the CSP. The party, at that the time
Anushilan marxists had joined it, was not a homogeneous entity. There was
the Marxist trend led by J.P. Narayan and Narendra Deva, the Fabian socialist trend led by Minoo Masani
and Asoka Mehta and a Gandhian socialist trend led by Ram Manohar Lohia, and Achyut Patwardan. To
the Anushilan marxists differences emerged between the ideological stands of the party and its politics in
practice. These differences surfaced at the 1939 annual session of the Indian National Congress at Tripuri.
At Tripuri, in the eyes of the Anushlian marxists, the CSP had failed to consistently defend Subhas
Chandra Bose.[6] Jogesh Chandra Chatterji renounced his CSP membership in protest against the action by
the party leadership.

Soon after the Tripuri session, Bose resigned as Congress president and formed the Forward Bloc. The
Forward Bloc was intended to function as a unifying force for all leftwing elements. The Forward Bloc
held its first conference on 22–23 June 1939, and at the same time a Left Consolidation Committee
consisting of the Forward Bloc, CPI, CSP, the Kisan Sabha, League of Radical Congressmen, Labour
Party and the Anushilan marxists.[7] At this moment, in October 1939, J.P. Narayan tried to stretch out an
olive branch to the Anushilan marxists. He proposed the formation of a 'War Council' consisting of himself,
Pratul Ganguly, Jogesh Chandra Chatterjee and Acharya Narendra Deva. But few days later, at a session of
the All India Congress Committee, J.P. Narayan and the other CSP leaders pledged not to start any other
movements parallel to those initiated by Gandhi.[8] The Left Consolidation Committee soon fell into pieces,
as the CPI, the CSP and the Royists deserted it. The Anushlian marxists left the CSP soon thereafter,
forming the Revolutionary Socialist Party.[9]

Narayan organized the CSP relief work in Kutch in 1939.[10]

On the occasion of the 1940 Ramgarh Congress Conference CPI released a declaration called Proletarian
Path, which sought to utilize the weakened state of the British Empire in the time of war and gave a call for
general strike, no-tax, no-rent policies and mobilising for an armed revolution uprising. The National
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Executive of the CSP assembled at Ramgarh took a decision that all communists were expelled from
CSP.[11]

Members of the CSP were particularly active in the Quit India movement of August 1942. Although a
socialist, Jawaharlal Nehru did not join the CSP, which created some rancor among CSP members who
saw Nehru as unwilling to put his socialist slogans into action. After independence, the CSP broke away
from Congress, under the influence of JP, and Lohia to form the Socialist Party of India.
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Meanwhile, the Bihar Socialist Party had been set up by Ganga Sharan Sinha, Rambriksh Benipuri and
Jayaprakash. They did not use the word 'Congress' with the name of the party.
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Founded December 30,
1972

Preceded by Socialist Party
of America
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Social Democrats, USA

Social Democrats, USA (SDUSA) is a small political association
of social democrats founded in 1972. The Socialist Party of
America (SPA) had stopped running independent presidential
candidates and consequently the term "party" in the SPA's name
had confused the public. Replacing the socialist label with "social
democrats," was meant to disassociate the ideology of SDUSA
with that of the Soviet Union.[3]

SDUSA pursued an electoral strategy of political realignment
intended to organize labor unions, civil rights organizations and
other constituencies into a coalition that would transform the
Democratic Party into a social democratic party. The realignment
strategy emphasized working with unions and especially the AFL–
CIO, putting an emphasis on economic issues that would unite
working class voters. SDUSA opposed the so-called New Politics
of Senator George McGovern, pointing to the rout suffered in the
1972 presidential election.

SDUSA's organizational activities included sponsoring discussions
and issuing position papers, however, it was known mainly
because of its members' activities in other organizations. It
included civil rights activists and leaders of labor unions such as
Bayard Rustin, Norman Hill and Tom Kahn of the AFL–CIO as
well as Sandra Feldman and Rachelle Horowitz of the American
Federation of Teachers (AFT). Internationally, the group supported
the dissident Polish labor organization Solidarity and several anti-
communist political movements in global hot spots.

SDUSA's politics were criticized by former SPA Chairman
Michael Harrington, who in 1972 announced that he favored an
immediate pull-out of American forces from Vietnam. After losing
all votes at the 1972 convention that changed the SPA to SDUSA,
Harrington resigned in 1973 to form the Democratic Socialist
Organizing Committee (DSOC), forerunner of Democratic
Socialists of America.
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By the early 1970s, the Socialist Party of America (SPA) was publicly associated with A. Philip Randolph,
the civil rights and labor union leader; and with Michael Harrington, the author of The Other America.
Even before the 1972 convention, Harrington had resigned as an Honorary Chairperson of the SPA[3]

"because he was upset about the group’s failure to enthusiastically support George McGovern and because
of its views on the Vietnam War".[4]
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/A._Philip_Randolph
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Civil_rights_movement
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trade_union
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Michael_Harrington
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Other_America
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/George_McGovern
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vietnam_War


In its 1972 Convention, the SPA had two Co-Chairmen, Bayard Rustin and Charles S. Zimmerman of the
International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union (ILGWU);[5] and a First National Vice Chairman, James S.
Glaser, who were re-elected by acclamation.[3] In his opening speech to the Convention, Co-Chairman
Bayard Rustin called for SDUSA to organize against the "reactionary policies of the Nixon
Administration" and Rustin also criticized the "irresponsibility and élitism of the 'New Politics' liberals".[3]

The party changed its name to Social Democrats, USA, by a vote of 73 to 34.[3] Changing the name of the
Socialist Party of America to Social Democrats, USA, was intended to be "realistic" as the intention was to
respond to the end of the running of actual SPA candidates for office and to respond to the confusions of
Americans. The New York Times observed that the Socialist Party had last sponsored Darlington Hoopes as
candidate for President in 1956 and who received only 2,121 votes, which were cast in only six states.
Because the SPA no longer sponsored party candidates in elections, continued use of the name "party" was
"misleading" and hindered the recruiting of activists who participated in the Democratic Party according to
the majority report. The name "Socialist" was replaced by "Social Democrats" because many American
associated the term "socialism" with Marxism–Leninism.[3] Moreover, the organization sought to
distinguish itself from two small Marxist parties, the Socialist Workers Party and the Socialist Labor
Party.[6]

During the 1972 Convention, the majority (Unity Caucus) won every vote by a ratio of two to one. The
Convention elected a national committee of 33 members, with 22 seats for the majority caucus, eight seats
for the Coalition Caucus of Harrington, two for the left-wing Debs Caucus and one for the independent
Samuel H. Friedman.[7] Friedman and the minority caucuses had opposed the name change.[3]

The convention voted on and adopted proposals for its program by a two-one vote. On foreign policy, the
program called for "firmness toward Communist aggression". However, on the Vietnam War the program
opposed "any efforts to bomb Hanoi into submission" and instead it endorsed negotiating a peace
agreement, which should protect communist political cadres in South Vietnam from further military or
police reprisals. Harrington's proposal for a ceasefire and immediate withdrawal of American forces was
defeated.[7] Harrington complained that after its convention the SPA had endorsed George McGovern only
with a statement loaded with "constructive criticism" and that it had not mobilized enough support for
McGovern. The majority caucus's Arch Puddington replied that the California branch was especially active
in supporting McGovern while the New York branch were focusing on a congressional race.[6]

When the SPA changed its name to SDUSA, Bayard Rustin became its public spokesman. According to
Rustin, SDUSA aimed to transform the Democratic Party into a social democratic party. A strategy of re-
alignment was particularly associated with Max Shachtman.[8]

Some months after the convention, Harrington resigned his membership in SDUSA and he and some of his
supporters from the Coalition Caucus soon formed the Democratic Socialist Organizing Committee
(DSOC).[9] Many members of the Debs Caucus resigned from SDUSA and some of them formed the
Socialist Party USA.[10] The changing of the name of the SPA to SDUSA and the 1973 formation of
DSOC and the SPUSA represented a split in the American socialist movement.

In domestic politics, the SDUSA leadership emphasized the role of the American labor movement in
advancing civil rights and economic justice. The domestic program followed the recommendations of
Rustin's article "From Protest to Politics" in which Rustin analyzed the changing economy and its
implications for African Americans. Rustin wrote that the rise of automation would reduce the demand for
low-skill high-paying jobs, which would jeopardize the position of the urban black working class,
particularly in the Northern United States. The needs of the black community demanded a shift in political
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Social Democrats, USA, opposed the politics of
George McGovern, whose 1972 presidential
campaign lost 49 of 50 states to Richard Nixon

In the 1972 Congressional election, the majority
of Americans voted for Democratic Congressmen

and this map shows the House seats by party
holding plurality in state

  80.1–100%
Republican

  80.1–100%
Democratic

  60.1–80%
Republican

  60.1–80%
Democratic

  up to 60%
Republican

  up to 60%
Democratic

strategy, where blacks would need to strengthen their
political alliance with mostly white unions and other
organizations (churches, synagogs and the like) to
pursue a common economic agenda. It was time to
move from protest to politics, wrote Rustin.[11] A
particular danger facing the black community was the
chimera of identity politics, particularly the rise of
Black Power which Rustin dismissed as a fantasy of
middle-class African-Americans that repeated the

political and moral errors of previous black nationalists while alienating the white allies needed by the black
community.[12]

SDUSA documents had similar criticisms of the agendas advanced by middle class activists increasing their
role in the Democratic Party. SDUSA members stated concerns about an exaggerated role of middle-class
peace activists in the Democratic Party, particularly associated with the "New Politics" of Senator George
McGovern, whose presidential candidacy was viewed as an ongoing disaster for the Democratic Party and
for the United States.[3][13] In electoral politics, SDUSA aimed to transform the Democratic Party into a
social democratic party.[14]

In foreign policy, most of the founding SDUSA leadership called for an immediate cessation of the
bombing of North Vietnam. They demanded a negotiated peace treaty to end the Vietnam War, but the
majority opposed a unilateral withdrawal of American forces from Vietnam, suggesting that such a
withdrawal would lead to an annihilation of the free labor unions and of the political opposition.[3][15][16]

After the withdrawal of American forces from Vietnam and the victory of the Communist Party of Vietnam
and the Viet Cong, SDUSA supported humanitarian assistance to refugees and condemned Senator
McGovern for his failure to support such assistance.[17][18]

SDUSA was governed by biannual conventions which invited the participation of interested observers.
These gatherings featured discussions and debates over proposed resolutions, some of which were adopted
as organizational statements. The group frequently made use of outside speakers at these events: non-
SDUSA intellectuals ranged from neoconservatives like Jeane Kirkpatrick on the right to democratic
socialists like Paul Berman on the left and similarly a range of academic, political and labor-union leaders
were invited. These meetings also functioned as reunions for political activists and intellectuals, some of
whom worked together for decades.[19] SDUSA also published a newsletter and occasional position
papers, issued statements supporting labor unions and workers' interests at home and overseas, the

Organizational activities
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National Chairman Bayard
Rustin, who headed SDUSA

existence of Israel and the Israeli labor movement.[20] From 1979–1989,
SDUSA members were organized to support of Solidarity, the independent
labor union of Poland.[21]

The organization also attempted to exert influence through endorsements of
presidential candidates. The group's 1976 National Convention, held in
New York City, formally endorsed the Democratic ticket of Jimmy Carter
and Walter Mondale and pledged the group to "work enthusiastically" for
the election of the pair in November.[22] The organization took a less
assertive approach during the divisive 1980 campaign, marked as it was by
a heated primary challenge to President Carter by Senator Edward
Kennedy and SDUSA chose not to hold its biannual convention until after
the termination of the fall campaign. The election of conservative Ronald
Reagan was chalked up to the failure of the Democrats to "appeal to their
traditional working class constituency".[23]

Early in 1980, long-time National Director Carl Gershman resigned his position to be replaced by Rita
Freedman.[24] Freedman previously had served as organizer and chair of SDUSA's key New York
local.[24]

SDUSA dues were paid annually in advance, with members receiving a copy of the organization's official
organ, the tabloid-sized newspaper New America. The dues rate was $25 per year in 1983.[25]

Small organizations associated with the Debs–Thomas Socialist Party have served as schools for the
leadership of social-movement organizations, including the civil rights movement and the sixties radicalism.
These organizations are now chiefly remembered because of their members' leadership of large
organizations that directly influenced the United States and international politics.[26][27] After 1960, the
party also functioned "as an educational organization" and "a caucus of policy advocates on the left wing
of the Democratic Party".[28] Similarly, SDUSA was known mainly because of the activities of its
members, many of whom publicly identified themselves as members of SDUSA. Members of SDUSA
have served as officers for governmental, private and not-for-profit organizations. A. Philip Randolph,
Bayard Rustin and Norman Hill were leaders of the civil rights movement. Tom Kahn, Sandra Feldman
and Rachelle Horowitz were officers of labor unions. Carl Gershman and Penn Kemble served in
governmental and non-governmental organizations, particularly in foreign policy. Philosopher Sidney Hook
was a public intellectual. Writing after the death of Tom Kahn, Ben Wattenberg commented that SDUSA as
an "umbrella organization" associated with other letterhead organizations, saying the following:

[SDUSA members seemed to be] ingeniously trying to bury the Soviet Union in a blizzard of
letterheads. It seemed that each of Tom's colleagues—Penn Kemble, Carl Gershman, Josh
Muravchik and many more—ran a little organization, each with the same interlocking
directorate listed on the stationery. Funny thing: The Letterhead Lieutenants did indeed churn
up a blizzard, and the Soviet Union is no more.

I never did quite get all the organizational acronyms straight—YPSL, LID, SP, SDA, ISL—
but the key words were "democratic", "labor", "young" and, until events redefined it away
from their understanding, "socialist". Ultimately, the umbrella group became "Social
Democrats, U.S.A", and Tom Kahn was a principal "theoretician".

Member activities
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A. Philip Randolph was a
visible member of Norman
Thomas' Socialist Party of
America and then of SDUSA

They talked and wrote endlessly, mostly about communism and democracy, despising the
former, adoring the latter. It is easy today to say "anti-communist" and "pro-democracy" in the
same breath. But that is because American foreign policy eventually became just such a
mixture, thanks in part to those "Yipsels" (Young People's Socialist League), with Tom Kahn
as provocateur-at-large.

On the conservative side, foreign policy used to be anti-communist, but not very pro-
democracy. And foreign policy liberal-style might be piously pro-democracy, but nervous
about being anti-communist. Tom theorized that to be either, you had to be both.

It was tough for labor-liberal intellectuals to be "anti-communist" in the 1970s. It meant being
taunted as "Cold Warriors" who saw "Commies under every bed" and being labeled as—the
unkindest cut—"right-wingers".[29]

The long-time leader and intellectual architect of the civil rights movement,
A. Philip Randolph was also a visible member of the Socialist Party of
Norman Thomas. He remained with the organization when it changed its
name to SDUSA. Along with ILGWU President David Dubinsky,
Randolph was honored at the 1976 SDUSA convention.[30]

A. Philip Randolph came to national attention as the leader of the
Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters. Randolph proposed a march on
Washington, D.C. to protest racial discrimination in the United States
armed forces. Meeting with President Franklin D. Roosevelt in the Oval
Office, Randolph respectfully, politely, but firmly told President Roosevelt
that blacks would march in the capital unless desegregation would occur.
The planned march was canceled after President Roosevelt issued
Executive Order 8802 (the Fair Employment Act), which banned
discrimination in defense industries and federal agencies.

In 1942, an estimated 18,000 blacks gathered at Madison Square Garden to
hear Randolph kick off a campaign against discrimination in the military, in
war industries, in government agencies and in labor unions. Following the act, during the Philadelphia
Transit Strike of 1944 the government backed African American workers' striking to gain positions
formerly limited to white employees.

In 1947, Randolph, along with colleague Grant Reynolds, renewed efforts to end discrimination in the
armed services, forming the Committee Against Jim Crow in Military Service, later renamed the League for
Non-Violent Civil Disobedience.  On July 26, 1948, President Harry S. Truman abolished racial
segregation in the armed forces through Executive Order 9981.[31] Randolph was the nominal leader of the
March on Washington for Jobs and Freedom, which was organized by Bayard Rustin and his younger
associates. At this march, Martin Luther King Jr. delivered his "I Have a Dream" speech. Soon afterwards,
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was passed.

Bayard Rustin was National Chairman of SDUSA and also was President of the A. Philip Randolph
Institute.[32][33]

A. Philip Randolph

Bayard Rustin
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Rustin in 1965

Rustin had had a long association with A. Philip Randolph and
with pacifist movements. In 1956, Rustin advised Martin Luther
King Jr. who was organizing the Montgomery bus boycott.
According to Rustin: "I think it's fair to say that Dr. King's view of
non-violent tactics was almost non-existent when the boycott
began. In other words, Dr. King was permitting himself and his
children and his home to be protected by guns". Rustin convinced
King to abandon the armed protection.[34][35] The following year,
Rustin and King began organizing the Southern Christian
Leadership Conference (SCLC).

Rustin and Randolph organized the March on Washington for Jobs
and Freedom in 1963. On September 6, 1963, Rustin and

Randolph appeared on the cover of Life magazine as "the leaders" of the March.[36]

After passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Voting Rights Act of 1965, Rustin advocated closer ties
between the civil rights movement and the Democratic Party and its base among the working class.

With the assistance of Tom Kahn,[37] Rustin wrote the 1965 article "From protest to politics",[38] which
analyzed the changing economy and its implications for black Americans. This article stated that the rise of
automation would reduce the demand for low-skill high-paying jobs, which would jeopardize the position
of the urban black working class, particularly in the Northern United States. To pursue its economic
agenda, the black community needed to shift political strategy, strengthening its political alliance with
mostly white unions and other organizations (churches, synagogs and the like). As its agenda shifted from
civil rights to economic justice, the black community's tactics needed to shift from protest to politics, wrote
Rustin.[11] A particular danger facing the Negro community was the chimera of identity politics,
particularly the rise of "Black Power", for which Rustin expressed contempt:

Wearing my hair Afro style, calling myself an Afro-American, and eating all the chitterlings I
can find are not going to affect Congress.[39]

Rustin wrote that "Black Power" repeated the moral errors of previous black nationalists while alienating
the white allies needed by the black community.[12]

Rustin's analysis was supported by the later research by William Julius Wilson.[39] Wilson documented an
increase in inequality within the black community, following educated blacks moving into white suburbs
and following the decrease of demand for low-skill labor as industry declined in the Northern United
States. Such economic problems were not being addressed by a civil rights leadership focused on
"affirmative action", a policy benefiting the truly advantaged within the black community. Wilson's
criticism of the neglect of working class and poor African Americans by civil rights organizations led to his
being mistaken for a conservative, despite his having identified himself as a Rustin-style social democrat.
Wilson has served on the advisory board of Social Democrats, USA.[40]

From protest to politics

Influence on William Julius Wilson

Labor movement, trade unions and social democracy
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Rustin increasingly worked to strengthen the labor movement, which he saw as the champion of
empowerment for the African American community and for economic justice for all Americans. He
contributed to the labor movement's two sides, economic and political, through support of labor unions and
social democratic politics.

He was the founder and became the Director of the A. Philip Randolph Institute, which coordinated the
AFL–CIO's work on civil rights and economic justice. He became a regular columnist for the AFL–CIO
newspaper.

On the political side of the labor movement, Rustin increased his visibility as a leader of the American
social democracy. He was a founding National Co-Chairman of Social Democrats, USA.[3][14]

Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, Rustin worked as a human rights and election monitor for Freedom
House. He also testified on behalf of New York State's Gay Rights Bill. In 1986, he gave the speech "The
new 'niggers' are gays" in which he asserted:

Today, blacks are no longer the litmus paper or the barometer of social change. Blacks are in
every segment of society and there are laws that help to protect them from racial
discrimination. The new "niggers" are gays. ... It is in this sense that gay people are the new
barometer for social change. ... The question of social change should be framed with the most
vulnerable group in mind: gay people.[41]

Rustin also helped to write a report on peaceful means to end apartheid (racial segregation) in South
Africa.[42]

Norman Hill is an influential African American administrator, activist and labor leader.[43]

Graduating in 1956, he was one of the first African Americans to graduate from Haverford College.
Joining the civil rights movement and working in Chicago, Hill was an organizer for the Youth March for
Integrated Schools and then Secretary of Chicago Area Negro American Labor Council and Staff
Chairman of the Chicago March Conventions. In the Congress of Racial Equality (CORE), Hill was first
the East Coast Field Secretary and then National Program Director. He assisted Bayard Rustin with
organizing the 1963 March on Washington. As National Program Director of CORE, Hill coordinated the
route 40 desegregation of restaurants, the Waldorf campaign, and illustrated the civil rights demonstration
that took place at the 1964 Republican National Convention.

From 1964 to 1967, Norman Hill served as the Legislative Representative and Civil Rights Liaison of the
Industrial Union department of the AFL–CIO. He was involved in the issue of raising minimum wage and
the labor delegation on the Selma to Montgomery marches against racial discrimination in politics and
voting in the Southern United States.

In 1967, Hill became active in the A. Philip Randolph Institute. Hill began as Associate Director, but he
later became Executive Director and finally President. As Associate Director, Hill coordinated and
organized the Memphis March in 1968 after the assassination of Martin Luther King Jr. In his career at the
A. Philip Randolph Institute, Hill created over two hundred local chapters of this organization across the
United States.[44]
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Solidarity's demand for legality were
supported by Tom Kahn, who
testified on behalf of the AFL–CIO to
the Congress[48][49] (the picture
displays the 21 demands of MKS)

Tom Kahn was a leader of SDUSA, who made notable contributions to the civil rights movement and to
the labor movement.

Kahn helped Rustin organize the 1957 Prayer Pilgrimage to Washington and the 1958 and 1959 Youth
March for Integrated Schools.[45] As a white student at historically black Howard University, Kahn and
Norman Hill helped Rustin and A. Philip Randolph to plan the 1963 March on Washington, at which
Martin Luther King Jr. delivered his "I Have a Dream" speech.[46][47] Kahn's role in the civil rights
movement was discussed in the eulogy by Rachelle Horowitz (http://www.socialdemocratsusa.org/oldsite/
Kahn.html).[37]

When he became an assistant to the President of the AFL–CIO
from 1972–1986, Kahn developed an expertise in international
affairs.

Kahn was deeply involved with supporting the Polish labor
movement.[48] The trade union Solidarity (Solidarność) began in
1980. The Soviet-backed communist regime headed by General
Wojciech Jaruzelski declared martial law in December 1981. Lane
Kirkland appointed Kahn to organize the AFL–CIO's support of
Solidarity. Politically, the AFL–CIO supported the twenty-one
demands of the Gdansk workers by lobbying to stop further U.S.
loans to Poland unless those demands were met. Materially, the
AFL–CIO established the Polish Workers Aid Fund, which raised
almost $300,000 by 1981.[48] These funds purchased printing
presses and office supplies. The AFL–CIO donated typewriters,
duplicating machines, a minibus, an offset press and other supplies requested by Solidarity.[50][48]

The AFL–CIO sought approval in advance from Solidarity's leadership to avoid jeopardizing their position
with unwanted or surprising American help.[48][49][37] On September 12, Lech Walesa welcomed
international donations with this statement: "Help can never be politically embarrassing. That of the AFL–
CIO, for example. We are grateful to them. It was a very good thing that they helped us. Whenever we can,
we will help them, too".[51] Kahn explained the AFL–CIO position in a 1981 debate:

Solidarity made its needs known,[52] with courage, with clarity, and publicly. As you know,
the AFL–CIO responded by establishing a fund for the purchase of equipment requested by
Solidarity[52] and we have raised about a quarter of a million dollars for that fund.

This effort has elicited from the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, and Bulgaria
the most massive and vicious propaganda assault on the AFL–CIO ... in many, many years.
The ominous tone of the most recent attacks leaves no doubt that if the Soviet Union invades,
it shall cite the aid of the AFL-CIO as evidence of outside anti-Socialist intervention[52] aimed
at overthrowing the Polish state.[53]
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SDUSA leader Tom Kahn
was appointed by Lane
Kirkland (pictured), the
President of the AFL–CIO
after George Meany, to
organize the AFL-CIO's aid
to Solidarity, the Polish
labor union that challenged
communism in 1979[48]

All this is by way of introducing the AFL–CIO's position on economic aid to Poland. In
formulating this position, our first concern was to consult our friends in Solidarity .... We did
consult with them ... and their views are reflected in the statement unanimously adopted by the
AFL–CIO Executive Council.

The AFL–CIO will support additional aid to Poland only if it is conditioned on the adherence
of the Polish government to the 21 points of the Gdansk Agreement.[52] Only then could we
be assured that the Polish workers will be in a position to defend their gains and to struggle for
a fair share of the benefits of Western aid.[54]

In testimony to the Joint Congressional Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe, Kahn
suggested policies to support the Polish people, in particular by supporting Solidarity's demand that the
communist regime finally establish legality, by respecting the twenty-one rights guaranteed by the Polish
constitution.[55]

The AFL–CIO provided the most aid to Solidarity, but substantial additional aid was provided by Western-
European labor unions, including the United Kingdom's Trades Union Congress and especially the
Swedish Trade Union Confederation.[56]

The AFL–CIO's support enraged the Communist regimes of Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union. Its support worried the Carter administration,
whose Secretary of State Edmund Muskie told Kirkland that the AFL–
CIO's continued support of Solidarity could trigger a Soviet invasion of
Poland.[57][56] After Kirkland refused to withdraw support to Solidarity,
Muskie met with the Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobyrnin,to clarify that
the AFL–CIO's aid did not have the support of the United States
government.[56]

Later, the National Endowment for Democracy provided $1.7 million for
Solidarity, which was transferred via the AFL–CIO. In both 1988 and
1989, the Congress allocated $1 million yearly to Solidarity via the AFL–
CIO.[50] In total, the AFL–CIO channeled 4 million dollars to
Solidarity.[50][58]

Sandra Feldman was an American civil rights activist, educator and labor
leader who served as president of the American Federation of Teachers
(AFT) from 1997 to 2004.[59][60] On January 22, 1999, she helped to organize and was the keynote
speaker at the SDUSA workshop on "American Labor in the New Economy: A Day of Dialogue" (http://
www.socialdemocratsusa.org/oldsite/NewApproachesinEducation.html).
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She became active in socialist politics and the civil rights movement.[60] When she was 17 years old, she
met civil rights activist Bayard Rustin, who became her mentor and close friend. During her early years in
the civil rights movement, Feldman worked to integrate Howard Johnson's restaurants in Maryland. She
soon became employment committee chairwoman of the Congress of Racial Equality in Harlem. She also
participated in several Freedom Rides and was arrested twice.[59]

Upon graduation from Brooklyn College in 1962, Feldman worked for six months as a substitute third-
grade teacher in East Harlem. She continued to be active in the civil rights movement, working to
desegregate Howard Johnson restaurants in Maryland.[60] She participated in the 1963 March on
Washington for Jobs and Freedom, which was organized by Rustin and his associates. From 1963 to 1966,
Feldman matriculated in a master's degree program in literature at New York University. While in graduate
school, Feldman worked as a fourth-grade teacher at Public School 34 on the New York City's Lower East
Side. She immediately joined the American Federation of Teachers, which had only one other member at
the school. When New York City teachers won collective bargaining rights in 1960, she organized the
entire school staff within a year.[60] During this time, Feldman became an associate of Albert Shanker, then
an organizer for the United Federation of Teachers.[59]

In 1966, Shanker—now executive director of the UFT—hired Feldman as a full-time field representative
on the recommendation of Rustin. Over the next nine years, Feldman became the union's executive director
and oversaw its staff. She was elected its secretary (the second-most powerful position in the local) in
1983.[59]

After just two years on the UFT staff, Feldman played a crucial role in the Ocean Hill-Brownsville strike.
The city of New York had designated the Ocean Hill-Brownsville area of Brooklyn as one of three
decentralized school districts in an effort to give the minority community more say in school affairs.[60] The
crisis began when the Ocean Hill-Brownsville governing board fired 13 teachers for allegedly sabotaging
the decentralization experiment. Shanker demanded that specific charges be filed and the teachers given a
chance to defend themselves in due process proceedings.[59][60]

A protracted fight erupted between those in the community who supported the Ocean Hill-Brownsville
board and those supported the UFT. Many supporters of the local school board resorted to racial invective.
Shanker was branded a racist, and many African-Americans accused the UFT of being "Jewish-
dominated". Feldman was often at the center of the strike.[61] The UFT emerged from the crisis more
powerful than ever and Feldman's hard work, good political judgment and calm demeanor won her
widespread praise within the union.[59][60] Shanker was elected president of the AFT in 1974, but he
retained his post as UFT President. In 1986, Shanker retired as UFT President and Feldman was elected
president.[59][60]

Feldman was known for being a quiet yet very effective leader of the UFT. She fought school system
chancellors and mayors both, winning significantly higher wages and benefits as well as improved working
conditions for her members. She lobbied so fiercely for Bernard Gifford as New York City schools
chancellor that Robert F. Wagner Jr., President of the New York City Board of Education, threatened to
resign unless Feldman backed off and he was given a free hand.[59][60]
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She was instrumental in helping David Dinkins win election as mayor of New York in 1989 by using union
members and resources to build a winning electoral coalition of black and white voters.[60] However, once
mayor Dinkins stalled on signing a new contract with the teachers' union and Feldman rarely criticized
Dinkins publicly for his actions, but she kept the UFT out of Dinkins' 1993 re-election. Dinkins lost in a
tight race to Rudy Giuliani.[59]

Feldman had been elected an AFT vice president in 1974,[62] serving on the national union's executive
council and the executive council's executive committee.[59]

After Shanker died in February 1997, Feldman won election as the AFT President in July 1998, becoming
the union's first female president since 1930. Feldman re-emphasized the AFT's commitment to educational
issues. She also renewed the union's focus on organizing: During her tenure, the AFT grew by more than
160,000 new members (about 17 percent). With Feldman as President, in 2002 AFT delegates approved a
four-point plan: 1) building a "culture of organizing" throughout the union, 2) enhancing the union's
political advocacy efforts, 3) engaging in a series of publicity, legislative, funding and political campaigns
to strengthen the institutions in which AFT members work; and 4) recommitting the AFT to fostering
democratic education and human rights at home and abroad. Feldman moved quickly to ensure that the
plan was implemented.[59]

In May 1997, Feldman was elected to the AFL–CIO executive council and appointed to the executive
council's executive committee. During her tenure at the head of the AFT, Feldman also served as a vice
president of Education International and was a board member of the International Rescue Committee and
Freedom House.[59]

Feldman died in 2005 at the age 65.[59][60]

Sidney Hook was an American pragmatic philosopher known for his contributions to public debates. A
student of John Dewey, Hook continued to examine the philosophy of history, of education, politics and of
ethics. He was known for his criticisms of totalitarianism and fascism. A pragmatic social democrat, Hook
sometimes cooperated with conservatives, particularly in opposing communism. After World War II, he
argued that members of conspiracies, like the Communist Party USA and other Leninist conspiracies,
ethically could be barred from holding offices of public trust.[63] Hook gave the keynote speech to the July
17–18, 1976 convention of SDUSA.[30]

For the Social Democrat, democracy is not merely a political concept but a moral one. It is
democracy as a way of life. What is "democracy as a way of life." It is a society whose basic
institutions are animated by an equality of concern for all human beings, regardless of class,
race, sex, religion, and national origin, to develop themselves as persons to their fullest growth,
to be free to live up to their desirable potentials as human beings. It is possible for human
beings to be politically equal as voters but yet so unequal in educational, economic, and social
opportunities, that ultimately even the nature of their political equality is affected.

When it comes to the principled defense of freedom, and to opposition to all forms of
totalitarianism, let it be said that to its eternal credit, the organized labor movement in the
United States, in contradiction to all other sectors of American life, especially in industry, the
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academy and the churches, has never faltered, or trimmed its sails. Its dedication to the ideals
of a free society has been unsullied. Its leaders have never been Munich-men of the spirit. 

I want to conclude with a few remarks about the domestic scene and the role of Social
Democrats, U.S. in it. We are not a political party with our own candidates. We are not alone
in our specific programs for more employment, more insurance, more welfare, less
discrimination, less bureaucratic inefficiency. Our spiritual task should be to relate these
programs and demands to the underlying philosophy of democracy, to express and defend
those larger moral ideals that should inform, programs for which we wish to develop popular
support. 

We are few in number and limited in influence. So was the Fabian Society of Great Britain.
But in time it reeducated a great political party and much of the nation. We must try to do the
same.

Penn Kemble was an American political activist and a founding member of SDUSA. He supported free
labor-unions and democracy in the United States and internationally and so was active in the civil rights
movement, the labor movement and the social democratic opposition to communism. He founded
organizations including Negotiations Now!, Frontlash and Prodemca. Kemble was appointed to various
government boards and institutions throughout the 1990s, eventually becoming the Acting Director of the
U.S. Information Agency under President Bill Clinton.[64][65] After moving to New York, Kemble stood
out as a neatly dressed, muscular Protestant youth in an urban political setting that was predominantly
Catholic and Jewish. He worked at The New York Times, but was fired for refusing to cross a picket line
during a typesetters' strike.[64] A leader in the East River chapter of the Congress of Racial Equality,
Kemble helped to organize a non-violent blockade of the Triborough Bridge during rush hour to raise
consciousness among suburbanites of the lives of Harlem residents.[64] Kemble was a founder of
Negotiation Now!, a group which called for an end to the bombing of North Vietnam and a negotiated
settlement of the Vietnam War.[64] He was opposed to a unilateral withdrawal of American forces from
Vietnam.

In 1972, Kemble was a founder the Coalition for a Democratic Majority (CDM), an association of centrist
Democrats that opposed the "new politics" liberalism exemplified by Senator George McGovern, who
suffered the worst defeat of a presidential candidate in modern times, despite the widespread dislike of
Nixon.[65] Kemble was Executive Director of CDM from 1972–1976, at which time he left to become a
special assistant and speechwriter for Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan.[64] He remained with Moynihan
until 1979. Concerned about the direct and indirect role of the Communist Party USA and of sympathizers
of Marxist–Leninist politics in the American peace movement and in the National Council of Churches,
Kemble helped found the Institute on Religion and Democracy. From 1981 until 1988, Kemble was the
President of the Committee for Democracy in Central America (PRODEMCA), which opposed the
Sandinistas and related groups in Central America.[64][65]

Kemble supported the Bill Clinton's campaign for the presidency. During the Presidency of Bill Clinton, he
served first in 1993 as the Deputy Director and then in 1999 as Acting Director of the United States
Information Agency.[64][65] He was also made a special representative of Secretary of State Madeleine K.
Albright to the Community of Democracies Initiative.[66]
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In 2001, Kemble was appointed to the International Broadcasting Bureau by President George W.
Bush.[65] Kemble also became the Washington, D.C. representative of Freedom House and in his last years
he was especially involved in supporting peace efforts in the Middle East. Secretary of State Colin L.
Powell appointed Kemble to be the Chairman of the International Eminent Persons Group on Slavery,
Abduction and Forced Servitude in Sudan.[65] Despite being diagnosed with brain cancer, Kemble spent
his last months organizing a conference on the contributions of Sidney Hook, the late pragmatic
philosopher and SDUSA spokesperson; Carl Gershman took over the leadership of the conference after
Kemble's cancer made it impossible for him to continue.

Carl Gershman was the Executive Director of the SDUSA[32] from 1975 to 1980.[67] After having served
as the Representative to the United Nations Committee on human rights during the first Reagan
administration,[68][69] Carl Gershman has served as the President of the National Endowment for
Democracy.[70] After the Polish people overthrew communism, their elected government awarded the
Order of the Knight's Cross to Carl Gershman[70] and posthumously the Order of the White Eagle to AFL–
CIO President Lane Kirkland.[71]

Following the death of the organization's Notesonline editor Penn Kemble of cancer on October
15, 2005,[72] SDUSA lapsed into a state of organizational hiatus, with no further issues of the online
newsletter produced or updates to the group's website made.[73]

Following several years of inactivity, an attempt was subsequently made to revive SDUSA. In 2008, a
group composed initially mostly of Pennsylvania members of SDUSA emerged, determined to re-launch
the organization.[74] A re-founding convention of the SDUSA was held May 3, 2009, at which a National
Executive Committee was elected.[75]

Owing to factional disagreements, a group based in Johnstown, Pennsylvania, and the newly elected
National Executive Committee parted company, with the former styling itself as the Social Democrats,
USA – Socialist Party USA[76] and the latter as Social Democrats, USA.[77]

Two additional conventions took place since the 2009 reformation, an internet teleconference on September
1, 2010, featuring presentations by guest speakers Herb Engstrom of the California Democratic Party
Executive Committee and Roger Clayman, Executive Director of the Long Island Labor Federation;[78]

and a convention held August 26–27, 2012, in Buffalo, New York, with a keynote address delivered by
Richard Lipsitz, executive director of Western New York Labor Federation.[79]

Michael Harrington charged that its "obsessive anti-communism" rendered SDUSA politically
conservative.[80] In contrast, Harrington's DSOC and DSA criticized Marxism–Leninism, but he opposed
many defense-and-diplomatic policies against the Soviet Union and its Eastern Bloc. Harrington voiced
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admiration for German Chancellor Willy Brandt's Ostpolitik which sought to reduce Western distrust of and
hostility towards the Eastern Bloc and so entice the Soviet Union reciprocally to reduce its aggressive
military posture.[81][82]

SDUSA leaders have served in the administrations of Presidents since the 1980 and the service of some
members in Republican administrations has been associated with controversy. SDUSA members like
Gershman were called "State Department socialists" by Massing (1987), who wrote that the foreign policy
of the Reagan administration was being run by Trotskyists, a claim that was called a "myth" by Lipset
(1988, p. 34).[68] This "Trotskyist" charge has been repeated and even widened by journalist Michael Lind
in 2003 to assert a takeover of the foreign policy of the George W. Bush administration by former
Trotskyists.[83] Lind's "amalgamation of the defense intellectuals with the traditions and theories of "the
largely Jewish-American Trotskyist movement [in Lind's words]" was criticized in 2003 by University of
Michigan professor Alan M. Wald,[84] who had discussed Trotskyism in his history of "the New York
intellectuals".[85] SDUSA and allegations that "Trotskyists" subverted Bush's foreign policy have been
mentioned by "self-styled" paleoconservatives (conservative opponents of neoconservatism).[86]

Harrington and Tom Kahn had been associated with Max Shachtman, a Marxist theorist who had broken
with Leon Trotsky[87] because of his criticism of the Soviet Union as being a totalitarian class-society after
having supported Trotsky in the 1930s.[88][89] Although Schachtman died in 1972 before the Socialist
Party was renamed as SDUSA, Shachtman's ideas continued to influence the Albert Shanker and The
American Federation of Teachers, which was often associated with SDUSA members. Decades later,
conflicts in the AFL–CIO were roughly split in 1995 along the lines of the conflict between the
"Shachtmanite Social Democrats and the Harringtonite Democratic Socialists of America, with the Social
Democrats supporting Kirkland and Donahue and the Democratic Socialists supporting Sweeney".[90][91]

Some SDUSA members have been called "right-wing social democrats",[92] a taunt according to
Wattenberg.[29]

SDUSA members supported Solidarity, the independent labor-union of Poland. The organizer of the AFL–
CIO's support for Solidarity, SDUSA's Tom Kahn, criticized Jeane Kirkpatrick's "Dictatorships and
Double Standards", arguing that democracy should be promoted even in the countries dominated by Soviet
Communism.[93] In 1981, leading Social Democrats and some moderate Republicans wanted to use
economic aid to Poland as leverage to expand the freedom of association in 1981, whereas Caspar
Weinberger and neoconservative Jeane Kirkpatrick preferred to force the communist government of Poland
to default on its international payments so they would lose credibility.[94] Kahn argued for his position in a
1981 debate with neoconservative Norman Podhoretz, who like Kirkpatrick and Weinberger opposed all
credits.[49][95] In 1982, Kirkpatrick called similarly for Western assistance to Poland to be used to help
Solidarity.[96]

Some of SDUSA's former members have been called neoconservatives.[97] Justin Vaisse listed five
SDUSA associates as "second-generation neoconservatives" and "so-called Shachtmanites", including
"Penn Kemble, Joshua Muravchik, ... and Bayard Rustin".[98] Throughout his life, Penn Kemble called
himself a social democrat and objected to being called a neoconservative.[64] Kemble and Joshua
Muravchik were never followers of Max Shachtman. On the contrary, Kemble was recruited by a non-
Shachtmanite professor, according to Muravchik, who wrote: "Although Shachtman was one of the elder
statesmen who occasionally made stirring speeches to us, no YPSL [Young People's Socialist League] of
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Alleged conservatism or neoconservatism
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my generation was a Shachtmanite".[99] Besides objecting to being called a "neoconservative", Kemble
"sharply criticized the Bush administration's approach on [Iraq]. 'The distinction between liberation and
democratization, which requires a strategy and instruments, was an idea never understood by the
administration,' he told the New Republic", wrote The Washington Post in Kemble's obituary.[64]

Joshua Muravchik has identified himself as a neoconservative.[100] When Muravhchik appeared at the
2003 SDUSA conference, he was criticized by SDUSA members:[19][101]

Rachelle Horowitz, another Social Democrats, USA, luminary and an event organizer, called
Muravchik's comments "profoundly disturbing" — both his use of "us and them" rhetoric and
the term "evil." The existence of evil in the world was something Horowitz was happy to
concede, she said from the floor. But it was a word incapable of clear political definition and
thus a producer of muddle rather than clarity, zeal rather than political action. Then Herf
jumped in with similar criticisms. And then Berman. And Ibrahim. And before long, more or
less everyone else in the room. There was still something, it seemed, that separated them from
the neocons who hovered over the proceedings both as opponents and inspirations. Muravchik
wanted to pull them somewhere most of the attendees — and organizers — were unwilling to
go.[101]

Among Joshua Muravchick's SDUSA critics was his own father Emanuel Muravchik (a Norman Thomas
socialist).[19][102][103] His mother was too upset with Joshua's Heaven on Earth: The Rise and Fall of
Socialism to attend the discussion.[102] On the other hand, Joshua Muravchik was called a "second-
generation neoconservative" by Vaisse.[98]

Former member Joshua Muravchik
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Convention Location Date Notes and references

1973 National
Conference

Hopewell
Junction, New

York

September
21–23, 1973 From registration ad, New America, July 30, 1973, p. 7.

1974 National
Convention New York City September

6–8, 1974
125 delegates, keynote speaker Walter Laqueur. Per New
America, August 20, 1974, p. 8.

1976 National
Convention New York City July 17–18,

1976
500 delegates and observers, keynote speaker Sidney Hook.
Per New America, August–September 1976, p. 1.

1978 National
Convention New York City September

8–10, 1978
Introductory report by Carl Gershman. Per New America,
October 1978, p. 1.

1980 National
Convention New York City November

21–23, 1980 Per New America, December 1980, p. 1.

1982 National
Convention

Washington,
D.C.

December
3–5, 1982

Keynote speech by Albert Shanker. Dates per New America,
October 1982, p. 8.

1985 National
Convention

Washington,
D.C.

June 14–16,
1985

Keynote speech by Alfonso Robelo. Per New America,
November–December 1985, p. 6.

1987 National
Convention

1990 National
Convention

1994 National
Convention

Convention Location Date Notes and references

2009
Reorganization

Convention

May 3,
2009

2010 Convention Internet
teleconference

September
1, 2010

2012 National
Convention

Buffalo, New
York

August 26–
27, 2012

Keynote speech by Richard Lipsitz, Executive Director of
Western New York Labor Federation.

2014 Convention Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania

October
23–24,
2014

Robert J. Alexander
Paul Feldman
Sandra Feldman
Carl Gershman
Albert Glotzer
Norman Hill
Sidney Hook
Tom Kahn

After reorganization
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A. Philip Randolph
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Charles S. Zimmerman
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The Democratic Socialist Organizing Committee (DSOC;
/ˈdiːsɒk/ DEE-sok) was a democratic socialist organization in the
United States.

The DSOC was founded in 1973 by Michael Harrington, who had
led a minority caucus in the Socialist Party of America and
disagreed with its transformation into Social Democrats, USA.
Harrington's caucus supported George McGovern's call for a
cease-fire and immediate withdrawal from Vietnam. In contrast to
the traditional emphasis on strengthening the working class by
organizing labor unions, Harrington reduced the emphasis on labor
of previous socialist organizations. While continuing to work with
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the McGovern campaign. Developing a "realignment" strategy
common to socialists since the 1960s, the DSOC tried to help to
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After nearly a decade of internal acrimony, the Socialist Party of America-Social Democratic Federation
was clearly headed for a split as the decade of the 1970s opened. While sharing a common antipathy to the
worldwide Communist movement, the organization was divided over two primary issues:

1. Should democratic socialists call for either an immediate withdrawal of United States forces
from Vietnam or a negotiated peace settlement along with an immediate end to the bombing
of North Vietnam?

2. Should the democratic left continue its traditional focus of organizing the working class in
labor unions or should it shift its focus to (predominantly middle class) peace activists?

In its 1972 convention, the Socialist Party of America (SPA) had two Co-Chairmen, Bayard Rustin and
Charles S. Zimmerman of the International Ladies' Garment Workers' Union (ILGWU);[1] and a First
National Vice Chairman, James S. Glaser, who were re-elected by acclamation.[2] In his opening speech to
the convention, Co-Chairman Bayard Rustin called for Social Democrats, USA (SDUSA) to organize
against the "reactionary policies of the Nixon Administration" while at the same time criticized the
"irresponsibility and élitism of the 'New Politics' liberals".[2]

The party changed its name to SDUSA by a vote of 73 to 34.[2] Renaming the party as SDUSA was meant
to be "realistic". The New York Times observed that the SPA had last sponsored a candidate for President in
1956, who received only 2,121 votes, which were cast in only 6 states. Because the party no longer
sponsored candidates in presidential elections, the name "Party" had been "misleading" as "Party" had
hindered the recruiting of activists who participated in the Democratic Party, according to the majority
report. The name "Socialist" was replaced by "Social Democrats" because many American associated the
word "socialism" with Soviet Communism.[2] The party also wished to distinguish itself from two small
Marxist parties, the Socialist Workers Party and the Socialist Labor Party.[3]

During the convention, the majority (Unity Caucus) won every vote by a ratio of two to one. The
convention elected a national committee of 33 members, with 22 seats for the majority caucus, eight seats
for the Coalition Caucus of Michael Harrington, two for a Debs Caucus and one for the independent
Samuel H. Friedman.[4] Friedman and the minority caucuses had opposed the name change.[2]

The convention voted on and adopted proposals for its program by a two-one vote. On foreign policy, the
program called for "firmness toward Communist aggression". However, on the Vietnam War the program
opposed "any efforts to bomb Hanoi into submission" and instead it endorsed negotiating a peace
agreement, which should protect Communist political cadres in South Vietnam from further military or
police reprisals. Harrington's proposal for a ceasefire and immediate withdrawal of United States forces was
defeated.[4] Harrington complained that after its convention the Socialist Party had endorsed George
McGovern only with a statement loaded with "constructive criticism" and that it had not mobilized enough
support for McGovern. The majority caucus's Arch Puddington replied that the California branch was
especially active in supporting McGovern while the New York branch were focusing on a congressional
race.[3]
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Even before the convention, Michael Harrington had resigned as an Honorary Chairperson of the SPA.[2]

Some months after the convention, he resigned his membership in SDUSA. Harrington and his supporters
from the Coalition Caucus soon formed the DSOC. Many members of the Debs Caucus resigned from
SDUSA and formed the Socialist Party USA. Despite opposing the majority of the SPA, Harrington
acknowledged the validity of its members' concerns:

The anti-war activists of the sixties were overwhelmingly white and middle class. Many of
them were unconcerned about the domestic political consequences of their actions and were
even contemptuous of that majority of Americans who supported the war. There was a
profoundly elitist tendency in the movement that [the majority of the Socialist Party leadership]
denounced as dilettantish and collegiate. Moreover, there was a vocal, and regularly televised,
fringe of confrontationists, exhibitionists, and Vietcong flag wavers who could plausibly be
dismissed as freakish, or sinister, or both.[5]

Harrington's caucus in the SPA endorsed the New Politics movement and sought to expand that tendency
into a viable left-wing pressure-group within the Democratic Party, advancing an explicitly socialist agenda
and attempting to win influence over elected officials for that program. Harrington led many members of
this caucus and from his networks to establish the DSOC in 1973.

Harrington, a former editor of the SPA's weekly newspaper, New America,[6] was the most important
figure in the establishment of DSOC. Harrington had resigned as National Co-Chairman of the SPA, many
of whose leaders criticized McGovern, when Harrington focused his efforts on electing McGovern in
October 1972.[7]

In his first memoir, published in 1973, Harrington defended his choice of peace activists over trade
unionists:

But in their derogatory comparison of this movement with the trade unionists, my comrades
failed to notice two of its historic aspects. First, the anti-war young were right: Vietnam was
not only an immoral conflict, it was counterproductive from all points of view, including that
of progressive anti-Communism. Secondly, the new strata of the issue-oriented and college-
educated who provided the mass bass for this phenomenon were, and are, extremely important
to the creation of a new majority for change in this country.[5]

At its start, the DSOC had 840 members, of which 2 percent served on its national board; approximately
200 had previously had membership in the SDUSA or its predecessors in 1973 when SDUSA stated its
membership at 1,800, according to a 1973 profile of Harrington.[8]

The publication that would eventually become the official organ of the DSOC, initially an eight-page letter-
sized monthly called Newsletter of the Democratic Left, predated the formal establishment of the DSOC as
a national organization in October 1973. The first issue of Newsletter of the Democratic Left (the name was
later shortened to Democratic Left) appeared in March 1973 under the editorship of Mike Harrington,
assisted by Jack Clark as Managing Editor.[9] A front page essay by Harrington, entitled "The Shape of
Our Politics", made nary a mention of the bitter faction fight within the SPA:

Liberalism is in transition. Important ideologists announce their 'deradicalization.'

Publications
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On the other wing, many trade unionists and middle-class liberals have become aware of the
need for structural change in our society. In the McGovern campaign, for instance, the frankly
redistributionist principle that revenue should be raised by levies on unearned incomes was a
major step forward.

On the campus there is a decline of activism, a revival of private concerns. The New Left is
dead. But a large and serious constituency of the Left remains, even if unorganized and
uncertain. If presented with a clear and reasoned perspective for basic change, it might be won
to a lifetime commitment, even in the Nixon years; if not, it could vanish.

The Left, more than ever before, needs thought, self-criticism, candor, and communication. We
hope this Newsletter will make a modest contribution to that end.[9]

Democratic Left continues today as the publication of the Democratic Socialists of America, the
organizational successor to the DSOC. The organization also published a number of issues of an internal
discussion bulletin, containing typewritten content submitted by its members about various issues of
concern.

The June 1973 issue of Newsletter of the Democratic Left, the fourth monthly magazine off the press,
announced to its subscribers that the never-before-mentioned National Board of the DSOC had issued a
call for the launch of "a new, nationwide socialist organization".[10] The founding convention of the DSOC
was initially slated to begin on October 12, 1973 in New York City.[10] For the first time, membership dues
were solicited, with rates of $3.50 for students and $7.00 for regular membership accepted until January 1,
1974.[10]

The Founding Convention was to be a three-day-long affair, beginning at 8 pm at the Eisner and Lubin
Auditorium of New York University.[11] The convention was not composed of elected delegates, but was
rather open to a general admission and about 500 people were in attendance.[12] The keynote speaker
chosen by the organizers of the DSOC to address this gathering was David Lewis, one of the key architects
of the New Democratic Party, the social-democratic parliamentary opposition party of Canada.[11]

The following day on October 13, the convention moved to the McAlpin Hotel, located at the corner of
Broadway and 34th Street in New York City and began in earnest. Harrington delivered an address to those
attending the gathering which was undelegated and open to all desiring to attend from the general public
and then the attendees broke up into various small workshops.[11] Small group subjects included "the
unions", "feminism", "racial equality", "Democratic Party", "equality" and "detente".[11] Workshop chairs
were appointed in advance and included Michael Walzer, Bogdan Denitch, Christopher Lasch and
others.[11] A panel discussion on "Socialism and the Welfare State" was also held, featuring prominently
Harrington's close political associate, the historian and magazine editor Irving Howe, an individual who
would become one of the organization's leading faces.[11]

The final day saw the election of a governing National Board and ratification of a constitution for the new
organization.[11]

Formal establishment

Membership size and structure
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According to the group's founder Michael Harrington, the DSOC began with a core of about 250
members.[13] The group's first paid staffer was Jack Clark, a 23-year-old from Boston who received $50 a
month and use of a spare bed in the home of Debbie Meier, herself a second generation socialist and
important figure in the DSOC inner circle.[13] Meier's home served as the group's base of operations up to
the October 1973 convention, at which time the DSOC rented a tiny basement office.[14]

The DSOC presented itself as an explicitly socialist organization. In electoral politics, it worked within the
Democratic Party in which it dedicated itself to building a base of support for democratic-socialist
("democratic-left") ideas. In Michael Harrington's view, the task facing the American movement was "to
build a new American majority for social change".[15] While important, Harrington wrote that the union
movement could not win political power in its own right, instead arguing that it needed to unite with the
"college-educated and issue-oriented" adherents of the so-called "New Politics" in the Democratic Party:

In 1968, the Center-Right of Nixon and Wallace received almost 58% of the votes; in 1972, in
a two-way race, Nixon got over 61%. In 1968, the American unions were a major, and
sometimes sole, force behind Hubert Humphrey, proving that the organized workers are the
most cohesive element that can be mobilized for social change. But the '68 election also
proved that labor by itself cannot come close to winning. [...] In 1968 many McCarthyites did
not understand that Humphrey was infinitely preferable to Nixon; in 1972, the Meanyites did
not understand that McGovern was infinitely preferable to Nixon. If this split continues, the
Republicans will hold the Presidency for the foreseeable future. Therefore, the only way to
build a new majority for social change is for labor and the new politics to come together.[15]

The DSOC proposed winning power through the tactic of "realignment", i.e. uniting of forces within the
Democratic Party on a democratic socialist platform.

Its members ran for political office almost always within the Democratic Party. In addition, the DSOC
publicized and promoted the individual efforts of its dues payers and supporters, many of whom were
active in labor unions or other political organizations. There were members of the DSOC who were elected
to the Congress (Berkeley, California Rep. Ron Dellums) and the New York City Council (Ruth
Messinger). The DSOC had public support from union leaders as Victor Reuther of the United Auto
Workers, William W. Winpisinger of the International Association of Machinists and various officials of the
Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America.

The DSOC ceased to exist in 1982 when it merged with the New American Movement (NAM) to form the
Democratic Socialists of America (DSA).

Discussions with representatives of the NAM, a successor organization to Students for a Democratic
Society, began as early as 1977.[16] The move was favored by the DSOC's left-wing led by historian Jim
Chapin which sought to bring into the DSOC many former participants in the New Left of the 1960s who
were in search of a new home.[16] The DSOC formally endorsed the idea of merger with the NAM at its
1979 Houston convention.[17]

Ideology and strategy

Democratic Socialists of America
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However, the proposal for merger generated vocal opposition. Forces on the organization's right-wing, led
by Howe and calling themselves the Committee Against the NAM Merger (CATNAM), urged that instead
of courting New Left survivors. the DSOC should instead continue to place its emphasis on outreach to
larger forces in the labor movement and the Democratic Party. In addition to noting the NAM's deep
distrust of the Democratic Party, many adherents of the CATNAM had grave misgivings about the NAM's
position towards Israel, with the DSOC maintaining belief in a two-state solution guaranteeing the
existence of Israel while many in the NAM saw the Palestine Liberation Organization as engaged in an
anti-colonial liberation struggle.[17] Ultimately, a careful statement was worked out on the Middle East
based upon a two-state solution and merger talks moved forward.

The 1981 DSOC National Convention was marked by a very heated debate on the question of merger with
the NAM, which was ultimately resolved by a vote of approximately 80% of the delegates in favor and
none against, with the 20% or so supporting the CATNAM position abstaining.[18] Harrington later noted:
"Our opponents wanted to indicate they were unhappy — and that they were staying".[18]

The unity convention joining the NAM and the DSOC was held in Detroit in 1982 and the DSA was
thereby established. The gathering was addressed by George Crockett, a member of the Congressional
Black Caucus in the House of Representatives, with Harrington delivering the keynote address.[18] The
new organization claimed a membership of 6,000 at the time of its formation.[18]

1. Gerald Sorin, The Prophetic Minority: American Jewish Immigrant Radicals, 1880-1920.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985; pg. 155.

2. 
Anonymous (December 31, 1972). "Socialist Party now the Social Democrats, U.S.A." (h
ttps://www.nytimes.com/1972/12/31/archives/socialist-party-now-the-social-democrats-us
a.html) The New York Times. p. 36. Retrieved February 8, 2010.

The New York Times reported on the 1972 Convention on other days, e.g.

Johnston, Laurie (December 28, 1972). "Young Socialists defeat motion favoring
recognition of Cuba" (https://www.nytimes.com/1972/12/28/archives/young-socialists-def
eat-motion-favoring-recognition-of-cuba.html?sq=Young+socialists&scp=4&st=p). The
New York Times. p. 15.
Johnston, Laurie (December 31, 1972). "Young Socialists support Meany; Group urges
the Democrats to join labor movement" (https://www.nytimes.com/1972/12/31/archives/y
oung-socialist-support-meany-group-urges-the-democrats-to-join.html?sq=Young+social
ists&scp=11&st=p). The New York Times. p. 36.

3. Anonymous (December 27, 1972). "Young Socialists open parley; to weigh 'New Politics'
split" (https://www.nytimes.com/1972/12/27/archives/young-socialists-open-parley-to-weigh-
new-politics-split.html?sq=Young+socialists&scp=7&st=p). The New York Times. p. 25.

4. " 'Firmness' urged on Communists: Social Democrats reach end of U.S. Convention here" (h
ttps://select.nytimes.com/gst/abstract.html?res=F50C15F73F551A7493C3A9178AD85F478
785F9). The New York Times. January 1, 1973. p. 11.

5. Harrington, Fragments of the Century, pp. 212–213.
6. Michael Harrington, Fragments of the Century. New York: Saturday Review Press/E.P.

Dutton & Co., 1973; pg. 199.
7. Harrington, Fragments of the Century, pg. 195.

Footnotes

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Israel
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Two-state_solution
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Palestine_Liberation_Organization
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anti-colonial_liberation_movements
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/George_W._Crockett,_Jr.
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Congressional_Black_Caucus
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_House_of_Representatives
https://www.nytimes.com/1972/12/31/archives/socialist-party-now-the-social-democrats-usa.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_New_York_Times
https://www.nytimes.com/1972/12/28/archives/young-socialists-defeat-motion-favoring-recognition-of-cuba.html?sq=Young+socialists&scp=4&st=p
https://www.nytimes.com/1972/12/31/archives/young-socialist-support-meany-group-urges-the-democrats-to-join.html?sq=Young+socialists&scp=11&st=p
https://www.nytimes.com/1972/12/27/archives/young-socialists-open-parley-to-weigh-new-politics-split.html?sq=Young+socialists&scp=7&st=p
https://select.nytimes.com/gst/abstract.html?res=F50C15F73F551A7493C3A9178AD85F478785F9


Newsletter of the Democratic Left (http://onlinebooks.library.upenn.edu/webbin/serial?id=de
mleft). First ten issues. New York. Democratic Socialist Organizing Committee. 1973.
We are Socialists of the Democratic Left (https://archive.org/details/WeAreSocialistOfTheDe
mocraticLeft). Fifth Anniversary edition. New York. Democratic Socialist Organizing
Committee. 1982.
Social Democrats, USA. For the Record: The Report by the Social Democrats, USA on the
Resignation of Michael Harrington and his Attempt to Split the American Socialist Movement
(https://archive.org/details/ForTheRecord1973). New York. Social Democrats, USA. n.d.
[1973]. Polemic against Michael Harrington from the time of the 1973 Socialist Party of
America split.

Democratic Socialists of America official website (http://www.dsausa.org/). DSAUSA.org,
successor organization to the DSOC.

Retrieved from "https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?
title=Democratic_Socialist_Organizing_Committee&oldid=1040963632"

This page was last edited on 27 August 2021, at 18:38 (UTC).

8. O'Rourke (1993, pp. 195–196): O'Rourke, William (1993). "L: Michael Harrington" (https://bo
oks.google.com/books?id=5iUJfPxlTCcC&pg=PA195). Signs of the literary times: Essays,
reviews, profiles, 1970-1992'. The Margins of Literature (SUNY Series). SUNY Press.
pp. 192–196. ISBN 0-7914-1681-X. Originally: O'Rourke, William (November 13, 1973).
"Michael Harrington: Beyond Watergate, Sixties, and reform" (https://books.google.com/book
s?id=5iUJfPxlTCcC&q=Michael+Harrington&pg=PA197). SoHo Weekly News. 3 (2): 6–7.
ISBN 9780791416815.

9. Newsletter of the Democratic Left (http://www.marxisthistory.org/history/usa/parties/dsa/1973/
0300-dsoc-dl001.pdf), vol. 1, no. 1 (March 1973).

10. "The Journey of Ten Thousand Miles," (http://www.marxisthistory.org/history/usa/parties/dsa/
1973/0600-dsoc-dl004.pdf) Newsletter of the Democratic Left, vol. 1, no. 4 (June 1973), pg.
6.

11. "A New Beginning for American Socialism," (http://www.marxisthistory.org/history/usa/partie
s/dsa/1973/1000-dsoc-dl006.pdf) Newsletter of the Democratic Left, vol. 1, no. 6 (October
1973), pg. 6.

12. Michael Harrington, The Long-Distance Runner: An Autobiography. New York: Henry Holt &
Co., 1988; pg. 17.

13. Harrington, The Long-Distance Runner, pg. 19.
14. Harrington, The Long-Distance Runner, pg. 23.
15. Michael Harrington, "The Left Wing of Realism," Democratic Left, vol. 1, no. 1 (March 1973),

pg. 5.
16. Harrington, The Long-Distance Runner, pg. 64.
17. Harrington, The Long-Distance Runner, pg. 65.
18. Harrington, The Long-Distance Runner, pg. 66.

Further reading

External links

http://onlinebooks.library.upenn.edu/webbin/serial?id=demleft
https://archive.org/details/WeAreSocialistOfTheDemocraticLeft
https://archive.org/details/ForTheRecord1973
http://www.dsausa.org/
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Democratic_Socialist_Organizing_Committee&oldid=1040963632
https://books.google.com/books?id=5iUJfPxlTCcC&pg=PA195
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ISBN_(identifier)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0-7914-1681-X
https://books.google.com/books?id=5iUJfPxlTCcC&q=Michael+Harrington&pg=PA197
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ISBN_(identifier)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/9780791416815
http://www.marxisthistory.org/history/usa/parties/dsa/1973/0300-dsoc-dl001.pdf
http://www.marxisthistory.org/history/usa/parties/dsa/1973/0600-dsoc-dl004.pdf
http://www.marxisthistory.org/history/usa/parties/dsa/1973/1000-dsoc-dl006.pdf


Text is available under the Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike License; additional terms may apply. By using
this site, you agree to the Terms of Use and Privacy Policy. Wikipedia® is a registered trademark of the Wikimedia
Foundation, Inc., a non-profit organization.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Text_of_Creative_Commons_Attribution-ShareAlike_3.0_Unported_License
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Terms_of_Use
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Privacy_policy
https://www.wikimediafoundation.org/


From Trotskyism to Anarchism

Wayne Price

Sep 18, 2010



Contents

Libertarian Socialists Who Were First Trotskyists . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
The Questions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
Why Did They Join the Trotskyists? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6
Why Did They Reject Trotskyism? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
What Could They Learn from Trotskyism? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

2



A significant number of revolutionaries have gone from Trotskyism to some type of libertarian
socialism. Why were they been attracted to Trotskyism in the first place? Why did they come to
reject it? Did they get anything of value from Trotskyism? These are my questions.

There is a noticeable overlap between the broad tradition of class-struggle anarchism and
the minority tradition within Marxism which is anti-authoritarian, anti-statist, and humanistic
(Schmidt & van der Walt, 2009). This last trend is often referred to as “libertarian Marxism” or
“autonomist Marxism” (Cleaver,1999). Together with some similar schools, such as guild social-
ism (Cole, 1920/1980) or pareconism (Albert, 2003), these have all been included in “libertarian
socialism” or “libertarian communism.”

Trotskyism would not seem to fit in, even with autonomist Marxism. Trotskyism’s aim is to
create a centralized “vanguard party” which would overthrow the capitalist state in order to build
a centralized “workers’ state,” as a “dictatorship of the proletariat.” The centralized party would
use the centralized state to manage a centralized, nationalized, economy. Trotsky had believed
that Stalin’s Soviet Union was a “degenerated workers’ state” where the working class remained
the ruling class, not because it had any actual power (he knew it did not)but because the economy
remained nationalized. This does not sound very libertarian. It is not hard to understand why
anarchists and anti-statist Marxists have rejected Trotskyism. But there remains the question of
why so many had joined it in the first place.

Libertarian Socialists Who Were First Trotskyists

Daniel Guérin was close to Trotskyism in the 1930s in France (Guérin, 1973, is regarded as
a Trotskyist book). He became ananarchist after World War II. He was also a Gay activist and
a militant supporter of the Algerian national liberation struggle. Identifying as an anarchist, he
sought to integrate anarchismwith the best of Marxism. His legacy still influences theAlternative
Libertaire and his translated books are well known in the U.S. (e.g., Guérin, 1998).

Grandizo Munis was the leader of the main Trotskyist group in Spain during the civil war/
revolution. He became close to Jaime Balius, the main writer for the anarchist Friends of Durruti
Group. In exile in Mexico, they shared a house. He abandoned the vanguard party and Trotsky’s
belief that Stalin’s Soviet Union was still a “workers’ state” (if “degenerated”) in favor of a “state
capitalist” theory (Guillamon, 1996; Hobson & Tabor, 1998). He was a friend of Natalia Sedova,
Trotsky’s widow. He probably influenced her to abandon the “degenerated workers’ state” theory
and to break with the Trotskyist Fourth International over its support for the Stalinist North in
the Korean war. (To say that the Soviet Union was “capitalist” is not to deny the existence of
a collectivized bureaucracy in charge; it is to assert that its mode of production is through the
capital/labor relationship.)

After World War II, Cornelius Castoriadis, of Greek background, was the most influential of
the French Socialisme ou Barbarie group. Splitting from the Trotskyists, he replaced the “workers’
state” concept with a theory of “bureaucratic capitalism.” He developed into libertarian Marxism,
and then came to abandon Marxism altogether. Never calling himself an anarchist, Castoriadis
used the label “libertarian socialist” (Castoriadis, 1997).

He had co-thinkers in Britain, who similarly split from British Trotskyism. They translated
many of Castoriadis’ works and did original work of their own. Calling themselves the Solidarity
Group, their main writer was Maurice Brinton (Brinton, 2004).

3



In the United States, libertarian socialists often came out of the dissident wing of Trotsky-
ism, led by Max Shachtman (and including Hal Draper). In 1940, this split the U.S. Trotskyist
organization (then the Socialist Workers’ Party—no relation to today’s SWP in Britain) in half
(forming the Workers’ Party and later the International Socialist League). They rejected the Trot-
skyists’ support of the Soviet Union as a supposedly“degeneratedworkers’ state” in the upcoming
inter-imperialist war. They replaced this theory with “bureaucratic collectivism”:that the Soviet
Union was neither working class nor capitalist but a new kind of class society (similar to the re-
cent pareconist conception of “coordinatorism”; Albert, 2003). However, while the Shachtmanites
had broken with Trotsky himself as well as with his orthodox followers, they continued to regard
themselves as Trotskyists.They continued to hold many Trotskyist goals (e.g. the vanguard party
and the workers’ state). But by the ’50s, Shachtman himself had evolved to the pro-imperialist
social-democratic right (Drucker, 1999).

However, a group known as the “Johnson-Forest Tendency” had also split from the orthodox
Trotskyists together with Shachtman. They were led by C.L.R. James and Raya Dunayevskya
(also Grace Lee, later Boggs). As a Trotskyist, James had already developed a brilliant conception
of the autonomous role of the African-Americans in the U.S. revolution (James, 1996). The group
worked out a Marxist theory of the Soviet Union as “state capitalist” (in my opinion the best
theoretical treatment up to that point). Over time, with various twists and turns, the tendency
would reject Trotskyism and adopt their own libertarianMarxist perspective (Dunayevskya, 2000;
James, 1994). Eventually Dunayevskaya was to organize the News & Letters group, which still
exists, despite recent splits.

Dwight Macdonald was a writer who stayed with the Shachtmanites when they split from
Trotsky, but soon broke off on his own. During World War II, he published an influential
one-person anti-imperialist journal, Politics. He developed from unorthodox Trotskyism into
anarchist-pacifism. During the Cold War he became an apolitical liberal, but was re-radicalized
in the ’60s, in response to the Vietnamese war and the times (Wreszin, 1994).

One of the most influential U.S. anarchists of the 1960s and ’70s and up to today was Murray
Bookchin. First in the Communist Party, he became a Trotskyist andwas a follower of Shachtman
during the Second World War. After the war, he was influenced by ex-Trotskyists. He developed
his own version of anarchism, in the tradition of anarchist-communism but rejecting a working
class perspective. By his old age, he came to reject anarchism, at least as a label, although still
accepting it as an influence (Bookchin, 1999).

An interesting example is StanWeir. Coming from the working class, he joined the Shachtman-
ites. However, he was also influenced by C.L.R. James’ group. In the ’60s, he joined the attempt to
revive a more-or-less revolutionary version of Shachtmanism, the International Socialists (Hal
Draper was almost the only other former Shachtmanite of his age who also participated). But
eventually he came to abandon the vanguard party perspective in order to emphasize the im-
portance of rank-and-file workers’ groups. He became increasingly opposed to the bureaucratic
model of unionism (Weir, 2004).

Another ex-member of the I.S. was Loren Goldner, who developed into a libertarian Marxist
specializing in the critique political economy. His analysis of the past relative prosperity and of
the current crash is highly insightful, in my opinion (see his website, Goldner).

There was the group I was a member of, the Revolutionary Socialist League. Its most promi-
nent leader was Ron Taber. It developed as an opposition in the International Socialists—the IS
being based on the tradition of Shachtmanism as well as on the British tradition which led to
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today’s SWP of the UK (its U.S. organizational decendents today are the International Socialist
Organization [ISO] and Solidarity [no resemblance tothe the one-time British libertarian socialist
group]). We split from the IS to become revolutionary socialists. At first, we thought that this
could done by becoming orthodox Trotskyist except that we regarded the Soviet Union as state
capitalist (Hobson & Tabor, 1988). Over 12 years, we became more and more libertarian, rejecting
Leninism, and finally leaving Marxism for revolutionary anarchism (Taber, 1988). Eventually the
RSL was dissolved, most members becoming apolitical, and a few joining with some anarchists
to form the Love and Rage Revolutionary Anarchist Federation, which lasted 9 years. (In my case,
I might add that, as an adolescent, I had first been an anarchist-pacifist, influenced by reading
Dwight Macdonald. I was then persuaded by a Trotskyist that a revolution was needed and that
anarchist-pacifism was not a sufficient program—which I still believe. So I joined the IS and then
went with the RSL, eventually becoming a revolutionary anarchist. My own history might be
titled, “From Anarchism to Trotskyism and Back to Anarchism”; Price, 2009a.)

As I move among young anarchists, I often meet people who have been members of the ISO
or close to it or to some other Trotskyist organization. Considering that the ISO is probably
the largest single group on the Left, that it has a lot of turnover,and that there are many other
Trotskyist groupings, this probably should not be surprising.

The Trotskyists like to throw in the anarchists’ faces the example of Victor Serge, who went
from individualist anarchism to Leninism to Trotskyism (Price, 2007). They usually leave out
that he criticized the policies of Lenin and Trotsky, rejected Trotsky’s theory of the “degenerated
workers’ state,” and had a nasty break with Trotsky, for good and bad reasons. There have been
others like him. But while Serge is an interesting person to study, I prefer the example of Daniel
Guérin and the other revolutionaries who went from Trotskyism to libertarian socialism.

The Questions

I do not wish to claim too much. Most Trotskyists did not become libertarian socialists and
most libertarian socialists have never been Trotskyists. Anarchism has its own history, which
began at least with Bakunin, independent of and opposed to most of Marxism. Libertarian Marx-
ism has only been a marginal and minority current amongMarxists. It includes tendencies which
had never been close to Trotskyism, such as the European “council communists,” who had broken
with Lenin in the early days of the Third International (Mattick, 1978/2007; Rachleff, 1976). The
Italian “autonomist Marxists” of the ’60sand ’70s and after, as well, did not come from Trotsky-
ism but came out of the Communist and Socialist parties (Wright, 2002). As with many of the
ex-Trotskyists, many of the autonomist theorists came to reject both the working class and the
revolution (e.g. Hardt & Negri, 2000).

Neither “anarchists” nor “libertarian Marxists” are unified tendencies—let along one unified
tendency. As should be clear from the above lists, there are different types of Trotskyists, while
anarchists differ widely from each other and autonomist Marxists also quarrel widely among
themselves. Each grouping has disagreements with the other. So this is not a simple phenomenon
(“Trotskyists” becoming “libertarian socialists”).

Nevertheless, it is a fact that many influential radicals had first become Trotskyists before
becoming some variety of libertarian socialist. Which leads to my three questions: What about
Trotskyism first attracted them to Trotskyism? What about Trotskyism led them to finally reject
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it? And was there anything about Trotskyism which might yet be found useful for libertarian
socialists?

The answers might seem simple. First, radicals were attracted to Trotskyism because it was
for international revolution by the working class and its allies. Standing on the tradition of the
Russian revolution, the Trotskyists were opposed to both Western capitalism and the ruling bu-
reaucracy of the Soviet Union. Second, libertarian radicals left the Trotskyists because it betrayed
the vision of a free socialist society by accepting a totalitarian state as somehow a state of the
workers. And, third,the best of the libertarian ex-Trotskyists continued to believe in an interna-
tional working class revolution to create a classless,stateless, society (goals consistent with those
of Marx and Bakunin). These answers are correct, but not sufficient. Let me go into them in more
detail.

Why Did They Join the Trotskyists?

Not the least of Trotskyism’s attractions was the romance of Leon Trotsky’ life. A leading Rus-
sian Marxist, independent of both the Mensheviks and the Leninists, he was elected as president
of the mass Petrograd workers’ council (soviet) during the failed 1905 Russian revolution. Dur-
ing the 1917 revolution, he joined the Bolsheviks, becoming Lenin’s partner. Trotsky organized
the forces which overthrew the bourgeois Provisional Government and established the Soviet
regime. He was the Communist government’s chief foreign negotiator. In the fol-lowing civil
war and foreign invasions, Trotsky created the Red Army from scratch and led it to victory.

As the repressive bureaucracy, led by Stalin, established its rule,Trotsky fought against it.
When almost every Communist leader capitulated to Stalin, Trotsky alone continued to fight
(however well or badly). In consequence, he was removed from all posts and expelled from the
Soviet Union. Capitalist governments denied him asylum. His followers in the Soviet Union were
exterminated (and many Trotskyists in Europe were to be murdered by the fascists). He was
slandered and denounced by the Russian state. His four children died, at least two directly due
to Stalin’s agents. Yet in opposing the Stalin regime he never gave any support to Western cap-
italism. In exile he wrote a number of major works, including the great History of the Russian
Revolution (which is still well worth reading by libertarian socialists; Trotsky, 1932-3/1967). He
tried to create a new, revolutionary, Fourth International, virtually by sheer willpower.Finally
finding asylum in Mexico, he was murdered by an agent of Stalin (Segal, 1979).

(It should be obvious that I am deliberately not referring to the darker side of Trotsky’s life in
this section. Everything I just wrote is true, but it is not the whole truth. But remember that most
Trotskyists did not know of any problematic aspects, especially new Trotskyists such as those
who later became libertarian socialists. The darker side will be discussed in the next section.)

Consider the comments on Trotsky byMurray Bookchin, long after he had rejected Trotskyism
and Marxism, and even the working class revolution: “Trotsky had many faults…But in the late
1930s he stood up against Stalin—the counter-revolutionist par excellence of the era—and he did
so almost entirely alone. All the liberals at the time supported the Stalinists… If only for his
heroic stance as an anti-Stalinist revolutionary,Trotsky won my deep admiration and ideological
support”(Bookchin, 1999; p. 44).

Further, Bookchin adds, “Trotsky’s ideas became increasingly democratic toward the end of
life…” (p. 46).The culmination of Trotsky’s programwas the “Transitional Program” of 1938 (more
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properly titled The Death Agony of Capitalism and the Tasks of the Fourth International; Trotsky,
1977). In this work, he abandons the one-party dictatorship. Instead he advocates that the bour-
geois state of capitalism and the bureaucratic state of Stalinism should be replaced by a system of
councils (soviets)which would be pluralistic. “All political currents of the proletariat can struggle
for leadership of the soviets on the basis of the widest democracy” (p. 136). The soviets would
grow out of factory committees and other popular councils formed in the struggle against capi-
talism. The central planning of the economy, he wrote, should be balanced by workers’ control
of production and a democratic consumers’ cooperative; collective farms would be self-managed
(p. 146).

These are the bases of proletarian democracy and steps to a classless communist democracy.
In the Transitional Program and elsewhere, he also championed struggles which were based on
the traditional program of bourgeois democracy: land to the peasants, self-determination for
oppressed nations, free speech and civil liberties against the state, the rights of women, and soon.
This is reminiscent of Lenin’s What is to be Done? :

“The Social-Democrat’s ideal should not be the trade union secretary, but the tribune
of the people who is able to react to every manifestation of tyranny and oppression,
no matter where it appears, no matter what stratum or class of the people it af-
fects:who is able to generalize all these manifestations and produce a single picture
of police violence and capitalist exploitation; who is able to take advantage of every
event, however small, in order to set forth before all his socialist convictions and
his democratic demands, in order to clarify for all and everyone the world historic
significance of the struggle for the emancipation of the proletariat.” (Lenin, 1970; p.
183; Lenin’s emphasis)

In the course of this work, Lenin proposes not onlyworkers’ defense of big groups such as peas-
ants or oppressed nationalities or women, but college students, rank-and-file soldiers,minority
religious groups, censored writers, and so on. This appears side-by-side with the more authori-
tarian aspects of What is to be Done? such as the claim that “socialist consciousness” can only
come to the workers “from outside” the class struggle. Later Trotsky was to assert that Lenin had
abandoned that conception (Daum, 1990; but see Tabor, 1988).

Trotsky argued that the most revolutionary forces could be found among the people
where class exploitation overlapped with denial of bourgeois-democratic rights, due to gender,
age,nationality, race, etc. (today we would include sexual orientation). It was these sections of the
working class which had the fewest privileges, which had “nothing to lose but their chains.”The
Transitional Program states, “Opportunist organizations by their very nature concentrate their
chief attention on the to players of the working class and therefore ignore both the youth and
the woman worker. The decay of capitalism, however, deals its heaviest blows to the woman as
a wage earner and as a housewife. The sections of the Fourth International should seek bases of
support among the most exploited layers of the working class, consequently among the women
workers. Here they will find inexhaustible stores of devotion, selflessness, and readiness to
sacrifice” (1977; p. 151).

Trotsky’s programmatic thinking started from the belief that capitalism was in a fundamental
crisis (hence the title The Death Agony of Capitalism). Based on Marx’s analysis that capitalism
would eventually reach a point where it could no longer progress, Trotsky, like Lenin and Luxem-
burg before him, concluded that this was the epoch of capitalist decay, parasitism,monopoly, and
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imperialism (Price, 2009b). Reforms might be won here or there, but not lasting ones. The same
was true of the bourgeois-democratic rights of oppressed people which could not be won on a
lasting basis in this epoch; they required the socialist revolution to be firmly established (the cen-
tral idea of the theory of “permanent revolution”). The years from 1914to 1945 supported this, as
the world staggered through a world war, the Great Depression, failed revolutions, the rise of fas-
cism and Stalinism, and, Trotsky knew, a coming second World War.Therefore an international
revolution was needed by the workers, together with all the wretched of the earth.

In order to win this revolution, said Trotsky, a revolutionary party had to be built on an in-
ternational scale. The first line of the Transitional Program is, “The world political situation as a
whole is chiefly characterized by a historical crisis of the leader-ship of the proletariat” (1977; p.
111).

Whatever its limitations, this concept at least did not blame the working class for the failure
of the revolution (as, for example, Bookchin would later do). There is no point in blaming the
workers, any more than there is in romanticizing them. From time to time, under the pressure
of capitalist decay, the workers have thrown themselves into revolutionary uprisings, only to be
misled by the leading organizations and individuals they had previously come to trust. These,
in turn,had become integrated into capitalist society, corrupted by its privileges, and, at most,
desired to become the new rulers, not to create a rulerless, classless, society.

Therefore, said Trotsky, let us organize a new, revolutionary International of parties. They
would not be based on all the workers, since the workers have different opinions and living
conditions: some are caught up in their privileges; others are ground down by oppression until
shown a way out. But there is a radicalizing, advanced, militant, layer of workers, a minority as
yet, who can be won over even during lulls in the class struggle. They can be won to a revolu-
tionary pro-gram, can sink roots in the masses and prepare for upheavals to come.

If this minority were to lead a revolution (becoming part of a majority), it had to be savvy in its
tactics and strategy. It must not be reformist, such as the would-be revolutionary parties which
joined coalitions with capitalist parties, in Popular Fronts to run capitalist governments. Alas,
the main Spanish anarchist organization did this, in the ’30s war/revolution. Trotsky bitterly
opposed the anarchists’ policy from the start (Trotsky, 1973), as later did the Friends of Durruti
Group (Guillamon, 1996).

At the same time, Trotsky sought for ways his followers could keep from becoming isolated
sects. The “transitional demands” themselves were one such way, by showing how current prob-
lems could only be solved by elements of the socialist program, for example, that unemployment
could be ended by a massive public works program, with jobs for all at union wages. Or that com-
panies which declared that they could not afford to pay decent wages should be expropriated and
run through workers’ management. The permanent revolution and the fight for all democratic
rights for every section of societywas part of participating inmass struggles while demonstrating
that only socialist democracy could guarantee full democratic rights.

Especially he advocated forms of the united front and critical support. He called on his fol-
lowers to enter mass unions and to work together with reformists wherever possible, in a non-
sectarian fashion, while not hiding their own revolutionary politics. During the rise of Nazism
in Germany, he wrote reams of argument calling on the members of the Communist Party to
offer to ally with the larger Social Democratic Party to defend themselves from the Nazis and to
drive the fascists from the streets (Price, 2009a). This was ignored by almost everyone, with what
results we know.
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So Trotsky could be interpreted as offering a revolutionary-democratic socialist program,
based on a realistic analysis of the stage of capitalism, with a strategy for achieving an
international revolution. Why did anyone reject this?

Why Did They Reject Trotskyism?

Radicals rejected Trotskyism for good reasons and bad. Those who became anarchists and
autonomist Marxists did so, at least in part, because of an awareness of its darker, authoritarian,
side.

Trotsky was Lenin’s partner in building the one-party police state that was the early Com-
munist regime. Together with Lenin, by 1921 at the latest, he was involved in outlawing other
socialist parties, outlawing opposition caucuses within the one legal party, and outlawing inde-
pendent labor unions. They sup-pressed, and killed, Russian anarchists, suppressed and massa-
cred the rebelling sailors of Kronstadt, betrayed and wiped out Makhno’s anarchist-led partisan
army in Ukraine.

Trotskyists rationalize these crimes by pointing to the objective pressures on the early Soviet
Union: the poverty and backwardness of the country, the peasant majority, the civil war and
foreign invasions, and—especially—the failure of the revolution to spread successfully. These
pressures were all there,but they do not justify Lenin and Trotsky’s authoritarian behavior in
reaction to them. More democratic alternatives were possible (such as a united front with other
parties which supported the soviet system) but they made their choices based on their politics.

Even during his conflict with Stalin, Trotsky and his faction continued to support the one-
party dictatorship of the Communists. I hate to say it, but the Russian Trotskyists went to their
deaths, supporting the single party dictator-ship. In exile Trotsky still supported it until the mid
thirties,when he gave it up (but never apologized for his past opinions and deeds).

Trotsky still regarded Stalin’s regime as the state of the working class, even though he de-
scribed it as structurally similar to Hitler’s state. It was the continuation of nationalized property
in industry and the land, and the economic planning, which he regarded as “conquests of the
revolution.” This made the nationalized property more important than workers’ democracy in
defining the “workers’ state.” As dissident Trotskyists pointed out, the state owned the economy,
but who “owned” the state? Obviously not the workers! It was “owned” (that is, controlled and
used for their own benefit) only by the bureaucracy as a collective body. It was collective “private
property,” that is, as a group they held the property separately (privately) from the workers and
peasants, as their own property.

But Trotsky insisted that nationalized, collectivized, propertywentwith the rule of theworkers
and only with the rule of the workers. The apparent rule of the collective bureaucracy was sort
of an illusion, which had to very soon break down, he said. By the end of the coming World
War II, either the workers would make a revolution and take back the nationalized property, or
the counterrevolutionary bureaucracy would turn it all into traditional private property. This
was consistent with his goal of a centralized state running a centralized economy, which he and
Lenin had inherited from the social-democratic Marxists.

This was also part of Trotsky’s erroneous predictions. Just as he was sure that Stalinism would
end, one way or another, after the coming war, so he was sure that capitalism had reached
its catastrophic end, and that post-war capitalism would only continue the Great Depression
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(but note that most other Marxist and bourgeois economists also predicted this). These two er-
rors went together, because the strength of post-war Stalinism was one of things which held
together post-war capitalism, by holding back working class revolutions in Western Europe and
else-where.

Oddly, Trotsky had made a comment, as late as 1928, “Even a new chapter of a general cap-
italist progress…is not excluded.But for this capitalism…would have to strangle the proletarian
revolution for a long time; it would have to enslave China completely, overthrow the Soviet re-
public, and so forth” (quoted in Daum, 1990; p. 101). Which is essentially what happened, even
though the Chinese and Russian revolutions were defeated through state capitalist deformations.

The implication of this statement is that the defeat of the working class struggles of the 1930s
and ’40s could result in a limited period of relative capitalist prosperity within the broader epoch
of capitalist decay. Eventually the limited and uneven prosperity of the post-World War II boom
would peter out and there would be a return to the conditions of economic decline of the epoch of
decay—which actually began to happen by about 1970and which is increasingly obvious. Along
with this, the Soviet Union’s bureaucratic ruling class was able to maintain itself in power for 60
years before they returned to traditional forms of capitalism.

However, by the time of Trotsky’s Transitional Program, he no longer took in consideration
the possibility of a period of limited prosperity within the epoch of decay. And he insisted that
the Stalinist bureaucracy could not maintain collectivized property past the next world war. This
drastically disoriented his followers when they were faced with the post-war relative prosperity
in the imperialist countries, while watching the Stalinists not only maintain their collectivized
system but create new collectivized economies in a third of Europe and China.

This error was part of the mechanical determinism which is embedded in much of Marxism.
Trotsky argued that the bureaucracy could not be a new ruling class because it was not predicted
by Marx’s schema of historical development; if it were a new ruling class then working class
revolution would no longer be on the agenda.

The Trotskyists became completely disoriented after the war as a relative boom developed
in the US and Western Europe and as Stalinism survived and spread. They could not explain
the apparent prosperity: their leading theorist, Ernest Mandel, came up with a theory of “neo-
capitalism.” They could not explain how Stalinism, which was supposed to be counterrevolution-
ary,seemed to be creating all these revolutions. The majority finally declared that the Stalinist
states of Eastern Europe, China, etc.,were “deformed workers’ states,” where the working class
ruled even though it didn’t, because there was nationalized property.And Cuba was regarded as
a “healthy workers’ state,” which did not need a revolution to overthrow the regime. In effect,
the majority abandoned the revolutionary-democratic side of Trotsky’s thought (that working
class revolutions and revolutionary parties were needed and that Stalinism was entirely counter-
revolutionary). The majority became known as “orthodox Trotskyists” or “Pabloites” (after the
leader of the Fourth International at the time). They supported the Soviet Union in the Cold War
(while still formally for workers’ revolutions in the Stalinist countries).

As mentioned, there were dissident Trotskyists who rejected the theories of “degenerated”
and “deformed workers’ states.” They believed that the bureaucracy was a ruling class, and that
the system was either state capitalist or a new form of class economy. However, they were still
Trotskyist,with the goal of centralized parties setting up centralized states to manage centralized
economies—which would inevitably create monstrous oppression and inefficiency. For example,
one of the better Trotskyists (who believes Stalinism was “statified capitalism”) refers to “… the

10



highly centralized character that a workers’ state would need in order to ensure the rule of the
working class…Many socialist opponents of Stalinism reject not only Stalin’s dictatorship but
also centralization…Their alternative of decentralization and ‘democracy’ means a return to the
class-based norms of the bourgeoisie” (Daum, 1990; p. 123).

These unorthodox Trotskyists still defend Lenin and Trotsky’s one-party police state after the
Russian revolution. They regarded the Soviet Union as having still been a “workers’ state” for
years after Stalin came to power, until 1929 or the late ’30s (Price, 2009a). So they agreed with the
“orthodox Trotskyists” that there could be a “workers’ state” with-out the workers actually ruling.
Most of them were also dis-oriented by the post war relative boom, generally denying that the
post-war boom would end and return to conditions of crisis (becoming reformists in practice).
As mentioned,for example, Shachtman ended up capitulating to the US union bureaucracy and to
to US imperialism, supporting the invasions of Cuba and Vietnam and advocating labor support
for the Democrats.

What Could They Learn from Trotskyism?

It is clear that revolutionary libertarian socialists cannot be Trotskyists. But is there nothing
positive we can learn from Trotsky and Trotskyism? It is often accepted that anarchists can learn
from autonomist Marxists and Rosa Luxemburg as well as from other tendencies within Marxism
such as the Frankfurt school and other “Western Marxists.” Similarly, libertarian Marxists have
been willing to learn from other types of Marxism,particularly in their more abstract theories.
For example, the council communist Paul Mattick greatly admired the theory of capitalist crisis
developed by Henryk Grossman, although Grossman was a Stalinist (Mattick, 1934). Could this
also be true for Trotskyism?

Paul Le Blanc quotes the Marxist theorist Perry Anderson(who is not a Trotskyist as such),
that “ ‘the tradition descend-ed from Trotsky…provides one of the central elements for any
renaissance of revolutionary Marxism on an international scale.’ Contrasting it to the politi-
cally passive yet academically prestigious ‘Western Marxism,’ Anderson noted that ‘this other
tradition—persecuted, reviled, isolated, divided—will have to be studied in all the diversity of its
underground channels and streams. It may surprise future historians with its resources’ “(from
Introduction to James, 1994; p. 3). Note that Anderson regards Trotskyism as “one,” but presum-
ably not the only one,“of the central elements,” and that he does not look to a single orthodox
version of Trotskyism but is interested in all its“divided” and diverse forms.

We know that Marxist economic theory can be interpreted as consistent with anti-statist and
anarchist-like goals, because that was done by various libertarian Marxists. Writings by Trot-
skyand Trotskyists should be considered in the debates over Marxist economics. In particular
the notion of the epoch of capitalist decay, with the post-World War II boom as a period within
this epoch, is essential to understanding our present situation (Price, 2009c). The questions of
what causes the long term epoch of stagnation and what caused the 20 year period of limited
prosperity have to be debated. In my opinion, the best current published discussion of these mat-
ters is provided by a Trotskyist group which started with the theory first worked outby Ron
Tabor in the organization I was once part of (the RSL)and has further developed it (Daum, 1990;
Daum &Richardson, 2010; but see Tabor’s recent statement; 2009).
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Libertarian socialists cannot accept the Leninist-Trotskyist conception of the vanguard “demo-
cratic centralist” party. We do not believe in an organization ruled from the center by a leader-
ship which knows the answers due to its knowledge of “scientific socialism.” Nor are we for a
party in the sense of an organization which aims to take state power, either by getting elected or
by establishing a new state. Our goal is not to put a party in power but to put the working class
and oppressed in power.

But we can agree that revolutionaries who agree on a (libertarian) program should organize
themselves in order to spread their ideas and to oppose authoritarian organizations. Our nar-
rower, more politically homogeneous, organization would participate in broader organizations
such as unions, community groups, and—in revolutionary situations—in workers and popular
councils. This view of a democratic, federated, anarchist organization overlaps with the concept
of the revolutionary party while being in sharp disagreement with the Leninist-Trotskyist ap-
proach. We agree that the majority will not join our organization at any time before the revolu-
tion, and that we hope to reach only the minority of radicalizing workers. This self-organizing
of a revolutionary minority is not counterposed to the self-organization of the working class; it
is an essential part of it.

Organization has been a subject of great debate among libertarian socialists. Many have op-
posed any sort of organization and still do, except for local collectives and projects. But there
has long been a pro-organizational trend in anarchism and autonomist Marxism, such as the
Platformist anarchists, the current South American especificist as, the FAI of Spain, and others.

Unlike the Trotskyists, we do not call for a “workers’ state,”whatever that would be. Especially,
libertarian socialists deny that some party or individual or bureaucracy can rule a state“for” the
workers, “standing in” for the people. We reject “substitutionism.” Some of us identify with the
Spanish Friends of Durruti. We call for replacing the state with a federation of workers and com-
munity councils, associated with an armed people (a workers’ militia). This is not a state because
it is not a bureaucratic-military-police machine standing apart from and over the working people.

I think that anarchists and others can agree with Trotsky on the need to support the most
oppressed sectors of society and to support every struggle for democratic rights and against in-
justice. Again, there are libertarian socialists who reject this view, arguing that only the class
struggle matters and that everything else is a diversion. This is ironic, since the Marxists have
traditionally criticized anarchists for supposedly orienting not to the working class but to the
peasants, the urban poor, prisoners, the declasse’ and “lumpen” sections of society. This was sup-
posedly the program of Bakunin. And it is true that we want them in the movement—but that
does not contradict a working class orientation. There are also anarchists who, instead of advo-
cating proletarian democracy prefer to denounce “democracy” as such. I prefer to see anarchism
as the most extreme, radical, and participatory, democracy. We should not give up a good slogan
to our enemies.

Many anarchists do accept an orientation to the most oppressed, but make an exception
of defending oppressed nations, opposing demands for national liberation and national self-
determination. On this point I believe that Lenin and Trotsky were right. We should support
all struggles against capitalist imperialism, including those of oppressed nations, while arguing
against the ideology of nationalism that international working class revolution is the only real
solution (Price, 2005). Except that Lenin meant for national self-determination to be a stepping
stone toward an eventually centralized world state, while anarchists are decentralists as well as
internationalists and really do value local cultures.
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I think that anarchists and autonomist Marxists might learn a good deal from Trotsky — and
Lenin — on the need for tactical and strategic flexibility. Or, to put it another way, what Trotsky
said on tactics and strategy is often compatible with libertarian socialism. This view is in conflict
with those libertarian socialists who take a Left Communist (so-called “ultra-leftist”) position
on tactics. For example, many of those who became council communists first broke with the
Communists not over the party-state but over Lenin’s demands for united fronts with reformists.
The reformists had a lot more workers than the radicals had, but the Left Communists would not
join the reformist unions (which were much bigger than the separate revolutionary unions)and
so on. But I think that the radicals were absolutely right to oppose Lenin’s demands that they
participate in electoral action (running for parliament, supporting reformist parties in elections,
etc.). However they were wrong to oppose united fronts and joining the existing unions—because
we must find ways to reach the majority of workers.

For example, in Italy in the ’20s, the Fascists were attacking and destroying working class cen-
ters and socialist newspapers. The anarchist-syndicalists organized coalitions of leftist workers
to fight against the Fascists and drive them off. This worked in some places, but the Communist
Party was led by Amadeo Bordiga, who was later expelled and organized a Left Communist trend
which still has some influence among libertarian Marxists. Bordiga and his followers rejected the
united front in principle and would not work with the anarchists against the Fascists. (Revista
Anarchica, 1989; meanwhile the Socialist Party actually signed a “pact” with the Fascists promis-
ing peace between them—which the Fascists ignored, of course.) The anarchists were correct;
the Left Communists were horribly wrong. Later when Trotsky fought for united front action
by German Social Democrats and Communists against the Nazis, he was advocating something
which was consistent with what the Italian anarchist-syndicalists had done (Trotsky, 1971).

How can libertarian socialists have anything in common with Trotskyism? I have reviewed
the democratic side of Trotsky’s heritage already. Yet I must agree with Trotsky’s most severe
critics that all that talk about multi-tendency democratic soviets, however sincere, was meant as
a stepping stone toward putting his party in power. He did want to create a centralized party,
state, and economy. He advocated a workers’ revolution, but I think that his policies would have
created a new bureaucratic ruling class.

But—and this is the important point—like Lenin, Trotsky really did want a workers’ revolution.
While his goals are different from those of anti-statist socialists, to a certain extent he sincerely
advocated similar means. He truly was concerned with the decay of capitalism and thought that
the only way to solve its problems was to have an international working class revolution.

This is quite different from those who came after Lenin and Trotsky. The Stalinists did not
sincerely want working class revolutions. Where the working class was the majority they have
generally advocated reformist policies, as in Western Europe. Where they could use the weight
of the Russian army to crush the workers, they would set up Communist Party dictatorships, as
they did in most of Eastern Europe. Where they could organize peasant-based armies and keep
the working class passive, they have made revolutions to put their bureaucracies in power—as
they did in China, Yugoslavia, North Korea, Vietnam, and Cuba. They never,ever, mobilize the
working class to overthrow the capitalists; that would be too dangerous for them. Stalinism is
Leninism, but moribund, congealed, Leninism.

So our goals differ from the Trotskyists but our means may overlap, and therefore we can
learn from them in terms of practical and even theoretical issues. They certainly do not hold
all the answers, but neither do anarchists. They are divided into many trends, and so are the
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libertarian socialists. As Anderson is quoted as writing, Trotskyism, in all its diverse forms, can
be usefully studied if we regard it as only one of the diverse trends which can contribute to a
truly revolutionary-democratic and libertarian socialism.

References

Albert, Michael (2003). Parecon: Life After Capitalism.London &NY: Verso.
Bookchin, Murray (1999). Anarchism, Marxism, and the Future of the Left; Interviews and Essays,

1993–1998. Edinburgh UK &San Francisco: A.K. Press.
Brinton, Maurice (2004). For Workers’ Power; The Selected Writings of Maurice Brinton (ed.: D.

Goodway). Oakland &Edinburgh UK: AK Press.
Castoriadis, Cornelius (1997). The Castoriadis Reader (trans. &ed.: D. A. Curtis). Malden MA &

Oxford UK: Blackwell Publishers.
Cleaver, Harry (1999). Reading Capital Politically. Leeds UK &San Francisco: Anti/Theses & AK

Press.
Cole, G.D.H. (1920/1980). Guild Socialism Restated. New Brunswick USA & London UK: Trans-

action Books.
Daum, Walter (1990). The Life and Death of Stalinism; A Resurrection of Marxist Theory. NY:

Socialist Voice.
Daum,Walter, & Richardson,Matthew (2010). “Marxist Analysis of the Capitalist Crisis: Bankrupt

System Drives Toward Depression. ”Proletarian Revolution. No. 82. Pp. 35–48.
Drucker, Peter (1999). Max Shachtman and His Left. Amherst NY: Humanity Books/ Prometheus

Books.
Dunayevskaya, Raya (2000). Marxism and Freedom: From 1776until Today. Amherst NY: Human-

ity Books/ Prometheus Books.
Goldner, Loren. website: Break Their Haughty Power. home.earthlink.net
Guérin, Daniel (1973). Fascism and Big Business. NY: Pathfinder.
Guérin, Daniel (ed.) (1998). No Gods, No Masters. Book One (trans.: P. Sharkey). Edinburgh UK

& San Francisco CA: AK Press.
Guillamon, Agustin (1996). The Friends of Durruti Group: 1937–1939. Oakland & Edinburgh UK:

AK Press.
Hardt, Michael, & Negri, Antonio (2000). Empire. Cambridge MA & London UK: Harvard Univer-

sity.
Hobson, Christopher Z., & Tabor, Ronald D. (1988). Trotskyism and the Dilemma of Socialism.

NY & Westport CN: Greenwood Press.
James, C.L.R. (1994). C.L.R. James and Revolutionary Marxism;Selected Writings of C.L.R. James

1939–1949 (eds.: S. McLemee & P. LeBlanc). Amherst NY: Humanity Books/ Prometheus Books.
James, C.L.R. (1996). C.L.R. James on the “NegroQuestion” (ed.:S. McLemee). Jackson MI: Univer-

sity Press of Mississippi.
Lenin, V. I. (1970). Selected Works in Three Volumes.Vol. 1. Moscow: Progress Publishers.
Mattick, Paul (1978/2007). Anti-Bolshevik Communism. Monmouth, Wales, UK: Merlin Press.
Mattick, Paul (1934). The Permanent Crisis: Henryk Grossman’s Interpretation of Marx’s Theory

of Capitalist Accumulation. www.marxists.org

14

http://home.earthlink.net/%7Elrgoldner/
http://www.marxists.org/archive/mattick-paul/1934/permanent-crisis.htm


Price, Wayne (2005). “The U.S. Deserves to Lose in Iraq but Should We ‘Support the Iraqi Resis-
tance’”? www.anark-ismo.net

Price, Wayne (2007). “Victor Serge and the Russian Revolution.”www.anarkismo.net
Price, Wayne (2009a). Anarchism and Socialism; Reformism or Revolution?Edmonton, Alberta,

Canada: Thought crime Ink.
Price, Wayne (2009b). “From the Great Witch Hunt to the Epoch of Capitalist Decay; Review

of Silvia Federici Caliban and the Witch: Women, the Body, and Primitive Accumula-
tion.”www.anarkismo.net

Price, Wayne (2009c). Review of The Great Financial Crisis:Causes & Consequences, by John
Bellamy Foster & Fred Magdoff. www.anarkismo.net

Rachleff, Peter (1976). Marxism and Council Communism: The Foundation for Revolutionary
Theory for Modern Society.Brooklyn: Revisionist Press.

Rivista Anarchica (1989). Red Years, Black Years: Anarchist Resistance to Fascism in Italy. London:
ASP.

Schmidt, Michael, & van der Walt, Lucien (2009). Black Flame;The Revolutionary Class Politics
of Anarchism and Syndicalism.Vol. 1. Oakland CA and Edinburgh UK: AK Press.

Segal, Ronald (1979). Leon Trotsky; A Biography. NY: Pantheon Books.Taber, Ron (1988). A Look
at Leninism. NY: Aspect Foundation.

Tabor, Ron (2009). “Some Thoughts on the Nature of the Period.” The Utopian. utopianmag.com/
Trotsky, Leon (1932-3/1967). History of the Russian Revolution.Three Volumes (trans.: M. East-

man). London: Sphere Books.
Trotsky, Leon (1971). The Struggle Against Fascism in Germany.NY: Pathfinder Press.
Trotsky, Leon (1973). The Spanish Revolution (1931–39). NY:Pathfinder Press.
Trotsky, Leon (1977). The Transitional Program for Socialist Revolution. NY: Pathfinder Press.
Weir, Stan (2004). Single Jack Solidarity(ed.: G. Lipsitz). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota.
Wreszin, Michael (1994). A Rebel in Defense of Tradition; The Life and Politics of Dwight Mac-

donald. NY: BasicBooks/HarperCollins.
Wright, Steve (2002). Storming Heaven: Class Composition and Struggle in Italian Autonomist

Marxism. London & Sterling, VA:Pluto Press.

15

http://www.anark-ismo.net/article/1016
http://www.anarkismo.net/article/6650
http://www.anarkismo.net/article/14373
http://www.anarkismo.net/article/13296
http://utopianmag.com


The Anarchist Library
Anti-Copyright

Wayne Price
From Trotskyism to Anarchism

Sep 18, 2010

Retrieved on 2014-02-26 from utopianmag.com
Originally published in The Utopian, Volume 9

theanarchistlibrary.org

https://web.archive.org/web/20140226122515/https://zinelibrary.info/files/11_Trotskyism.pdf


H-Russia    

Citation: H-Net Reviews. Argenbright on Vogt-Downey, 'The Ideological Legacy of L. D. Trotsky: History and Contemporary Times'. H-
Russia. 02-17-2014.
https://networks.h-net.org/node/10000/reviews/10161/argenbright-vogt-downey-ideological-legacy-l-d-trotsky-history-and
Licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-No Derivative Works 3.0 United States License.

1

Argenbright on Vogt-Downey, 'The Ideological Legacy of L. D.
Trotsky: History and Contemporary Times'
Review published on Thursday, July 1, 1999

Marilyn Vogt-Downey, ed.  The Ideological Legacy of L. D. Trotsky: History and Contemporary
Times. New York, N.Y.: Committee for the Study of Leon Trotsky's Legacy, 1998. .

Reviewed by  Robert  Argenbright  (Earth  Sciences  Department,  University  of  North Carolina  at
Wilmington) Published on H-Russia (July, 1999)

Trotsky Lives!(?)

The articles in this collection originally were presented at the first conference in Russia dedicated to
Trotsky, which was held in 1994. Proclaimed an "International Scientific Conference," the meeting
did in fact include speakers from Russia, Ukraine, Great Britain, France, and the United States.
However, the designation "scientific" is open to question, because the main thrust of the meeting and
the present volume appears to give precedence to the advancement of Trotskyism over the scholarly
consideration of  Trotsky's  legacy.  As I  assume that  H-Russia subscribers are more likely  to be
scholars  interested  in  Trotsky  rather  than  converts  to  Trotskyism,  I  will  orient  my  comments
accordingly.

The professional scholar will find in this collection far too many emphatic assertions that ought to be
addressed as questions for further study. For example, that Trotsky's ideological legacy is to this day
"enormous" (pp. v, 3) is a fundamental assumption for most authors. From this starting point, the
most common approach of the book's contributors is to select key points from Soviet history and the
post-Soviet period which can be shown to have been understood or anticipated to some degree by
Trotsky. So far so good. Most specialists would agree that Trotsky had valuable insights into the
nature of Stalinism, but does this amount to an enormous impact? It  must be asked, have any
important current events been influenced by Trotsky's ideological legacy?

Several of the authors approach this question by asserting the enduring significance of the Russian
Revolution, in which Trotsky's role undoubtedly was great. Many of us who study the USSR as a
calling, and as part of making a living, would agree that the revolution was one of the most important
events of the century. But perhaps the time has come when even that assessment ought not be taken
for granted. Maybe now we all  need to reconsider the revolution and its impact. Just what has
endured? For several of the authors represented in this volume the most important legacy of the
revolution seem to be merely the remnants of "collectivized property" (pp. 65, 161), which abstractly
appear to provide an economic basis for a proletarian political movement.

Such a movement, headed by a Trotskyist vanguard, is evidently the aim of many of the contributors
to this volume. Yet this reviewer at least cannot accept that Trotskyism is likely to attract many
workers in the former Soviet republics today. Consider, for example, the analysis offered by Savas
Michael-Matsas:

The key question is undoubtedly the transformation of the working class into a class for itself. This
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means the overcoming both of the effects of atomization and the new illusions produced by the
massive introduction of commodity-money relations as well as the effects of the Stalinist legacy itself.
The  continuity  and  revival  of  October  are  impossible  without  the  lessons  of  history,  without
overcoming the ideological and material blunders of Stalinism, without developing a new program for
a socialist way out from the crisis, without a new Marxist leadership. (p. 45)

How do we know that the workers would prefer a revival  of  October over the new commodity
illusions,  if  the latter  include the consumer goods that  keep people slaving away in developed
countries? Many of the authors included in the present volume offer "lessons of history" in the form of
a  catechism  covering  such  topics  as  "permanent  revolution,"  "Stalinist  falsification,"  and
"bureaucratic degeneration." The problem with this is not that it is all wrong--again, the present
reviewer agrees with much of it. The problem is that the same points are repeated over and over,
while other vitally important topics are left out entirely. That is what makes the prevalent approach in
this volume too crudely ideological to appeal to professional scholars. At the same time, one wonders
just what in all this would appeal to workers today. Why should Ukrainian coal miners today care
about Trotsky's position on Soviet foreign trade in the late twenties (p. 92)?

In fairness, it must be noted that not all the contributors to the volume agree with each other, nor do
they all refrain from criticizing Trotsky himself. Hillel Ticktin considers Trotsky's thinking about the
USSR to have been "relatively limited" (p. 106) and "internally inconsistent" (p. 112), yet nevertheless
valuable as a "crucial basis for analysis of Stalinism" (p. 113) of the sort Ticktin himself has produced
concerning the control of labor in the USSR. A. V. Gusev clarifies the position of the Trotskyist
opposition with respect to accelerated industrialization, defending Trotsky against the charge that he
advocated "superindustrialization" (p. 81), but goes on to note that Trotsky remained a "captive of
dogmas" (p. 98). Editor Vogt-Downey occasionally includes footnotes that register disagreements
with some of the writers. For instance, she takes exception to Gusev's conclusion that Trotsky's
advocacy of democracy referred only to the party, not soviets, unions, and other institutions (p. 88).
M. I. Voyeikov's view that Trotsky's theory of "permanent revolution" was a compromise between
Bolshevik and Menshevik positions provokes another editorial response (p. 8).

If the honing of such fine points holds interest for some readers, M.N. Gretsky's "Trotsky's Polemic
with Bruno Rizzi" (pp. 126-33) may be rewarding. However, there will be few readers with sufficient
stamina to follow Chris Edwards as he distinguishes "neo-Shachtmanite, bureaucratic collectivists"
from "quasi-Shachtmanites," only to lump them all together as "neo/quasi-Shachtmanites" (p. 162).
Later, the "neo-Shachtmanites" drop out of the analysis, but the "quasi-Shachtmanites" are castigated
for "applauding" the reunification of Germany, which made them "guilty of ceding to Kohl and the
East German capitalist counterrevolution the overthrow of the East German Stalinists which was the
task of Trotskyists on the basis of the defense and westward extension of the collectivized property"
(p. 164).

However, most articles in this collection are connected to reality to some extent. Their most common
shortcoming  is  a  lack  of  scholarly  underpinning.  For  example,  N.  S.  Shukhov's  "On  Trotsky's
Economic Platform" (pp. 69-73) includes no mention of  Richard B. Day's work.  A.  M. Yeryomin
complains of "insufficient attention to his [Trotsky's] economic activity" (p. 75) and also fails to
mention Day or Alec Nove. Simon Pirani acknowledges that his interesting essay, "Trotsky and the
Revolutions in China and Vietnam" (pp. 151-56), was not based on academic research, but he does
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provide sources for further reading.

In my view, the Moscow conference's main achievement was the founding of the "Committee for the
Study of Leon Trotsky's Legacy," which has since worked to publish and distribute the works of
Trotsky in Russia. The fact that such a conference could be held in Russia, where Trotsky once was
Judas Iscariot and Lucifer rolled into one, is also noteworthy. Most contributors to this volume appear
to hope that such new freedoms will be useful for their cause, but I would argue that they are
inherently good in and of themselves. In that spirit, I am glad that such a work as this could appear in
Russia and the United States. However, the actual contents of the volume are likely to interest very
few readers in either country.
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Shachtmanism
Shachtmanism is the form of Marxism associated with Max Shachtman (1904–1972). It has two major
components: a bureaucratic collectivist analysis of the Soviet Union and a third camp approach to world
politics. Shachtmanites believe that the Stalinist rulers of proclaimed socialist countries are a new ruling class
distinct from the workers and reject Trotsky's description of Stalinist Russia as a "degenerated workers' state".

Origin
Currents influenced by Shachtman

Left Shachtmanism
Social democratic Shachtmanism

References
Further reading
External links

Shachtmanism originated as a tendency within the US Socialist Workers Party in 1939, as Shachtman's
supporters left that group to form the Workers Party in 1940. The tensions that led to the split extended as far
back as 1931. However, the theory of "bureaucratic collectivism," the idea that the USSR was ruled by a new
bureaucratic class and was not capitalist, did not originate with Shachtman, but seems to have originated
within the Trotskyist movement with Yvan Craipeau, a member of the French Section of the Fourth
International, and Bruno Rizzi.

Although Shachtman groups resignation from the SWP was not only over the defence of the Soviet Union,
rather than the class nature of the state itself, that was a major point in the internal polemics of the time.

Regardless of its origins in the American SWP, Shachtmanism's core belief is opposition to the American
SWP's defence of the Soviet Union. This originated not with Shachtman but Joseph Carter (1910–1970) and
James Burnham (1905–1987), who proposed this at the founding of the SWP in 1938. C. L. R. James (1901–
1989) referred to the implied theory, from which he dissented, as Carter's little liver pill. The theory was never
fully developed by anybody in the Workers Party and Shachtman's book, published many years later in 1961,
consists earlier articles from the pages of New International with some political conclusions reversed. Ted
Grant (1913–2006) has alleged that some Trotskyist thinkers, including Tony Cliff (1917–2000), who have
described such societies as "state capitalist" share an implicit theoretical agreement with some elements of
Shachtmanism.[1] Cliff, who published a critique of Shachtmanism in the late 1940s,[2] would have rejected
this allegation.
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Left Shachtmanism, influenced by Max Shachtman's work of the 1940s, sees Stalinist nations as being
potentially imperialist and does not offer any support to their leadership. This has been crudely described as
seeing the Stalinist and capitalist countries as being equally bad, although it would be more accurate to say that
neither is seen as occupying a more progressive stage in the global class struggle.

A more current term for Left Shachtmanism is Third Camp Trotskyism, the Third Camp being differentiated
from capitalism and Stalinism. Prominent Third Camp groupings include the Workers' Liberty grouping in
Australia and the United Kingdom and by the International Socialist predecessor of Solidarity.

The foremost left Shachtmanite was Hal Draper (1914–1990), an independent scholar who worked as a
librarian at the University of California, Berkeley, where he organized the Independent Socialist Club and
became influential with left-wing students during the Free Speech Movement. Julius Jacobson (1922–2003)
and the New Politics journal continued to develop and apply this political tradition.

Social democratic Shachtmanism, later developed by Shachtman and associated with some members of the
Social Democrats, USA, holds Soviet Communist states to be so repressive that communism must be
contained and, when possible, defeated by the collective action of the working class. Consequently, adherents
support free labor unions and democracy movements around the world. Domestically, they organized in the
civil rights movement and in the labor movement. Social democrats influenced by Shachtman rejected calls for
an immediate cease-fire and the immediate withdrawal of U.S. forces from Vietnam, but rather opposed
bombings in Vietnam and supported a negotiated peace that would allow labor unions and government-
opposition to survive. Such social democrats helped provide funding and supplies to the Solidarity, the Polish
labor union, as requested by the Polish workers.

1. Ted Grant: "The Marxist theory of the state (Once more on the theory of 'state capitalism')" (htt
p://easyweb.easynet.co.uk/~socappeal/russia/appendix2.html) Archived (https://web.archive.or
g/web/20081021150242/http://easyweb.easynet.co.uk/~socappeal/russia/appendix2.html)
2008-10-21 at the Wayback Machine, Appendix to Russia: From revolution to counter-
revolution.

2. Tony Cliff: "The theory of bureaucratic collectivism: A critique" (https://www.marxists.org/archiv
e/cliff/works/1948/xx/burcoll.htm) (1948) at Marxists.org.

Kahn, Tom (2007) [1973], "Max Shachtman: His ideas and his movement" (http://www.dissentm
agazine.org/democratiya/docs/d11Khan.pdf) (pdf), Democratiya (merged with Dissent in 2009),
11 (Winter (http://dissentmagazine.org/democratiya/docs/d11Whole.pdf)): 252–259

The Fate of the Russian Revolution, Lost Texts of Critical Marxism Vol 1, edited by Sean
Matgamna: Max Shachtman, Hal Draper, CLR James, Al Glotzer, Joseph Carter, Leon Trotsky,
a.o [Phoenix Press, 1998]

The Lubitz Trotskyana.Net (http://www.trotskyana.net/Trotskyists/Bio-Bibliographies/bio-bibl_sh
achtman.pdf) - biographical sketch and selective bibliography

Social democratic Shachtmanism

References

Further reading

External links

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stalinist
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Imperialist
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Class_struggle
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Capitalism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stalinism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Third_Camp
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Workers%27_Liberty
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Australia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Kingdom
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Solidarity_(United_States)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hal_Draper
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/University_of_California,_Berkeley
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Independent_Socialist_Club
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Left-wing
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Free_Speech_Movement
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Julius_Jacobson
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_Politics_(magazine)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_democratic
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_Democrats,_USA
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Soviet_Communism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Containment
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Labor_union
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Solidarity_(Polish_trade_union)
http://easyweb.easynet.co.uk/~socappeal/russia/appendix2.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20081021150242/http://easyweb.easynet.co.uk/~socappeal/russia/appendix2.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wayback_Machine
https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1948/xx/burcoll.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marxists.org
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tom_Kahn
http://www.dissentmagazine.org/democratiya/docs/d11Khan.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Democratiya
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dissent
http://dissentmagazine.org/democratiya/docs/d11Whole.pdf
http://www.trotskyana.net/Trotskyists/Bio-Bibliographies/bio-bibl_shachtman.pdf


Collection of writings by and on Shachtman (https://www.webarchive.org.uk/wayback/archive/2
0100420061852/http://www.workersliberty.org/taxonomy/term/502/all) on the Workers' Liberty
website
Max Shachtman Internet Archive (https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/index.htm) at
Marxists.org
New International Archive (1940-1946) (https://www.marxists.org/history/etol/newspape/ni/issu
e2.htm) & (1947-1958) (https://www.marxists.org/history/etol/newspape/ni/issue3.htm) in the
Encyclopaedia of Trotskyism On-Line (ETOL)

Retrieved from "https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Shachtmanism&oldid=1027491795"

This page was last edited on 8 June 2021, at 07:21 (UTC).

Text is available under the Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike License; additional terms may apply. By using this
site, you agree to the Terms of Use and Privacy Policy. Wikipedia® is a registered trademark of the Wikimedia
Foundation, Inc., a non-profit organization.

https://www.webarchive.org.uk/wayback/archive/20100420061852/http://www.workersliberty.org/taxonomy/term/502/all
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Workers%27_Liberty
https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/index.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marxists.org
https://www.marxists.org/history/etol/newspape/ni/issue2.htm
https://www.marxists.org/history/etol/newspape/ni/issue3.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Shachtmanism&oldid=1027491795
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Text_of_Creative_Commons_Attribution-ShareAlike_3.0_Unported_License
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Terms_of_Use
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Privacy_policy
https://www.wikimediafoundation.org/


Max Shachtman in 

Polish: 

Maksa Shachtmana 

 



THE BUREAUCRATIC REVOLUTION



MAX SHACHTMAN

THE RISE OF THE STALINIST STATE



THE

BUREAUCRATIC REVOLUTION

THE DONALD PRESS
NEW YORK, N. Y.



DK

.SZ8

March, 1962

Library of Congress Catalog Card Number: 62-11406

Copyright © 1962 by Max Shachtman; all rights reserved.

Typography by Bembo; Printing by Deklare

The Donald Press, 188 West 4th Street, New York 14, New York



to

Yetta,

affectionately



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Foreword 1

1 Reflections on a Decade Past 21

THE THEORY OF
BUREAUCRATIC COLLECTIVISM

2 Is Russia a Workers' State? 37

3 Russia's New Ruling Class 61

4 Stalinism and Marxist Tradition 73

5 Trotsky's Letter to Borodai 89

NOTES ON RUSSIA IN THE WAR

6 The Counter-Revolutionary Revolution 107

7 The Program of Stalinist Imperialism 117

8 Germany and the Control of Europe 133

9 Seeds of a Third World War 143

PORTRAITS OF STALINISM

10 Trotsky's "Stalin" 151

11 Bertram Wolfe on Stalinism 171

12 Isaac Deutscher's "Stalin" 225

1 3 The End of Socialism 245

THE COMMUNIST PARTIES

14 A Left Wing of the Labor Movement? 297

15 The Nature of the Stalinist Parties 311

SINCE STALIN DIED

16 A New Stage in the Russian Crisis 335

Index 357



FOREWORD

THIS WORK SETS FORTH THE VIEW
that Stalinist Russia and all countries of the same structure repre
sent a new social order. I call it bureaucratic collectivism. The
name is meant to reject the belief that Stalinist society is in any
way socialist or is compatible with socialism; and to reject as well
the belief that it is capitalist or moving toward capitalism. While
private ownership in all the main branches of production and
distribution has been abolished, it is not socialist. While all ele
mentary democratic rights have been abolished to permit the most
unrestrained exploitation of labor, it is not capitalist.
I regard this new society and the state that rules it as a unique

form of class exploitation and oppression. The vast majority is
dominated by a minority which monopolizes all political and eco
nomic power and aims at maintaining social relations that are
even more alien to socialism than they are to capitalism. The ruling
class too is unique, in that it does not own the national property
which it rules but does "own" the state. It derives its vast economic
power and privilege exclusively from the political power it exercizes
through its chosen instrument, the Communist party. The roots of
its power over society reposing entirely in this political power, the
ruling class cannot permit even such measures of popular political
control as are possible under capitalism, where the roots of social
power lie in property ownership. The totalitarian character of the
Stalinist regime is thereby determined and— despite the concessions
and modifications it may grant under popular pressure— thereby
fixed.

The essays and articles which make up this book are taken
from a socialist review, the New International, in which they ap
peared originally. The first one goes back twenty years; the last
one is more recent. I would like to believe that the dates do not
deprive them of interest or value today. It is not merely a matter
of a socialist's appraisal of the Stalinist outcome of the Bolshevik
revolution. It is not a matter of "intra-mural polemics" familiar
and interesting to the radical movement, but to it alone. It is not
a matter of restating in different form a theory and views already
stated by others.
The views presented here are my own and I am unable to

ascribe responsibility for them to others who have dealt with
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the same subject. This does not mean that I owe nothing to others
—I owe them a good deal. There are many writers in the past two
decades who have questioned or denied the socialist character of
Stalinist society; some who have at the same time denied that it
is capitalist; and some who, like myself, called it by the name of
bureaucratic collectivism so as to underline its distinctive character.
I have not hesitated too long to adopt those of their ideas and
insights that appeared to me to be valid and illuminating. But the
way in which I have joined and interwoven these ideas with others,
is my own way.
There are three main reasons why I have not found it possible

to subscribe to all the views of those who, like myself, have held
that a new class society and a new ruling class exist in the Stalinist
countries.
One is that most of them regard "bureaucratic collectivism"

or the "totalitarian state economy" or the "managerial society" as
the social order common to Stalinist Russia, Hitlerite Germany and
even (at least as an incipient form) New Deal United States. To me,
this contention is an absurdity. It is theoretically false; it ignores
what is essential in Stalinism; it is refuted repeatedly by big events
and conflicts; it precludes intelligent participation in political life.
I hold the difference between capitalism—be it Fascist or democratic
—and Stalinism to be fundamental and irreconcilable.
Another is that many who identify bureaucratic collectivism

with some form of capitalism, or who foresee that the two social
systems are approaching similarity from different directions, fail,
paradoxically enough, to perceive the true nature of the relation
ship between the two, the nature of their dependence upon each
other which is both reciprocal and antagonistic. I have tried to
stress this peculiar relationship which might be called symbiotic,
that is, each feeds upon the other but in a different way, for
different reasons, and with different results. It is my conception
of this relationship, and the political conclusions I draw from it,
that form the main line of separation from most other writers.
Tightly connected with this reason is the third. Other critics

of Stalinism draw anti-socialist conclusions from their analyses. My
conclusions are diametrically opposite. I consider it untenable and,
in the long run, disastrous to counterpose to Stalinism the defense
of capitalism in any of its synonymous forms. So long as the choice
before the world is only between these two, it is Stalinism— totali
tarian collectivism—that will gain, at one or another rate of speed.
What is of paramount importance to me in the views I have put
forward is this: the Stalinist reorganization of capitalist society is
the penalty we pay for the failure to carry out in time a socialist
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reorganization. In the long run, the race, as I see it, is not between
capitalism and Stalinism. It is a race for the succession to the
capitalism which has so well done its great work, which can do

it no longer and which, like the Moor, must go. It is the race,
then, between Stalinism and socialism, or, in the language of daily
political life, between the Communist and socialist movements. On
the outcome of this race the whole future depends.
My own convictions about the outcome remain fundamentally

unaltered. The famous "dynamism" of the Stalinist world, which
bedazzles and bewilders so many observers, is not the product of .
forces inherent in the social relations which it can maintain only
by violence. Stalinism, a unique form of reactionism, appears
"dynamic" only in contrast to the unarrested decline and help
lessness of the capitalist world. It is true that democratic socialism
and the forces that move toward it are for the present in a con
servative phase. But they represent the largest single power in
the modern, decisive countries of the world. They must of necessity
base themselves upon the mighty social force— the working class—
whose essential condition for existence is the struggle to maintain
and expand democracy. And I believe that it is this struggle that
will assert itself— sooner, I trust, rather than later— in the ranks of
socialism and in society itself.
The big events of the recent past in Russia have not neces

sitated any basic changes in the views that are presented here; only
supplementation and extension are required.
The changes that have taken place since the death of Stalin

and the establishment of the Khrushchev regime have made a
tremendous impression throughout the world because their im
portance is tremendous. In a word, the rule of open and brutal
terror, the regime of bloodbaths, has been ended both in the
Communist party and in the country as a whole. This would be
enough to bring universal relief and satisfaction to the tens of
millions who so long endured cruelties beyond full description.
But more is included in the changes. Most, and perhaps all, of the
slave labor camps have been abandoned and their tragic victims
released to help fill the war-thinned ranks of the regular labor
force. Economic conditions, especially with regard to food and
clothing, have clearly improved and improved most for the workers
in the larger population centers. In general, there is a relaxation—
the degree differs in different social spheres— of open coercion, ten
sion and pressure upon workers, peasants, managers, party mem
bers and officials, scholars and scientists, artists and writers, na
tional minorities and Jews, the satellite countries— that is, all who
were formerly choked in a police stranglehold. The cult of the
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individual, as practised by Stalin and particularly when practised
by Stalin, has been ceremoniously disavowed. Stalin himself has
been officially demoted from the office of greatest, wisest and most
adored leader in recorded history to the lesser office of maniacal
mass-murderer, and some of his other improprieties and errors have
also been registered. Party dissenters are no longer shot as Fascist

reptiles and mad dogs. As in any normal despotism their frame-up,
secret trial, public denouncement and disgrace is followed only
by downgrading or exile. In short, almost everyone has good
reason to be relieved by the great change. In the life of a people, .
a change of such scope is not a trifle.
But the breadth of the change far exceeds its depth. It would ■

be wholly misleading to confuse the two dimensions. Perspective
and a sense of proportion are mandatory. So is the recollection of
some basic facts of the pre-war and war periods.
The modernization of Russia successfully attained under Stalin

was carried out more completely and exclusively at the expense
of the working class and peasantry than was the case in the worst
periods of primitive accumulation in any Western capitalist coun
try. This holds true for the intensity of exploitation, the brutality
and violence of oppression, the depression of the standard of living
and the utter disregard of human rights and dignity.
During the Stalin era, the Russian working classes received

a smaller share of the national income than the workers and

peasants of any important European country. Nowhere else was
there a greater disparity between the rise in the standard of living
and the rise in productivity and the national income. The number
of communists and Stalinists (to say nothing of others in the popula
tion) imprisoned and murdered in the period of the Purges in
Russia exceeded the figure for all the countries of the world
combined. Terror raged in town and country, land and factory, in
the very ranks and leadership of the ruling party itself. The count
of its victims was millions upon millions. The widespread hatred
of the regime generated in this period— the period of the "victory
of socialism"!—could be concealed from weekending foreign visitors
but not from the regime itself. It did not maintain the largest
secret police in history for anniversary parades.
When the war broke out in Russia, the detestation and weak

ness of the regime exploded in the open. In all the countries that
were at war with Germany, Hitler was welcomed by friends. In
some countries they numbered dozens; in others, hundreds. In no
country did the welcome assume the proportions of a massive popu
lar movement— in no country except the Stalinist empire. It does
not speak well for the poor wretches who met the Nazi invaders
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with bread and salt. It speaks annihilatingly against a regime so
hated by so many of its own people as to make an invader of their
homeland—and what an invaderl— appear to them as a liberator.
From no other country fighting Hitler did so many join the
Reichswehr or fight alongside of it against their own government.
Entire regiments and even divisions of Russians, White Russians,
Ukrainians and others marched with the German army against
the Russian. No other anti-Hitler belligerent, no matter how un
popular with its people, produced such a monstrous phenomenon .
during the war.
The regime, more than any other in Europe, had talked and

worked without cease for years about the Nazi peril to the home
land. It had exacted terrible privations from its people in the
name of preparing against the attack it foresaw and foretold. It
repeatedly proclaimed the dread fate it had in store for the invader
—with that disgusting braggadocio and bluff which were, as they
still are, hallmarks of Stalinism. Yet this same regime almost
collapsed when the attack did take place. Entire armies were sur
rounded and surrendered. The enemy penetrated deeper into the
country than ever before in the history of Western invasions of
Russia—deeper than the Lithuanians, the Swedes, Napoleon,
Ludendorff.
There is of course no disputing the fact that the resistance

to the invader gradually stiffened and eventually triumphed in
the almost unbroken march from Stalingrad to Berlin. The Russian .
soldier is a brave and tenacious warrior. But it was Hitlerism that
provided the first major impulsion to turning the tide, with the
grisly atrocities it committed on a massive scale against the invaded
peoples and the hideous zoological chauvinism with which it sought
to subjugate or wipe out the Russian Untermenschen.
Even against all this, which understandably infuriated every

Russian, Stalin did not seek to mobilize the wrath of the people in
the name of the "socialism" officially proclaimed as "irrevocably
established." The heroes invoked to inspire resistance were dredged
up out of the past of Tsarist medievalism and reaction—gendarmes
of obscurantism like General Kutuzov whose relationship to social
ism or democracy is sufficiently remote. In the war against foreign
intervention following the Bolshevik revolution, the people were
called upon to defend the Socialist Fatherland and they responded.
In the second world war, Stalin evidently regarded such an appeal
as imprudent and not as effectual as his call for the defense of
Mother Russia, and even Holy Russia— terms last employed by
Tsar Nicholas II. It was Stalin's biggest achievement in self-
criticism.
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The Russian victory in the war was a revolutionizing force.
No people can be expected to return from a victory over a foreign
foe who threatens its life, its soil, its nationhood and independence,
only to accept submissively a wanton regime at home, especially
if the regime did not always cover itself with glory in the defense
of the homeland. To this consideration may be added others no •
less important. As has already been indicated, many of the iniquities
of the regime had been, if not supported with enthusiasm then at
least tolerated, on the ground that all belts, economic and political,
had to be tightened against the threat of impending Nazi attack.
The threat proved to be anything but imaginary, even if we leave
aside the question of Stalin's own contribution to converting threat
to reality. But Hitlerism was so crushingly defeated that it could
not be invoked again as a justification for continuing the pre-war
course of the regime. Before arriving at the funeral pyre in Berlin,
the Russian soldier marched through thousands of miles of coun
tries to the west and southwest of his home. Now he could see
these lands not as he had been told they were but as they really
were. Even though they were war-torn, and at best represented,
generally speaking, the poorer and less developed countries of
Europe, he could hardly help observing the superiority of their
standard of living and their political standards as compared with
those he had to endure. This revealing experience of millions, to
be transmitted upon their homecoming to many more millions,

greatly worried the ruling class and exerted a heavy pressure upon
it. A loosening of the totalitarian yoke was dictated to the Stalinist
bureaucracy the minute the Russian westward advance met the
extinction of Hitler and his sinister star. What should occasion
surprise is not that the now familiar series of concessions was
made to the peoples of the Stalinist empire, but that it was made
so belatedly and not much earlier.
The resistance of the bureaucracy to any significant change

was obdurate and lasting, so long as the personal power of Stalin
remained intact. But in a modern totalitarian society dominated
by an autocrat, personal power, no matter how absolute it is or
seems to be, is not like a pistol which, when it falls from its dead
owner's hand, can simply be picked up by another and wielded in
the same way. The most absolute despot in such a society depends,
as he must, on a vast apparatus of control, manned by a vast,
hierarchically-ordered bureaucracy. Since it cannot and dare not
submit to the control of the mass without abandoning its control
over the mass, it cannot submit itself to its own control without
imperiling its cohesiveness and therewith its power. It must protect
itself by submitting to a supreme arbiter (which is why the present-
day pious talk of the bureaucracy against the "cult of the indi
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vidual" is so much rubbish). But before one such supreme arbiter-

autocrat can take the place of his predecessor, the apparatus must

be conquered against all possible rivals.

The replacement of Stalin by Khrushchev illustrated this pro
cess perfectly. Every claimant to power after Stalin's death had

to demonstrate that he could yield to the powerful, if muted,

pressure for change without imperilling the rule of the bureaucracy
itself. The demonstration had to be convincing, in the first place,
to the party apparatus. Prominent associates and co-responsibles
of Stalin made an effort. Beria, head of the secret police, promised
an end to police terror. Malenkov promised that consumer goods
would soon gain production priority. But the crisis of the regime
which both of them represented and from which neither one could

dissociate himself, proved to be much deeper than universally

supposed. Beria, representing the police which everybody had cause

to hate, was assassinated by his good friends and colleagues, who

then indicted and disgraced him in public. Two years later,
Malenkov fell, but this time with no blood-letting. The bureauc
racy was evidently summoning up the courage it lost under Stalin,
and setting itself against the blood purges that had made its very
life so precarious in the past. Another two years elapsed, and
Khrushchev's supremacy was established with his remarkable speech
at the XXth Party Congress.
The entire speech, whose like is not to be found anywhere

in history, may be summarized in three sentences: We will never
forget Stalin's greatness in bringing us to power in the land and
brutally crushing all who stood in our way— that was sanity. We
will never forgive Stalin for brutally crushing and humiliating
us who kept him in power— that was insanity. Sanity will now be
restored by repudiating and ending the terror, so that the bureauc
racy may rule more or less undisturbed by the fears of yesterday
or fears of an actively discontented people.
On the basis of this bold and dramatic repudiation of the

aspect of Stalin's regime which undermined the security of the
new ruling class, coupled with the reaffirmation of the aspect which
assured its security, Khrushchev firmly established his right to the
succession in the eyes of the bureaucracy taken as a whole. Since
the XXth Congress, he has faithfully lived up to his promises, the
implicit as well as the explicit.
For more than half a decade now, the life of the economic

and governmental bureaucracy and its domination of society have
been made easier. There have been none of the disquieting up
heavals that struck East Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hun
gary and— right after Stalin's death— parts of Russia. The nightmare
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of monstrous accusations and blood purges in government and
industry has been dissipated. A bureaucrat can now live both in
comfort and in peace. To be sure, his power and position are not
absolute. He must still submit to controls which include exasperat
ing criticism and "self-criticism," demotions and even dismissals.
But as he looks the world over, he is consoled by the sight of all
ruling classes, everywhere, being subjected not to the same but to
similar state-power controls, goadings, public rebuke and repri
mand. He is consoled further by the thought that; at least for
the present period, he is no longer threatened by the midnight
prelude to a bullet in the skull in a G.P.U. cellar or even to the
long voyage and long confinement to a slave labor camp. The
controls of the party apparatus are, without a doubt, still irksome
to this bureaucracy; but since they are directed mainly and essen

tially against the omnipresent threat to the very existence of the
bureaucracy and its power— that is, against democracy— the irksome
controls remain as tolerable as they are necessary.
The consolidation of Khrushchev's position as arbitrator-auto

crat inside the party apparatus has also proceeded, in general,
satisfactorily. The bureaucracy has ground for contentment with
Khrushchev's success in realigning the ranks of the party apparatus
and restoring its monolithic character. The importance of this
achievement— to date it is an achievement— must not be neglected.
After Stalin's death, the ruling party was threatened with all

sorts of divisions. Such divisions, in the conditions of totalitarian
ism, open up the principal possibility of a revolutionary inter
vention by the people for the overturn of the regime and the
establishment of democracy. Until the divisions are overcome and
monolithism is restored, the rule of the bureaucracy is imminently
threatened. It must have iron discipline, not self-administered, but ,
enforced against it by an autocrat.
In this respect Khrushchev's performance has been outstand

ing. He has eliminated all the most prominent coadjutors of
Stalin — Malenkov, Molotov, Kaganovich and even Bulganin — but
without again arousing the fright of bureaucracy and apparatus
by resuming the system of blood purges against demoted rivals. He
has squeezed out the lemon named Zhukov and restored the shaken
authority of the party machine in and over the armed forces. All
of Beria's men in the G.P.U. have, it goes without saying, long been
cleared out and the secret police (now kept in the background, in
line with the new course, but not at all dissolved or disempowered)
is at the service of the new Vozhd.
The party apparatus has been bloodlessly but systematically

purged on an immense scale. In the two years between the XXIst
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Party Congress (January, 1959) and the middle of 1961, almost
two-thirds of all the party leaderships of the Russian and its

dependent republics were removed and replaced; about forty per
cent of the party regional secretariats were similarly reconstituted.
In six such widely different republics as Tadjikistan, the Ukraine,
Lithuania, Latvia, Turkmenistan and Azerbaidjan, more than one
fourth of the Party Central Committee members were purged
between 1958 and 1960 in the first-named; one third were purged
in the second and third; almost half were purged in the fourth;
and more than half in the last two. Khrushchev has been carrying
through, up to the time of this writing, a drastic Gleichschaltung
of the party machine to recast it in his image and to staff it
reliably, that is

,

monolithically. (As is the custom, the purge is

accompanied by massive accusations against party— and industrial-
officials of swindling, peculation, malfeasance, forgery, embezzle
ment, fraudulence, counterfeiting and other authentic manifesta
tions of Stalinist "socialism.")
As for the "collective leadership" that Khrushchev talked about

so devoutly at the XXth Congress, it has inevitably turned again
into a collection of obedient henchmen of Khrushchev who are
not as yet as extravagant in exalting the new republican Caesar
as was the case in Stalin's time. The evolution is following an
inexorable law of bureaucratic collectivism.
The extensive popular reforms and concessions granted under

the Khrushchev regime, plus the failure of the new leader to take
blood measures against party rivals and opponents, prompted
widespread speculation on the limitless capacities of the regime
itself to convert totalitarianism into democratism. This is not the
place to examine all the weird and wishful theories spun around
these speculations, including the theory to which this work is so
largely devoted, that is

,

that Stalinist Russia is in some sense or
other a socialist state or society. It is in order, however, to point
out four respects in which Khrushchev himself has rebuked the
hopeful speculators by clearly fixing the limits of reform and
concession.

First is the fundamental consideration plainly implicit in
Khrushchev's sensational speech at the XXth Party Congress.
Stalin's greatest achievement was the modernization of Russia by
means of the most concentrated total exploitation of the muscles
and nerves of the working population known in our epoch. To
make this possible he drew together the elements of a new ex
ploiting class and consolidated its rule over Russian society. And
in turn to make this possible, he destroyed all the great achieve
ments of the Bolshevik revolution. Destroyed also were all those
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who in one way or another, consciously or half-consciously, resisted
the rise of the new class and defended the liberation ideals of 1917.
They were wiped out in a reign of terror that easily equalled
Hitler's in some respects and exceeded it in others. If Khrushchev
now does not pursue a reign of terror against revolutionary op

ponents, it is solely because the job of extirpating them totally—
in so far as they were the men of 1917— was already performed by
his forerunner. Stalin accomplished a class task. Khrushchev has
no need to repeat this task but only to rest upon its accomplish
ment. There are no more Trotskys or Zinovievs or Bukharins to

'

kill off. This is basic.
The self-same consideration is to be found even more explicitly

in Khrushchev's speech. He is very careful to draw a clear distinc
tion, even if in his own terms, between the two victims of
Stalinist terror. He still finds it important, before the assembled
party machine, to "affirm that the Party had fought a serious fight
against the Trotskyists, Rightists and bourgeois nationalists. . . .
Here Stalin played a positive role." But he finds that Stalin played
a not at all positive role "after the complete political liquidation
of the Trotskyists, Zinovievists and Bukharinists, when as a result
of that fight and socialist victories the Party achieved unity. . . .
Stalin thought that now he could decide all things alone and all
he needed were statisticians; he treated all others in such a way
that they could only listen to and praise him." Or be assassinated
anyway. The limits to the repudiation of Stalinism are plain
enough. They have been stressed again by the limits set by
Khrushchev on the "rehabilitation" of those who were hounded,
persecuted, expelled from the Party, imprisoned and even murdered
under Stalin. Rehabilitated have been only the loyal and much
misunderstood Stalinists. Not one Trotskyist or Zinovievist is
known to have been restored to Khrushchev's good graces.
The third indication of the limits was most thunderously given

only a few months after Khrushchev's speech, and this time too by
the speaker. The Hungarian revolution aimed unmistakably at the
independence of the country under socialist democracy. Not a single
European revolution in this century had such widespread, almost
universal, popular support; none had nobler goals. None—not even

'
the Hungarian Soviet republic of 1919— was more swiftly, more
perfidiously, more pitilessly and more brutally suppressed by force
of arms, by alien arms to boot, by arms wielded—what could be
more sardonic?— in the name of socialism. The commander-in-chief
of this counterrevolutionary operation was not Stalin (he would
not have flinched either) but Khrushchev. Reforms, yes. Freedom, /
no.
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The most expressive indication of the limits set by Khrushchev
is the very latest one, represented by his draft of the new program
to be adopted by the coming XXIInd Party Congress. It announces
that the building of Communism is now the "immediate practical
task for the Soviet people." This is good news. Under Communism,
Marx and his followers have held, there is not only an end to all
classes and class distinctions and privileges, but an end also to the
state and therefore to state or any other kind of official coercion.
The social principle prevails of "from each according to his abili
ties, to each according to his needs." The new program, it is almost
unnecessary to say, is not in the least concerned with what has
always been meant by communism. It is concerned, as are all the
basic words and deeds of the regime, with perpetuating the totali
tarian rule of the bureaucracy, and everything else in it is, as usual,
fraud and deceit.
The masses are promised clothes and food and housing in

great amplitude and with adequate escape clauses in every other
paragraph. Despite this, it is entirely possible that with the passage
of enough time, the regime, if it continues in power, can provide
virtually the entire population with all its basic physical or material
needs. But this alone would not distinguish it from capitalism,
inasmuch as it is just as possible, theoretically, for a capitalist state
to reach a similar level of approvisionment of its people. Theo
retically, indeed, as the text of this work shows later on, the late
Bukharin, as chairman of the late Communist International, held
that such a level is also possible under a modern, non-capitalist,
slave society. But if Communism means, in its most illuminating
and promising definition, the leap from the "kingdom of necessity
to the kingdom of freedom," there is nothing, absolutely nothing,
in Khrushchev's new program to indicate that Stalinist society .
even proposes to move in that direction.
There is not a word in the program about how it was possible

for a madman to reach the helm of a socialist society and maintain
himself there for years by means of a reign of terror against his
own party, his own government and his own people— and without
the people knowing the facts which were common knowledge to
millions in other countries. One would think that this is not
a triviality for a regime calling itself socialist. There is not a word,
therefore, on how this socialism can safeguard itself against a
repetition of the same abomination. The new program for "the
building of the Communist society" has not a single word to say
about the role of the secret police (the word "police" occurs no
where in the document) in the recent past, at the present time,
or in the paradise to come. But all this is next to nothing com
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pared to the central point, and the central point is the r61e, posi
tion and power of the political machine of the ruling class, the
Communist party, in the march toward Khrushchevist Communism.
"Historical development is bound to lead to the withering

away of the state," we read. And what is the state in Russia? It
"arose as a state of the dictatorship of the proletariat." That is
indeed how it arose. It is that no longer, however, for "the dic
tatorship of the proletariat has fulfilled its historic mission and
has ceased to be indispensable in the U.S.S.R." The very next
paragraph elucidates this point further: "The party holds that
the dictatorship of the working class will cease to be necessary
before the state withers away." The proletarian dictatorship has
done its work, and now, "the party holds" that this dictatorship,
which "has ceased" to be necessary, "will cease" to be necessary.
The thought is expressed with sparkling clarity. But not this
thought alone.
The old state, which will cease but also has ceased, is already

something else. It "has become a state of the entire people, an
organ expressing the interests and will of the people as a whole."
When this exciting event occurred is not indicated, which is too
bad in view of the fact that it never before existed in history,
either in reality, in theory, in forecast, in party programs or party
expectation. It would not be too daring to state that it does not
exist today and will not exist tomorrow. The phrase alone is a
first-rate absurdity. The claim that this state exists is an affront
to the intelligence in general and the Russian people in particular.
According to an authority like Khrushchev himself at the XXth
Congress, it was not the "will of the people as a whole" that was
expressed by the "state of the entire people." For years and years,
it was the personal will and caprice of one man, and a demented
one at that, that was expressed and executed by the state machinery
for coercion which was entirely at his disposal. The "interests and
will of the people as a whole" had nothing whatever to do with
the behavior of the state.
At any rate, the state of the entire people, which does not

and cannot exist, is going to wither away, which would seem to be
a pity since it already expresses the interests and will of the people
as a whole—a condition that ought to satisfy even the most critical.
When will it start withering away and when will it have withered?
On this there is an answer. "To insure that the state withers away
completely," two sets of conditions must be provided. The first
deals with internal conditions— "the building of a developed Com
munist society." That alone will take doing. In the next decade
(1961-1970), "the Soviet Union, in creating the material and tech
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nical basis of communism, will surpass the strongest and richest

capitalist country, the U.S.A.," with bountiful consequences for
all—"everyone will live in easy circumstances . . . hard physical
labor will disappear," etc. In the following decade, "the material
and technical basis of communism"—which was being created in
the preceding ten years— "will be created and there will be an
abundance of material and cultural benefits for the whole popula
tion." By 1980, then "a communist society will, on the whole, be
built in the U.S.S.R." But, to be precise, only on the whole. "The
construction of Communist society will be fully completed in the

subsequent period." That does not look like too long a time to
wait, at least with respect to the internal conditions.
There are, however, external conditions to be met as well.

They are "the final settlement of the contradictions between capi
talism and communism in the world arena in favor of com
munism." Until Stalinism has triumphed on an international scale,
the state cannot be expected to wither away. What can be expected
instead, while Russia is being transformed so rapidly into the

strongest country in the world, with material and cultural abund
ance for all? The program replies without equivocation or obscurity:
"The period of full-scale Communist construction is character

ized by a further enhancement of the role and importance of the
Communist party as the leading and guiding force of Soviet society."
The "further enhancement" of the power of the totalitarian

party machine— this is the key and central aim which the entire
program is written to justify. All official Russian comment and
exegesis since the publication of the draft makes this conclusion
incontestable. The masses are promised every conceivable reform
and amelioration, including free housing and free lunch. But one
line of change is unmistakably blocked off: they can look forward
to no political right or institution that would enable them to
exercize control over the now uncontrolled and uncontrollable
party bureaucracy. "The party exists for the people and it is in
serving the people that it sees the purpose of its activity," writes
Khrushchev. But absolutely no means is provided or promised to
the people whereby they can freely decide how "the party" is to
serve them; whether or not "the party" is truly serving them; or
who else would better serve them.
All the deciding is to be done, in the future as in the past,

by "the party" and only by "the party." And this in turn means:
all the deciding is to be done by the uppermost reaches of the
absolutist party apparatus, by those who decide the composition
of the Central Committee of the Party in the Ukraine, of the
Secretariat of the Party in Uzbekistan; by those who decide on
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what is produced, how it is produced, what is distributed, how
and to whom it is distributed; by those who decide what the
working day is and what the wage rate is and what the manager's

salary and perquisites of office are; by those who decide when
atomic bomb tests are suspended and when they are resumed; by
those who decide whom the people shall elect unanimously, against
what the people shall protest unanimously and for what the people
shall cheer unanimously.
And the newly-proclaimed period of "full-scale Communist

construction"? It is planned in the first and last place to mark
the "further enhancement" of the monopolistic, monolithic power
of those who decide everything and alone decide everything.
From the standpoint of the fight for socialist freedom, every
thing else in the document is humbug. The all-important fact
about the bureaucracy is its utter, dogged, determination not to

yield the absolute political power which gives it absolute rule over
society. Khrushchev may yet propose or even carry out a hundred
different changes, including welcome changes, but on the all-
important question no one can expect a hair's-breadth of change—
not from him, that is, not from the bureaucracy. Here indeed is
a case of plus ga change, plus c'est la meme chose.

It has often been said, in recent years: The Stalin era has
really come to an end. The country or the Russian working class
were not ready for democracy at the beginning of that era but
now the country has been modernized in many basic ways. The
original cause for the rise of the bureaucracy and its totalitarian
rule has vanished. There is a new and mighty working class, a new
intelligentsia, a new and widely educated people, even a new
peasantry. Therewith progress toward the original but at that time
utopian ideals of the revolution — equality and democracy — is
assured.

There is enough that is valid in this contention to make it
a half-truth. But like most half-truths it is misleading because of
what it ignores.
The great and fundamental changes achieved under Stalin are

undeniable. It is a fact that a new, modern and fresh working class
and intelligentsia has grown up, and that in increasing numbers
and increasing measure it aspires to those radical political changes
that would lead to an end to the totalitarian tyranny and the
inauguration of socialist democracy. It is a fact, too, that the back
wardness and poverty of Russia was the cause (more truly, was
one of the most important causes) of the rise of bureaucratic totali
tarianism. But it is not less true that just as the era of Stalin saw
the rise and consolidation of a new working class such as did not
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exist in the Twenties, so did it see the rise and consolidation of

a new ruling class, a bureaucracy, such as did not exist forty

years ago.

It is an egregious error in thought to assume that an effect
comes to an end with the end of the cause that produced it. Every
effect itself tends to become a cause, independent of the cause that

originally generated it. An ulcer which may have been produced
in the first place by untidy eating habits cannot, after it has
developed beyond a certain point, be eliminated merely by chang

ing these habits. Surgical methods are required.
The collectivist bureaucracy in Russia is not a mirror-image

of the old backwardness that automatically vanishes when it
vanishes. No, it is a robust, ambitious, predatory, self-conscious,

socially trained and politically well-represented class reality, with
more than enough privileges and power of position in Stalinist
society to generate the stiffest possible resistance to a graceful,

cheery withdrawal from supremacy. For that withdrawal it will
require some vigorous prompting. In good fortune there is indeed
a new force in Russia capable of such prompting. Up to the present
and for an additional period of unknowable duration, the new

party leadership has shown sufficient political skill in holding this
force— the working class, the collectivized peasants, the intelligentsia
—from going the full distance. For this, the bureaucracy owes
Khrushchev a debt of gratitude— the bureaucracy, but no one else.
Unless this is grasped, the course of the Khrushchev regime

does not make any sense whatever. On the one hand, it proposes
an enormous, even unparalleled improvement in the material con
ditions of the population. There is a high percentage of exaggera
tion in this proposal, to be sure, for with all the notable advances,
the official economic claims of the regime are reached by multiply
ing the actual coefficient of growth with a politically-determined
coefficient of bluff.* But the regime's ability— and intention— to

*A recent disclosure is enough to indicate the dimensions of official falsification.
Official propaganda lays claim to a 28-time multiplication of gross industrial
production in the planning period from 1928 to 1958. Toward the end of 1959,
however, a work on the Russian economy was published in Moscow, composed
of articles written earlier by the prominent economist and academician, S. G.
Strumilin. The value of figures on gross production may be judged from Strumi-
lin's comparison with the figures, as he gives them, on net production, which
generally eliminate the multiple calculations built into the figures on gross pro
duction. Using figures for production based on constant prices of the year 1926/
27, Strumilin's tables show: in 1928, the value of gross production ran a little
more than twice the value of net production (21.5 million rubles as against 10.1);
this distorting disparity widened almost every year until 1956 when the figures
ran, respectively, 492.4 million rubles as against 147.7—an exaggeration of well
over 300 percent. Or, to put it differently, net production was 47 percent of gross
production in 1928, becoming almost continuously smaller until it reached a
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change economic conditions at home for the better are beyond

question and, short of a world calamity, the next period should

prove this. If it can and will achieve this satisfying of many of the
material aspirations of the people, why does it propose, on the
other hand, not only to maintain all the institutions and instru
ments of repression in its hand but to proceed to their "further
enhancement"? For it is transparently clear that the power of
the Communist party cannot be "further enhanced" without

strengthening the power of coercion at its disposal, that is, the
state, which is at bottom a bureaucracy, a police and a prison
system.
In this apparent madness, there is method and sense. Economic

progress in Stalinist society does not lead automatically to democ
racy but to the maintenance of the machinery of oppression. The
half-truth above has its application here. As the economy grows,
the people see more clearly that there can be plenty for all without
the need, real or apparent, of a privileged ruling class that rewards
itself so lavishly for the job of exploiting the masses into tech
nological modernity. If the power of the party machine is to be
"further enhanced," it is singly and solely for the purpose of
defending the collectivist bureaucracy against this growing insight
of the people, an insight which represents a revolutionary threat
to Stalinist totalitarianism more dangerous to it than the atomic
arsenal of the West
The bureaucracy is flanked by the jaws of this great contra

diction: it must grant more and more economic concessions to the
masses which both exemplify and stimulate their readiness to
manage the economic and political affairs of society themselves; it
cannot and will not grant them those concessions which mean the
end of its power to grant or deny anything. I see no reason to
believe that the bureaucracy, under Khrushchev or a successor,
can keep these jaws apart indefinitely. Because it cannot, a funda
mental revolution in Russia is inescapable.
What will provide the great impulsion for such an upheaval

is not predictable. It can originate in Russia, directly as an explosion
from below. This does not now appear to be indicated. Or such

figure of only 30 percent of gross production in 1956. Strumilin's drastic revision
of official claims is an unexpectedly close confirmation of the estimates of the
"coefficient of bluff" made by Profs. Kaplan and Moorsteen for the Rand Cor
poration; and, in another form of estimate, nearly confirms the estimates by
Prof. Seaton of Oxford. Strumilin's figures, or method of calculation, are not
necessarily ideal. They are enough to give all but the gullible a good idea of
the role played by straightfaced bluff in Russian economic claims. As for the role
of bluff in the Kremlin's political claims, it differs only in the greater scope of
its impudence.
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an explosion can be preceded and precipitated by the opening up
of cracks and crevices and then wide breaches in the ruling machine
which comes apart under stress. Such a process has been witnessed
a dozen times and more in our century alone whenever despotic
regimes crumbled in a crisis.
The regime of Khrushchev seems to be so far away from the

threat of such fissures and breaks as to be immune to them. The
new star seems to be in clear ascendancy, in terms of popularity
with the bureaucracy as well as with the people. But as Goethe
pointed out, it is provided that trees shall not grow to heaven.
The strength of the new regime indeed lies in the achievements it
has already attained; but it lies much more in the achievements it
has promised to attain. The Khrushchev regime has been granted
a short-term credit, and during this term it is on trial in the
weightiest of courts.
In the court of the bureaucracy, in particular the party bu

reaucracy, which is decisive, the regime has been given a provisional
but not a final favorable verdict. Khrushchev has saved the ruling
party from an upheaval of the masses such as was bloodily repressed
in Hungary. He has saved it likewise from perilous upheavals in
its own midst. He has restored a great measure of unity in the
party hierarchy and has thus far maintained it without resorting
to the sheer terror which was Stalin's principal instrument. To
this extent, he has earned the orb and scepter of monarch of the
bureaucracy formerly held by Stalin.
In other respects, he has yet to match Stalin's achievements.

Stalin vastly enlarged the territory of the empire during and after
the second World War. Except for an important but small triumph
in Cuba and a smaller one in former Indo-China, Khrushchev
has added nothing but the promise that expansion will be achieved
by the policy of ruse, bluff, riskless subversion and the like. The
plan to cozen Yugoslavia back into the "socialist camp," that is

,

to Kremlin domination, has not been an outstanding success.
Indeed, the rift in the "socialist camp" has widened considerably
under Khrushchev.
China is the biggest example. The Chinese Stalinists want

the international economic and military strength of the Communist
countries to be used mainly to bolster and amplify their rule and

power over China and whatever other parts of Asia and the
Pacific they can acquire. The Russian Stalinists have a distinctly
different opinion on this score: international Communist strength
must first serve their interests, and all strategy, tactics, slogans and

diplomacy must be adjusted accordingly. Khrushchev has not been
able to persuade or coerce his beloved Chinese comrades into
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sympathy with his view. If the rift is not healed but, as is likely,
it becomes a gulf, the consequences to both bureaucracies are
incalculable and, in any case, not attractive to them.
West Berlin is a bone in my throat, Khrushchev is reported as

saying. That is nothing compared to the Chinese Stalinist opposi
tion. It has nothing whatever to do with revolutionary or socialist
principle. But to Khrushchev it is a knife at his throat. ,

The principal opponent of the Kremlin abroad, the alliance
of the Western bourgeois powers, has no small share of the
world's tribulations and difficulties in the cold war and elsewhere.
Yet, the Stalinist bureaucracy cannot be unaware that the alliance
has not only held together but, in the face of the multitudinous
varieties of Khrushchev's appeals and threats, has, on the whole
and in the decisive areas, kept Russia in check thus far. While
Khrushchev's course has strengthened all sorts of right-wing ele
ments in the capitalist countries, it has not won the support of
the labor and socialist movements, certainly not in any degree
comparable to the support won by Stalin in his "People's Front"
period. Where Stalin persuaded whole sections of the bourgeoisie
to cooperate with him and even grant enormous concessions to
Russian power, Khrushchev has yet to succeed in winning even
a small segment of any foreign bourgeoisie to a policy of appease
ment. In the international field, at least, Stalin's gains were huge
and decisive, and they changed radically all the strategical relation
ships in the world. Khrushchev's gains have all been small and
doubtful and have changed very little.
More and more, as if gripped by chauvinistic desperation, he

finds it necessary to threaten the nations and peoples of the world
with outright destruction. Irony: Khrushchev ushers in the march
toward a full life under Communism in Russia with the grisly
threat to wipe out the lives of hundreds of millions with bombs
which, since they are Communist, are superior to mere capitalist
engines of human annihilation. Threats like these are hardly a
sign of strength and self-confidence. The bureaucracy would have
to be exceptionally dull if it did not understand that such threats
are meaningless and worse, except as the direct prelude to their
own suicide. To put all their faith in Khrushchev's regime, and
thereby guarantee it the maximum they can contribute to its
stability, the bureaucrats must obtain much more substantial,
durable and effective results than the regime has thus far provided.
And until they are provided, the regime is open to division, crisis
and disruption.
In the court of the working classes, the final verdict is also

still suspended. They cannot but accept and agree with the re
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forms so far conceded. But this cannot be the main concern of
the regime. Its concern is overwhelmingly this: are the people
satisfied? Do they feel that this is enough? If there were no other
evidence that the people are not yet satisfied, and "want more"
than the extravagant promises Khrushchev makes in his new pro
gram, that would be evidence enough.
The notion that a despotism saves itself by granting reforms

that leaves the regime basically intact, is sometimes true, but
because it is often refuted, it is also false.
"It is not always by going from bad to worse that a nation

is driven to revolution," observed de Tocqueville. ". . . experience
suggests that the most dangerous moment for an evil government
is usually when it begins to reform itself. Only great ingenuity
can save a prince who undertakes to give relief to his subjects
after long oppression. The sufferings that are endured patiently,
as being inevitable, become intolerable the moment it appears that •

there might be an escape. Reform then only serves to reveal more
clearly what still remains oppressive and now all the more un
bearable; the suffering, it is true, has been reduced, but one's
sensitivity has become more acute."
There is no doubt in my mind that the "sensitivity has become

more acute" throughout the Kremlin empire. There is no doubt
that this will manifest itself dramatically and on a big and decisive
scale at "the moment it appears that there might be an escape."
The moment will be marked in all likelihood by a crisis in the
bureaucracy; a crisis precipitated by a breach of the monolithic
system that cannot be swiftly repaired; a breach created by a now

"

unknowable event, an unexpected problem, a hard-to-surmount
obstacle, which the bureaucracy is unable to face as one man.
It is not at all likely that such a crisis will be generated or

promoted by Western capitalism. Just as it has succeeded in main
taining itself throughout these decades of world-revolutionary
storms by exploiting all the reactionary characteristics of Stalinist
"socialism," so in turn Stalinist totalitarianism has sustained itself
on the inability of capitalism to bring order, security, peace and
progress to the world it dominated so completely up to yesterday.
There is no significant indication that a basic change in the policies
and capacities of capitalism lies ahead. The symbiotic relationship
between the two social systems to which reference was made earlier,

is
,

by all signs, likely to continue. One of the soundest means of \

prolonging the domination of the Stalinist bureaucracy is to present .

the stagnant and even waning capitalist world as the alternative
to it.
The impulse for the change can, however, come from the
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international socialist movement, particularly in those countries
where it is a powerful force, already at the head of the nation or
contending for such leadership. That means in the first place and
above all the socialist movement in Europe. Its weaknesses and
defects have been pointed out more than once and even stressed

beyond measure, so much so that its tremendous strength and
even mightier potentialities are often ignored. In most of the
countries of Europe west of the barbed-wire frontiers, the socialist

parties not only represent the sole serious alternative to the futile
and futureless parties of the status quo but are the political instru
ment of the democratic working class. Their countries, taken
together, would represent the strongest economic and political
force in the world, capable of taking and carrying out initiatives
for peace and progress that could radically change the face, the
alignments and prospects of our tormented world. They do not
represent a ready-made instrument for such a change. But they
do represent an enormous potential, lying just below the official
surface, for the change which no other political force can seriously
be expected to undertake. While it is not in any way guaranteed
in advance, it is to be hoped that this movement will in time find
the program, the boldness, the leadership to unite Western Europe,
to start with, on a democratic socialist basis. It is not only the
end of Stalinism that this would herald; that end would only be
an important by-product of a new era in our world's history. That
is worth working for. In the process of finding its authentic pro
gram and leadership, the utmost clarity about the nature and
meaning of Stalinism is imperative for the socialist movement,
not only in Europe but everywhere else. It is my hope that this
work makes enough of a contribution to a clarification to justify
its publication.
I have been sufficiently encouraged in this hope by good and

old friends whom I thank here for so insistently urging me to
prepare this work for publication. I am grateful to them not only
for this, and for other assistance they have provided, but above all
for thoughtful and critical discussions over a period of years which
contributed more than I can describe to a sharpening of the views
that I put forward here.

M. S.
September, 1961



REFLECTIONS ON A DECADE PAST

MAN, THE POLITICAL ANIMAL, DOES NOT
start with theory but with action. It is only after a variety of actions
have accumulated that he feels the need of drawing conclusions and

acquires the possibility of theory which is only a generalization
from experience past to guide him in experience to come. Human
progress is made only to the extent that this need is felt and the

possibility utilized. If the goal of that progress is true human dig
nity, the process of reaching it can be described as the growth of
man's consciousness of his power over nature, including his own
nature. If this process is not straightforward or uninterrupted or as
rapid as it might be, it is due in large measure to the fact that the
mind, while the most remarkable organ we know, is also one of
the most conservative: each idea which finally lodges in it after
long and suspicious scrutiny offers resistance to every new idea or
new theory.
All this holds true for man associated in political movements,

including in different degrees the most iconoclastic or revolution
ary. The greater his consciousness and his capacity for thinking, the
more he strives to make his thoughts comprehensive, to bring order
and system into them. But beyond a certain point, this striving,
which is utterly indispensable for logical thinking and fruitful
action, runs the risk of sterilizing the movement and its action by
freezing thought into dogma. This risk is run especially by the
revolutionary movement, precisely because of the importance it
attaches to theory. The consequences of this risk are not unavoid
able. They cannot be conjured away, however, simply by repeating
after Engels that our theory is not a dogma but a guide to action.
To understand why it is not a dogma and cannot be, is much more
important.
In a world where everything but change itself is continuously

changing, and where action (or inaction) contributes to change,
theory, which is a guide to action applied to given conditions, can
not possibly apply in exactly the same way or to exactly the same



22 The Bureaucratic Revolution

extent under altered conditions. If theory is to remain revolution
ary and valid, it must of necessity always be open to the criticism .

of experience, reaffirmed where practice confirms its validity, modi
fied where that is dictated by a modification of conditions, and
discarded where it proves to be ambiguous, outlived or false.
This constant re-examination and readiness to revise itself is

provided for by Marxism itself which, because it is revolutionary
and scientific, is critical and therefore also self-critical. It is its only
safeguard against shriveling into a dogma. By misapplying this
safeguard, or ignoring it altogether, the Marxian movement of our
time has contributed to its own enfeeblement. In this sense, it is not
Marxism that has failed, as many gloomy critics find it so popular
to say nowadays; it is the Marxian dogmatists who have failed.
To enter the second half of the century with nothing more

than the political equipment the movement had at the beginning
of the war is not so much criminal as it is preposterous. Those
whose greatest boast is an impressive capacity for boasting may
claim as their proudest virtue a "finished program"; they are only
announcing that their program is as good as finished and they with
it. As for ourselves, we lay no more claim to having a "finished

program" (what a stupid phrase! Just when was it finished? Just
what finished it?) than Marxists have ever claimed since the days
of the program which Marx and Engels presented. We seek con
stantly to clarify, renovate and strengthen the socialist program in
harmony with the real developments and the needs of the struggle.
Since it is a program for struggle, and not a home for elderly
radicals, we cannot say just when it will be "finished." The question
is of little interest to us.

The principal new problem faced by Marxian theory, and
therewith Marxian practice, is the problem of Stalinism. What once
appeared to many to be either an academic or "foreign" problem
is now, it should at last be obvious, a decisive problem for all classes
in all countries. If it is understood as a purely Russian phenomenon
or as a problem "in itself," it is of course not understood at all. It
exists as a problem only in connection with the dying out of capital
ist society, on the one hand, and the struggle to replace it by so
cialism, on the other. It is only in this connection that we can begin
to understand it.
If our movement had done nothing more than to make its

contribution to the understanding of Stalinism, that alone would

justify its existence. It is our unique contribution, and all our views
are closely connected with it. We consider it decisive for the future
of capitalism, in so far as it has one, and for the future of socialism.
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An understanding of Stalinism is too much to expect from the
bourgeoisie. The modest theoretical capacities at its disposal are
still further restricted by class interests which blind it in the in
vestigation of serious social problems, especially when it is so
exclusively preoccupied with frenzied but futile efforts to patch
together a social order that is falling apart at every point. To the
extent that its thinkers and statesmen try to explain Stalinism in
more or less coherent terms, they inform us that collectivism nec

essarily leads to tyranny— a homily usually prefaced by the well-worn

banality from Lord Acton about how power corrupts and absolute
power corrupts absolutely. The explanation does not explain much,
least of all how it happens that the tyranny of collectivism is sup
planting the freedom of capitalism. But nothing more can be asked
from a theory which was intellectually developed and popularized
by the savants in the abattoirs of American yellow journalism.
Most of the time, the bourgeoisie does not transcend demon-

ology. It explains Stalinism in the simple terms of evil spirits, witch
craft, black magic, conjurations and other unnatural forces, which
can be exorcised by adequate police measures or by stocking more
atomic bombs than the demonic forces. Stalinism remains for the

bourgeoisie what Winston Churchill, not its most obtuse repre
sentative, described as an enigma and a riddle and a mystery. The
military mind of Mr. Churchill— which is only a species of the com
mon police mind—hears no special call to undo the enigmas, ravel
the riddles and pierce the mysteries of society. Explain Stalinism?
It is enough to blow it up by an atomic bomb.
The international Social Democracy has little more to offer.

Theory in general and Marxian theory in particular ceased long
ago to hold its interest. In part this explains why it alternates
between joining with the Stalinists against the bourgeoisie (in the

East) and joining with the bourgeoisie against the Stalinists (in the

West). About a quarter of a century ago, the Russian Menshevik
leaders who retained some respect for theoretical generalization
described Stalinism as "state capitalism" or as "one of its forms."
In more recent times, the same theory has regained a pallid ex
istence, or a multiplicity of existences, among smaller groups in and
around the Trotskyist movement: Stalinism is Red Fascism, or
bureaucratic Fascism, or caste-ruled state capitalism, or bureau
cratic state capitalism, or some other variety of state capitalism.
One inconvenience of this theory is that the Stalinist social

system is not capitalist and does not show any of the classic, tradi
tional, distinctive characteristics of capitalism. Another is that
there is no capitalist class under the rule of Stalinism, and there
are as many embarrassments in conceiving of a capitalist state where
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all capitalists are in cemeteries or in emigration as in grasping the
idea of a workers' state where all the workers are in slave-camps or
factory-prisons. A third is that nowhere can an authentic capitalist
class, or any section of it, be found to support or welcome Stalin
ism, a coolness which makes good social sense from its point of view
since it is obvious to all but those who extract theories from their
thumbs that Stalinism comes to power by destroying the capitalist
state and the capitalist class. There are a dozen other inconveniences
about the theories of "state capitalism," or any theory based upon
the idea of a single "universal capital" which Marx, rightly, we
think, jeered at as nonsensical. But the most important one is the
fact that the theories preclude any understanding of the actual
social conflict in which Stalinism is involved and offer no possibility
of an effective political course for the working-class movement. To
combat it as a capitalist force is like galloping with tilted rubber
hose at a windmill that is not there.
There remains the Trotskyist movement. During the lifetime

of Trotsky, his theoretical contribution to the understanding of the
degeneration of the Russian Revolution out of which Stalinism was
born, was the only serious and fruitful one produced within or
outside the Marxian movement. In the Trotskyist movement today
gnomes have succeeded the giant and misery has fallen heir to
grandeur. The changing tides of events which sweep the islet on
which they are marooned without sail or chart or compass or ship
or pilot, seems to give them the illusion that it is they who are
moving. Actually, they are immobilized victims of a dogma. They
repeat ritually that although Russia is a vast prison of the workers
and the peoples, it nevertheless remains a workers' state because
property is in the hands of the state. This state is, however, com
pletely in the hands of an uncontrollable bureaucracy which di
rects the economy in its own interests. And while it is totalitarian
and counter-revolutionary, it nevertheless overturns capitalism in
one country after another and extends the domain of the workers'
state as it was never extended before. More baseless theories have
been concocted about many things; a weirder one is hard to think of.
This dogma is the substance that has made it possible, today as

in the past, for Stalinism to exercise a strong magnetic attraction
upon the Trotskyist movement, forcing it into reluctant alignment
in most of the fundamentally important political developments and
leaving it essentially only with the criticism not so much of what
Stalinism does as the "methods" by which it does it. This was
already true in part during Trotsky's leadership; since his death,
it has become the trait of the Trotskyist movement, which is
obscured at times only by its erroneous analyses of Stalinism's line
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as a "capitulation" to capitalism. This the bourgeoisie would like
to believe in but it has come to understand ruefully that the
"capitulation" is only chimerical. The growing frenzy of enthusiasm
which the Trotskyist movement has worked up for the Tito regime,
which is socially identical with the Russian Stalinist regime even
if the Fourth International only yesterday solemnly designated it
as Bonapartist capitalism, is only another case of the magnetic at
traction to which it yields. This disoriented movement cannot,
without radically reorienting itself, make any positive contribution
to the reorientation of the working-class movement in general.
The Second World War served at least this useful purpose: it

underscored the tendencies of development of capitalism and
Stalinism, and by making more explicit what was already implicit
in them, brought them into clearer perspective.
The decay of capitalist society continues at a rapid pace and

almost without interruption. One after another, its organs are
attacked by the poisons of decomposition. The mere fact that one
part of the capitalist world found it imperative to ally itself with
so mortal an enemy of capital as Stalinism is enough to show that
we are in the presence of a dying social order. The same thing is
shown by the fact, now almost universally acknowledged by the
bourgeois world, that the problems which the incredibly destructive
war purported to solve are still unresolved and must wait for
solution upon victory in the "cold war" which, it is not very
sanguinely hoped, will prevent the open military collision of a third
world war. Another world war, the third in two or at most three
generations— and this one a war of incalculable consequences for
whatever civilization we have— is more than any social system can
endure. Yet there is no other perspective before world capitalism,
and few serious representatives of the capitalist camp confidently
offer any other.
The economy of capitalism has never been so chaotic, unstable

and so far removed from classical capitalist economy. The reaction
aries who complain, unavailingly, that the system of "free enter
prise" is being undermined in all capitalist countries, even in the
United States, by "socialist" measures, are quite right, in their own
way. All they fail to understand is that for capitalism to exist at all
nowadays it must allow for its partial negation, for that "invading"
socialism of which Engels wrote some four-score years ago. How
ever, the mixture of the "invader" with decaying capitalism pro
duces an increasingly insufferable monstrosity. •
The chaos of capitalist economy is organized, as it were, only

by an ever heavier emphasis on war economy, on the production of
means of destruction which do not re-enter the process of produc
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tion to enrich the wealth of the nation and which "enter" the

process of production of the enemy nation only to disrupt and

destroy it. If the war budgets were reduced throughout the capital
ist world to what was normal no more than thirty years ago, com

plete economic prostration would follow immediately and auto
matically. Such burdens, capitalism cannot escape. They are break
ing its back, no matter how much they are shifted to the shoulders
of the working people.
In the political sphere, there is a corresponding development.

It would almost suffice to point out that in the last real fortress of
capitalism, the United States, taken on the whole, there is today
less democracy than existed under the Hohenzollern and Habsburg
monarchies before the First World War. Partly under the necessity
and partly on the pretext of fighting the "fifth column" of Stalin
ism, one long-standing democratic right after another is being
assaulted in the country, undermined, restricted or wiped out
altogether. The criminality of the assault is matched only by the
hypocrisy of the Stalinist protestants, the cowardly flabbiness if not
direct connivance of most of the liberal world, and the tacit ap
proval of the drive by the official labor movement which conducts
its own drive in parallel with it. In the other capitalist countries
the situation is no better; in many of them it is worse and much
worse.

The more the ownership and control of the means of produc
tion and exchange are concentrated in the hands of the few— the
greater is the centralization of authority and power in the hands of
the state and the further are the masses removed from control of
economic and political conditions. The deeper the economic crisis
of capitalism, the shakier its foundations, the greater the ineffectual-
ness of the market as the automatic regulator of capitalist produc
tion—the wider and deeper is the intervention of the state into the

economy as substitute-regulator, substitute-organizer, substitute-
director. The more extensive the wars and the war preparations, the
vaster, more critical and more complex the efforts required to
sustain them both in the economic and the political (add also the
ideological) fields— the more the state is obliged to regiment and
dictate in all the spheres af social life, the less tolerant it becomes
of all "disruption," the more it demands conformity to the "na
tional effort," to state policy, from all the classes.
The working class is least able to conform because the ac

cumulating burdens rest primarily on its shoulders. To protect its
economic interests it is compelled to oppose the prevailing trends.
To resist effectively it must have and exercise those democratic
rights which, while valuable to all classes, are absolutely indis
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pensable to the working class. The more it exercises these rights
out of the simple necessity of defending its economic position— the

stronger is the tendency of the bourgeois state, out of the simple
necessity of defending its position, to curtail these rights and even
to nullify them entirely. Self-preservation generates in the working
class a craving for democracy and dictates the fight for it against
the bourgeoisie.
The socialist movement, which is (or should be) nothing but

the conscious expression of the fight of the working class, can be
restored to a decisive political force if it realizes that, today far
more than ever before, the all-around and aggressive championing
of the struggle for democracy is the only safeguard against the en

croaching social decay, and the only road to socialism. We are or
must become the most consistent champions of democracy, not so
much because the slogans of democracy are "convenient weapons"
against an anti-democratic bourgeoisie, but because the working
class, and our movement with it, must have democracy in order to
protect and promote its interests. The last thirty years in particular
have confirmed or reminded us or awakened us to the fact that
without the attainment of democracy all talk of the conquest of
power by the working class is deceit or illusion, and that without
the realization of complete democracy all talk of the establishment "

of socialism is a mockery. A socialist movement, grant it the best
intentions in the world, which ignores or deprecates the fight for
democracy— for all democratic rights and institutions, for more ex
tensive democratic rights and the most democratic institutions—
which is suspicious about such a fight being somehow not in
consonance with or something separate from (let alone inimical to)
the fight for socialism, which trails along behind that fight or
supports it reluctantly or with tongue in cheek, will never lead the
fight for socialist freedom.

To cling to the terms of the old polemics between left and
right wings of socialism— "dictatorship" versus "democracy"—not
under a passed situation but in a radically different situation, is
political madness. The Russian Revolution has been destroyed; it
is no longer the polestar of the socialist proletariat. The socialist
proletariat is no longer on the offensive; its struggle for power is
nowhere on the order of the day. The main obstacle on the road,
not to socialist power, but simply to the reconstitution of a socialist
working-class movement, are not the parliamentary illusions of the
proletariat. They are the illusions of Stalinism.
^Today, not reformism but Stalinism is the principal threat to

the integrity, the consciousness, the interests of the working class.
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Today, the term dictatorship does not bring to the mind of the
worker the image, clear or dim, of the inspiring soviet democracy
of the Bolshevik revolution. It represents what he has experienced
in his own day and on his own back: Fascist or Stalinist totali
tarianism. The fear and hatred which these despotisms stir in him
are deep and justified. The worker of today who wants "democracy"
and rejects "dictatorship" does so for entirely different reasons than
the worker of 30 or more years ago. He is unerring in his class
instincts, and right in his "prejudices" for democracy, despite the
confused form in which he may express them. The meaning of
political terms especially is determined in the long run by the
people and not by an £lite, and even if that elite is socialistic and
scientific it loses little or nothing by bowing to the popular verdict.
The class instincts of the proletariat are a safeguard against

many things. But they do not suffice for the victory of socialism.
For that, a conscious proletariat is required, a socialist proletariat.
The question that once arose as an academic one is now posed as
a real one: what is the social trend when capitalism has become

ripe and overripe, objectively, for the socialist reorganization, and
the working class, for one reason or another, fails to develop its
socialist consciousness to the point where it is capable of dealing
capitalism the death-blow?
Socialism does not and cannot come into existence auto

matically. Does capitalism then continue in existence automatically
and indefinitely? We are familiar with the theory that Stalinist
Russia is a workers' state which decays and decays and decays
further, but which will nevertheless always remain a workers' state
until overturned by the capitalist class. There is evidently also
a theory that capitalism continues to decay and decay and decay
still further but that until it is overturned by the socialist prole
tariat, no matter how long that may take, it will continue to exist
as a capitalist society. Neither theory, for all the stereotyped refer
ences to dialectics, is worth the paper devoted to it.
To say that capitalism is decaying is to say that it is increasingly

incapable of coping with the basic problems of society, of maintain
ing economic and political order— that is, of course, order on a
capitalist foundation. Modern society, based on large-scale machino-
facture and world trade, is an intricate and highly integrated com
plex. Every serious disturbance of its more or less normal operation
—crisis, war, sharp political conflict, revolution— violently dislocates
the lives of millions and even tens of millions all over the world.
The dislocations in turn render difficult the return to normal opera
tion. The difference between capitalism flowering and capitalism
declining lies in the growth of the number, scope, gravity and
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intensity of these disturbances. It is increasingly difficult for capital
ism to restore an equilibrium and to maintain it for long. Where
the crisis reaches an acute stage, and the forces of capitalism are
more or less paralyzed, the proletariat is called upon to restore
order, its own order, by the socialist revolution.
But what if the proletariat is not organized to carry through

the socialist revolution? Or, having carried it out, as in Russia in
1917, what if it remains isolated and is therefore not yet able to
discharge its only task as a new ruling class, namely, to abolish all
ruling classes by establishing socialism? From the days of the Paris
Commune to the defeat of the Chinese Revolution of 1925-27, the
answer was always the same: the proletariat pays for failure in
bloody retribution inflicted by the bourgeoisie restored to power.
In the last quarter of a century, an epoch of the exceptionally

rapid disintegration of capitalism, we have seen that the answer
to the failure of the working class may also take another form.
Where the bourgeoisie is no longer capable of maintaining (or, as
in the case of Russia), of restoring its social order, and the pro
letariat is not yet able to inaugurate its own, a social interregnum
is established by a new ruling class which buries the moribund
capitalism and crushes the unborn socialism in the egg. The new
ruling class is the Stalinist bureaucracy. Its social order, hostile both
to capitalism and socialism, is bureaucratic or totalitarian collectiv
ism. The bourgeoisie is wiped out altogether and the working
classes -are reduced to state slaves.
The elements of the new ruling class are created under capital

ism. They are part of that vast social melange we know as the
middle classes. Concentration of capital, capitalist crisis— these

uproot the numerous strata which are intermediate between the
two basic classes. They tend more and more to lose their stake in
the capitalist system of private property. They lose their small
properties or the properties lose their value; they lose their com
fortable social positions or their positions lose importance. The
sharper and longer the agony of capitalism, the more of these ele
ments become declassed. Their old social allegiances give way to
new ones, the choice depending on a whole mass of circumstances.
They are attracted to anti-capitalist movements, real or spurious.
When the socialist movement is in a growing, healthy, self-

confident condition, they are drawn to it, become its valuable allies
and are greatly influenced by its democratic and socialist ideology.
Under other circumstances, many of them are drawn to a fascist
movement which promises to check the excesses of capital without
permitting the rule of labor. However, fascism in power proved to
be a crucial disillusionment to the anti-big-capitalistic middle
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classes and, particularly since its defeat in the war, suffered a
tremendous moral-political blow on a world scale. Today it is
Stalinism, in the absence of a revolutionary socialist movement
which it has helped so signally to strangle, that exercises a magnetic
power over these elements.
Stalinism is represented by a powerful and seemingly stable

state. Outside of Russia it commands, or tries to command, power
ful mass organizations. Its authentically anti-capitalist nature is
established in the minds of all social groups, including the pre
cariously-situated or declassed elements from the old middle classes:
intellectuals, skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled; individuals from
the liberal professions; officials and employees of all sorts, including
those from the swollen but impoverished governmental apparatus;
and above all else, labor bureaucrats. They have less and less to
lose from the abolition of private property by the expropriation
of the bourgeoisie, and more and more to gain from a movement
which will overturn capitalism without imposing upon them the
democratic discipline and equalitarian principles of the socialist

proletariat.
In Stalinism they find a movement able to appeal to the

masses for the struggle against capitalism, but yet one which does
not demand of them— as the socialist movement does— the abandon
ment of the ideology which is common to all oppressor classes,

namely: command is the privilege of superiors, obedience the lot
of inferiors, and the mass must be ruled by kindly masters for its
own good. Such elements gravitate easily to the Stalinist bureauc

racy precisely because it already has, or has the possibility of
acquiring, the leadership of one of the main social classes, which
has in common with them a growing disinterest in the preservation
of capitalist property.
Given the existence and normal growth of the proletarian

movement and its assimilation of a socialist consciousness, all these
elements taken together would not constitute a very decisive social
force. But the weight of social forces is not absolute but relative.
The socialist consciousness and coherence of the working class have
suffered tremendous blows in the past three decades from reform
ism, on the one hand, and from Stalinism, on the other. Its dis
orientation and demoralization have been aggravated by the con

tinuing decomposition of capitalism. While we do not believe for
one moment that this condition will continue without end, the fact
is that this is what the situation has been for some time.

Compared with a working class in such a state, the elements
we have described, especially when bolstered by a bi;i Stalinist state,
can for a time act as a decisive social force in one cauntry after
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another where the crisis has prostrated the bourgeoisie. What is
more, this force can destroy the bourgeoisie, its state and its

economy, and transform itself into a new ruling class. It can do it
and it has done it. That the auto-certified Marxists refuse to
recognize this fact is small comfort to the bourgeoisie that has been
crushed and the working class that has been subjugated.
While the power of Stalinism was confined to Russia, this anal

ysis and conclusion may have appeared abstract or premature. The
reserve is no longer possible. It is possible now to re-read the history
of the Russian Revolution with greater profit. It proved that the
working class, democratically organized, self-acting and class-
conscious, can carry out the socialist revolution, can "establish

democracy." Unless this is attributed to some we-do-not-know-which

quality unique to Russians, it is valid for the working class as a
whole. It proved also that the working class in power either moves
toward the socialist reconstruction of society, or loses power alto

gether.

During and after the Second World War, the new Stalinist
bureaucracy became the master of just those more-or-less peripheral
countries in which the most striking and complete collapse of the
bourgeoisie—economic, political, military and ideological— occurred,
and precisely because of that collapse. Poland, Hungary, Albania,
Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Yugoslavia, China— these are not yet the
world, or the decisive part of the world; far from it. But whether
Stalinism conquered them from abroad (regimes imposed by the
Russian army) or by means of a native movement, the symptomatic
significance of the events is clear. A new state machine, replica in
every respect of the Russian state machine, is established by the

bureaucracy and under its exclusive, totalitarian control. All the
means of production and exchange are sooner or later converted
into state property. The decadent and demoralized bourgeoisie is
sooner or later exterminated. The working classes are deprived of
any right whatever and transformed into modern slaves.

Capitalism has become reactionary and obsolete not because it
no longer develops the productive forces but because it converts

j more and more of those forces at the disposal of society into means
-! of destruction which do not enrich but impoverish it, and prevent
it from making the progress which a rationally-organized economy
would assure. That— according to Marx and according to what we
can see all around us with the naked eye.
The reactionary character of Stalinism is determined in the

same way. The productive forces available to society are converted
into means of destruction to no smaller— perhaps even to a larger-
extent under Stalinism than under capitalism. The enormous
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wastage in production under Stalinism is notorious and inherent
in bureaucratic collectivism. The physical using-up of the most
important productive force in society, the workers, and their down
right annihilation in the slave camps, is appalling under Stalinism;
it has yet to be exceeded by capitalism. The vast technological
advantages of state ownership are constantly dissipated precisely
by the social relations established by Stalinism and its parasitic
ruling class.
To determine the class character of the Stalinist bureaucracy

by asking if it is historically necessary, in the way Trotsky de
manded and his unthinking epigones repeat, is, to put it quietly,
erroneous. They would be hard put to it to prove that all ruling
classes in history were historically necessary in the sense they give
to this phrase. Was the feudal ruling class historically necessary?
It would be interesting to hear what The Theoreticians would
answer to this question, and how their answer would differ from,
let us say, the one given by Engels.
The Stalinist bureaucracy in power is a new ruling, exploitive

class. Its social system is a new system of totalitarian exploitation
and oppression, not capitalist and yet having nothing in common
with socialism. It is the cruel realization of the prediction made by
all the great socialist scientists, from Marx and Engels onward,
that capitalism must collapse out of an inability to solve its own
contradictions and that the alternatives facing mankind are not so
much capitalism or socialism as they are: socialism or barbarism.
Stalinism is that new barbarism.
The old Marxists could foresee it in general but could not

describe it in detail. We can. The workers will fail to take com
mand of society when capitalism collapses only on penalty of their
own destruction, warned Engels. Stalinism is that gruesome punish
ment visited upon the working class when it fails to perform the
task, in its own name and under its own leadership, of sweeping
doomed capitalism out of existence and thus fulfilling its social
destiny. For this failure it must record not the triumph of the in
vading socialist society but of the invading barbarism.
These are the basic thoughts that determine our outlook and

politics.
They determine our attitude toward Stalinism and other cur

rents within the working-class movement. The analysis we have
made of the social forces and trends excludes any consideration of
Stalinism as a working-class tendency. It operates inside the working-
class movement, but is not of the working class. Those who put the
Stalinist bureaucracy on the same plane with the reformist labor
bureaucracy are like people digging a well with a washcloth. The
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security and progress of the reformist leadership require the main

tenance of a reformist labor movement— but a labor movement!—
of some form of democracy— but not its complete abolitionl The
triumph of the Stalinist bureaucracy requires the destruction of the
labor movement and of all democracy. Whoever cannot see this
after the victory of Stalinism in a dozen different countries, cannot
see a fist in front of his nose.
Therefore, drive Stalinism out of the labor movement! BUT

only by the informed, democratic decision of the working class
itself, and not by supporting the reactionary police measures of the
bourgeois state and not by the bureaucratic methods of the reformist
and conservative labor officialdom!
We are for democracy, in full and for all, in every field, includ

ing above all the labor movement. Complete and equal democratic
rights for the Stalinists in the labor movement and outside of it

,

we say, and not the aping of Stalinism in the fight against it.
Relentless struggle to uproot Stalinism from the labor movement

by democratic political and organizational means, and combination
with all democratic elements in the labor movement to defend it

from conquest and subjugation by the champions and protagonists
of the most outrageous anti-labor regimes in the world! Whatever
scores there are to settle between socialists and reformists or con
servatives in the labor movement— and there are not a few—will be
settled democratically and at the right time inside the labor move
ment. But no thinking socialist, no thinking worker, will combine
with Stalinism, or do anything but resist it, when it invades the
labor or, in general,, the democratic movements and seeks to replace
the present leadership with its own.
Our views determine our attitude toward democrats of differ

ent types. We do not differ from them because they are for democ
racy, but because to support capitalism, to tolerate it, to do any
thing but work for its replacement by socialism, is to be reconciled
to a narrow class democracy and to be disarmed in face of that
sapping even of bourgeois democracy which capitalism requires for
its continued existence. It is not necessarily true that to fight against
capitalism is to fight for democracy, we grant. But it is decidedly
true that to fight for democracy is to fight against capitalism.
We do not differ from any socialist because he is for democracy

as the road to socialism. That we believe— in the sense given that
idea by Marx and Engels, in the sense that the attainment of
democracy is possible and equated to the winning of political power

b
y the socialist proletariat. We differ with those who believe in the
growing democratization of capitalism. It is an illusion. We differ
with them because of their belief in the collaboration between
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classes which are irreconcilable. We differ with anyone who shows
resistance to the complete independence and self-reliance of the
working class. We differ with those who, hating Stalinism without
understanding it, oppose it by tolerating and even urging the sub
ordination of the working class to the doomed and dying capitalist
regime. It is this very policy of reconciliation with capitalism in
stead of socialist struggle against it that has made possible the rise
of Stalinism and its victories. The workers need a lifebuoy to carry
them out of danger from the foundering ship of capitalism and not
the anchor. We are revolutionary socialists, we are democratic
socialists.
If a socialist can at all permit himself the overly youthful

luxury of using such terms as "optimistic" or "pessimistic" about
theoretical questions or even political perspectives, it would be in
this connection: Pessimism does not lie in stating that Stalinism
has conquered here and there and defeated the working class. Our
"optimism" does not consist in the belief that the working class is
always revolutionary, or is always ready to make the revolution,
or that it cannot be defeated, or even that it is always right. It de
rives from our belief, scientifically grounded, that the working class,
no matter what the setbacks it suffers, has a solid position in society
which gives it inexhaustible powers of self-renewal and recupera
tion to resume the attack against the conditions of its existence.
These attacks have continued; they will continue because they must.
Capitalism is dying and even disappearing, along with the

capitalist classes. But the working class cannot be killed off, and it
cannot exist without struggle. Stalinism has, it is true, appeared
on the scene, but before this regime of permanent crisis can think
of consolidating itself all over the world its first excursions beyond
its original frontiers have already brought it into a violent and
irresolvable conflict with itself which is doing more to reveal its
real nature to the working-class world than a dozen good theories.
The idea that the working class can struggle but never win,

that it can do nothing more than suffer under new oppressors, is
a superstitious prejudice which ruling classes have ever been inter
ested in cultivating. The idea that the workers, whose numbers
are overwhelming, can forever attack but never break through to
self-rule, is worthy of an inventor of perpetual-motion machines.
The working class learns more slowly than was once thought; but
with interruptions and distractions it learns. Sooner or later it will
learn its emancipating task, and the power it has to perform it. On
its banner then the watchword of democracy will be indistinguish
able from the watchword of socialism. We are here to help make
it sooner. May 1950
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Is Russia a Workers' State?

THAT THE "RUSSIAN QUESTION" SHOULD
continue to occupy the attention of the radical movement is any

thing but unusual. In the history of modern socialism, there is
nothing that equals the Russian Revolution in importance, v

Our investigation aims to re-evaluate the character and sig
nificance of the period of the degeneration of the Russian revolu
tion and the Soviet state, marked by the rise and triumph of the
Stalinist bureacracy. Its results call for a revision of the theory that
the Soviet Union is a workers' state.
In our analysis, we must necessarily take issue with Leon

Trotsky; yet, at the same time, base ourselves largely upon his i

studies. Nobody has even approached him in the scope and depth
of his contribution to understanding the problem of the Soviet
Union. In a different way, to be sure, but no less solidly, his work
of analyzing the decay of the Soviet Republic is as significant as
his work of creating that Republic. Most of what we learned about
Russia, and can transmit to others, we learned from Trotsky. We
learned from him, too, the necessity of critical re-examination at

every important stage, of regaining, even in the realm of theory,
what was once already gained, or, in the contrary case, of discarding
what was once firmly established but proved to be vulnerable. The
garden of theory requires critical cultivation, replanting, but also

weeding out.
What new events, what fundamental changes in the situation,

have taken place to warrant a corresponding change in our ap
praisal of the class character of the Soviet Union? The question, is,
in a sense, irrelevant. Our new analysis and conclusions would have
their objective merit or error regardless of the signature appended
to them. In the case of the writer, if the question must be answered,
the revision is the product of that careful restudying of the prob
lem urged upon him by both friends and adversaries in the recent

dispute in the Trotskyist movement. The outbreak of the second
world war, while it produced no fundamental changes in the Soviet
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Union in itself, did awaken doubts as to the correctness of our tra- i
ditional position. However, doubts and uncertainties, cannot serve
as a program, nor even as a fruitful subject for discussion.
The writer has, meanwhile, had the opportunity to examine

and reflect upon the problem, if not as much as would be desirable,
then at least sufficiently. "Theory is not a note which you can
present at any moment to reality for payment," wrote Trotsky. "If
a theory proves mistaken we must revise it or fill out its gaps. We
must find out those real social forces which have given rise to the
contrast between Soviety reality and the traditional Marxian con
ception."
We must revise our theory that Russia is a workers' state. What

has up to now been discussed informally and without order, should
now be the subject of an ordered and serious discussion. This article
aims to contribute to it.

Briefly stated, this has been our traditional view of the char
acter of the Soviet Union:

The character of the social regime is determined first of all by the
property relations. The nationalization of land, of the means of industrial
production and exchange, with the monopoly of foreign trade in the
hands of the state, constitute the bases of the social order in the U.S.S.R.
The classes expropriated by the October revolution, as well as the ele
ments of the bourgeoisie and the bourgeois section of the bureaucracy
being newly formed, could reestablish private ownership of land, banks,
factories, mills, railroads, etc., only by means of a counter-revolutionary
overthrow. By these property relations, lying at the basis of the class rela
tions, is determined for us the nature of the Soviet Union as a proletarian
state. (Trotsky, Problems of the Development of the U.S.S.R., p. 3, 1931.)

But it is not a workers' state in the abstract. It is a degenerated,
a sick, an internally-imperilled workers' state. Its degeneration is

represented by the usurpation of all political power in the state by
a reactionary, totalitarian bureaucracy, headed by Stalin. But while
politically you have an anti-Soviet Bonapartist dictatorship of the
bureaucracy— according to Trotsky— it nevertheless defends, in its
own and very bad way, the social rule of the working class. This
rule is expressed in the preservation of nationalized property. In
bourgeois society, we have had cases where the social rule of capi
talism is preserved by all sorts of political regimes— democratic and
dictatorial, parliamentary and monarchial, Bonapartist and fascist.
Yes, even under fascism, the bureaucracy is not a separate ruling
class, no matter how irritating to the bourgeoisie its rule may be.
Similarly in the Soviet Union. The bureaucracy is a caste, not a
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class. It serves, as all bureaucracies do, a class. In this case, it serves
—again, badly— to maintain the social rule of the proletariat. At the
same time, however, it weakens and undermines this rule. To assure
the sanitation and progress of the workers' state toward socialism,

the bureaucracy must be overthrown. Its totalitarian regime ex
cludes its removal by means of more or less peaceful reform. It can w
be eliminated, therefore, only by means of a revolution. The revolu-
tion, however, will be, in its decisive respects, not social but po
litical. It will restore and extend workers' democracy, but it will not
produce any fundamental social changes, no fundamental changes
in property relations. Property will remain state property.
Omitting for the time being Trotsky's analysis of the origin

and rise of the Stalinist bureaucracy, which is elaborated in detail
in The Revolution Betrayed, we have given above a summary of
the basic position held by us jointly up to now. So far as character
izing the class nature of the Soviet Union is concerned, this position
might be summed up even more briefly as follows:
To guarantee progress towards socialism, the existence of na

tionalized property is necessary but not sufficient— a revolutionary
proletarian regime is needed in the country, plus favorable inter
national conditions (victory of the proletariat in more advanced
capitalist countries). To characterize the Soviet Union as a workers'
state, the existence of nationalized property is necessary and suf
ficient. The Stalinist bureaucracy is a caste. To become a ruling
class, it must establish new property forms.
Except for the slogan of revolution, as against reform, this was

substantially the position vigorously defended by Trotsky and the
Trotskyist movement for almost fifteen years. The big article on
Russia written by Trotsky right after the war broke out, marked,
in our opinion, the first— and a truly enormous— contradiction of
this position. Not that Trotsky abandoned the theory that the
Soviet Union is a degenerated workers' state. Quite the contrary,
he reaffirmed it. But at the same time, he advanced a theoretical
possibility which fundamentally negated his theory— more accu
rately, the motivation for his theory— of the class character of the
Soviet state:
If the proletariat does not come to power in the coming period,

and civilization declines further, the immanent collectivist tenden
cies in capitalist society may be brought to fruition in the form of
a new exploiting society ruled by a new bureaucratic class—neither
proletarian nor bourgeois. Or, if the proletariat takes power in a
series of countries and then relinquishes it to a privileged bureauc
racy, like the Stalinist, it will show that the proletariat is con-
geni tally unable to become a ruling class and then "it will be
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necessary in retrospect to establish that in its fundamental traits the

present U.S.S.R. was the precursor of a new exploiting regime on v
an international scale."

The historic alternative, carried to the end, is as follows: either the
Stalin regime is an abhorrent relapse in the process of transforming bour

geois society into a socialist society, or the Stalin regime is the first stage

of a new exploiting society. If the second prognosis proves to be correct,
then, of course, the bureaucracy will become a new exploiting class. How
ever onerous the second perspective may be, if the world proletariat should
actually prove incapable of fulfilling the mission placed upon it by the
course of development, nothing else would remain except openly to rec

ognize that the socialist program based on the internal contradictions of

capitalist society, ended as a Utopia. It is self-evident that a new "mini
mum" program would be required— for the defense of the interests of the

slaves of the totalitarian bureaucratic society.
But are there such incontrovertible or even impressive objective data

as would compel us today to renounce the prospect of the socialist revolu
tion? That is the whole question. (Trotsky, "The U.S.S.R. in War," The
New International, Nov. 1939, p. 327.)

That is not the whole question. To that question, we give no
less vigorously negative a reply than Trotsky. There is no data of
sufficient weight to warrant abandoning the revolutionary socialist

perspective. On that score, Trotsky was and remains quite correct.
The essence of the question, however, relates not to the perspective,
but to the theoretical characterization of the Soviet state and its

bureaucracy.
Up to the time of this article, Trotsky insisted on the follow

ing two propositions: 1. Nationalized property, so long as it con
tinues to be the economic basis of the Soviet Union, makes the
latter a workers' state, regardless of the political regime in power;
and, 2. So long as it does not create new property forms, unique to
itself, and so long as it rests on nationalized property, the bureauc
racy is not a new or an old ruling class, but a caste. In "The
U.S.S.R. in War," Trotsky declared it theoretically possible— we
repeat: not probable, but nevertheless theoretically possible— 1. for
the property forms and relations now existing in the Soviet Union
to continue existing and yet represent not a workers' state but a
new exploiting society; and 2, for the bureaucracy now existing in
the Soviet Union to become a new exploiting and ruling class with
out changing the property forms and relations it now rests upon.
To allow such a theoretical possibility, does not eliminate the

revolutionary perspective, but it does destroy, at one blow, so to
speak, the theoretical basis for our past characterization of Russia
as a workers' state.
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To argue that Trotsky considered this alternative a most un
likely perspective, that, indeed (and this is of course correct), he
saw no reason at all for adopting it, is arbitrary and beside the

point. At best, it is tantamount to saying: At bottom, Russia is a
workers' state because it rests on nationalized property and ... we
still have a social-revolutionary world perspective; if we abandoned
this perspective, it would cease being a workers' state even though
its property forms remain fundamentally unaltered. Or more
simply: it is not nationalized property that determines the working-
class character of the Soviet state and the caste character of its bu

reaucracy; our perspective determines that.
If Trotsky's alternative perspective is accepted as a theoretical

possibility (as we do, although not in quite the same way in which
he puts it forward; but that is another matter), it is theoretically
impossible any longer to hold that nationalized property is suf
ficient to define the Soviet Union as a workers' state. That holds
true, moreover, whether Trotsky's alternative perspective is ac

cepted or not. The traditional view of the International on the class
character of the U.S.S.R. rests upon a grievous theoretical error.

In his writings on the Soviet Union, and particularly in The
Revolution Betrayed, Trotsky speaks interchangeably of the "prop
erty forms" and the "property relations" in the country as if he
were referring to one and the same thing. Speaking of the new

political revolution against the bureaucracy, he says: "So far as
concerns property relations, the new power would not have to resort
to revolutionary measures." (P. 252.) Speaking of the capitalist
counter-revolution, he says: "Notwithstanding that the Soviet bu

reaucracy has gone far toward preparing a bourgeois restoration,
the new regime would have to introduce into the matter of forms
of property and methods of industry not a reform, but a social
revolution." (P. 253.)
When referring to property forms in the Soviet Union, Trotsky

Obviously means nationalized property, that is, state ownership of
the means of production and exchange. It is just as obvious that, no
matter what has been changed and how much it has been changed
in the Soviet Union by Stalinism, state ownership of the means of
production and exchange continues to exist. It is further obvious
that when the proletariat takes the helm again in Russia it will
maintain state property.
However, what is crucial are not the property forms, i.e., na

tionalized property, whose existence cannot be denied, but precisely
the relations of the various social groups in the Soviet Union to
this property, i.e., property relations! If we can speak of nationalized
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property in the Soviet Union, this does not yet establish what the
property relations are.

Under capitalism the ownership of land and the means of
production and exchange is in private (individual or corporate)
hands. The distribution of the means or instruments of production
under capitalism puts the possessors of capital in command of so
ciety, and of the proletariat, which is divorced from property and
has only its own labor power at its disposal. The relations to prop
erty of these classes, and consequently the social relations into
which they necessarily enter in the process of production, are clear
to all intelligent persons.
Now, the state is the product of irreconcilable social contradic

tions. Disposing of a force separate from the people, it intervenes
in the raging struggle between the classes in order to prevent their
mutual destruction and to preserve the social order. "But having
arisen amid these conflicts, it is as a rule the state of the most
powerful economic class that by force of its economic supremacy
becomes also the ruling political class and thus acquires new means
of subduing and exploiting the oppressed masses," writes Engels.
Under capitalism, "the most powerful economic class" is represented
by its capitalist class state.

What is important to note here is that the social power of the
capitalist class derives from its "economic supremacy," that is, from
its direct ownership of the instruments of production; and that this
power is reflected in or supplemented by its political rule of the
state machine, of the "public power of coercion." The two are not
identical, let it be noted further, for a Bonapartist or fascist regime
may and has deprived the capitalist class of its political rule only
to leave its social rule, if not completely intact, then at least funda
mentally unshaken.

Two other characteristics of bourgeois property relations and
the bourgeois state are worth keeping in mind.

Bourgeois property relations and pre-capitalist property rela
tions are not as incompatible with each other, as either of them are
with socialist property relations. The first two not only have lived
together in relative peace for long periods of time but, especially in
the period of imperialism on a world scale, still live together today.
An example of the first was the almost one-century-old cohabitation
of the capitalist North and the Southern slaveocracy in the United
States; an outstanding example of the second is British imperialism
in India. But more important than this is a key distinction between
the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. The capitalist class already has
wide economic power before it overthrows feudal society and, by
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doing so, it acquires that necessary political and social power which
establishes it as the ruling class.

Finally, the bourgeois state solemnly recognizes the right of
private property, that is, it establishes juridically (and defends
accordingly) that which is already established in fact by the bour
geoisie's ownership of capital. The social power of the capitalist
class lies fundamentally in its actual ownership of the instruments
of production, that is

,

in that which gives it its "economic su
premacy," and therefore its control of the state.

How do matters stand with the proletariat, with its state, and
the property forms and property relations unique to it? The young
bourgeoisie was able to develop (within the objective limits estab
lished by feudalism) its specific property relations even under
feudalism; at times, as we have seen, it could even share political
power with a pre-capitalist class. The proletariat cannot do any
thing of the kind under capitalism, unless you accept those
utopians who still dream of developing socialism right in the heart
of capitalism by means of "producers' cooperatives." By its very
position in the old society, the proletariat has no property under
capitalism. The working class acquires economic supremacy only
after it has seized political power.

We have already seen [said the Communist Manifesto] that the first

step in the workers' revolution is to make the proletariat the ruling class,
to establish democracy. The proletariat will use its political supremacy in
order, by degrees, to wrest all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralize
all the means of production into the hands of the State (this meaning the
proletariat organized as ruling class), and, as rapidly as possible, to increase
the total mass of productive forces.

Thus by its very position in the new society, the proletariat
still has no property, that is, it does not own property in the sense
that the feudal lord or the capitalist did. It was and remains a

property-less class! It seizes state power. The new state is simply the
proletariat organized as the ruling class. The state expropriates the
private owners of land and capital, and ownership of land, and the
means of production and exchange, becomes vested in the state. By
its action, the state has established new property forms— nationalized
or state-ified or collectivized property. It has also established new
property relations. So far as the proletariat is concerned, it has a

fundamentally new relationship to property. The essence of the
change lies in the fact that the working class is in command of that
state-owned property because the state is the proletariat organized
as the ruling class (through its Soviets, its army, its courts and insti
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tutions like the party, the unions, the factory committees, etc.).
There is the nub of the question.
The economic supremacy of the bourgeoisie under capitalism

is based upon its ownership of the decisive instruments of produc
tion and exchange. Hence, its social power; hence, the bourgeois
state. The social rule of the proletariat cannot express itself in
private ownership of capital, but only in its "ownership" of the
state in whose hands is concentrated all the decisive economic
power. Hence, its social power lies in its political power. In bour
geois society, the two can be and are divorced; in the proletarian
state, they are inseparable. Much of the same thing is said by
Trotsky when he points out that in contrast to private property,
"the property relations which issued from the socialist revolution
are indivisibly bound up with the new state as their repository"
(The Revolution Betrayed, p. 250). But from this follows in reality,
what does not follow in Trotsky's analysis. The proletariat's rela
tions to property, to the new, collectivist property, are indivisibly
bound up with its relations to the state, that is

,

to the political
power.
We do not even begin to approach the heart of the problem

by dealing with its juridical aspects, however. That suffices, more or
less, in a bourgeois state. There, let us remember, the juridical
acknowledgment by the state of private ownership corresponds
exactly with the palpable economic and social reality. Ford and
Dupont own their plants . . . and their congressmen; Krupp and
Schroeder own their plants . . . and their Deputies. In the Soviet
Union, the proletarian is master of property only if he is master
of the state which is its repository. That mastery alone can dis
tinguish it as the ruling class. "The transfer of the factories to the
state changed the situation of the worker only juridically," Trotsky
points out quite aptly. (Op. cit., p. 241.) And further: "From the
point of view of property in the means of production, the differ
ences between a marshal and a servant girl, the head of a trust and

a day laborer, the son of a people's commissar and a homeless child,
seem not to exist at all." (Ibid., p. 238.)
Precisely! And why not? Under capitalism, the difference in

the relations to property of the trust head and the day laborer is

determined and clearly evidenced by the fact that the former is

the owner of capital and the latter owns merely his labor power.
In the Soviet Union, the difference in the relations to property of
the six persons Trotsky mentions is not determined or visible by
virtue of ownership of basic property but precisely by the degree
to which any and all of them "own" the state to which all social
property belongs.
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The state is a political institution, a weapon of organized co
ercion to uphold the supremacy of a class. It is not owned like a
pair of socks or a factory; it is controlled. No class—no modern
class—controls it directly, among other reasons because the modern
state is too complicated and all-pervading to manipulate like a
17th century New England town meeting. A class controls the state
indirectly, through its representatives, its authorized delegates.
The Bolshevik revolution lifted the working class to the posi

tion of ruling class in the country. As Marx and Engels and Lenin
had foreseen, the conquest of state power by the proletariat im

mediately revealed itself as "something which is no longer really
a form of the State." In place of "special bodies of armed men"
divorced from the people, there rose the armed people. In place of
a corrupted and bureaucratized parliamentary machine, the demo
cratic Soviets embracing tens of millions. In the most difficult days,
in the rigorous period of War Communism, the state was the "pro
letariat organized as the ruling class"— organized through the So
viets, through the trade unions, through the living, revolutionary
proletarian Communist party.
The Stalinist reaction, the causes and course of which have

been traced so brilliantly by Trotsky above all others, meant the
systematic hacking away of every finger of control the working class
had over its state. And with the triumph of the bureaucratic
counter-revolution came the end of rule of the working class. The
Soviets were eviscerated and finally wiped out formally by decree.
The trade unions were converted into slave-drivers cracking the
whip over the working class. Workers' control in the factories went
a dozen years ago. The people were forbidden to bear arms, even
non-explosive weapons— it was the possession of arms by the people
that Lenin qualified as the very essence of the question of the statel
The militia system gave way decisively to the army separated from
the people. The Communist Youth were formally prohibited from
participating in politics, i.e., from concerning themselves with the
state. The Communist party was gutted, and the Bolsheviks in it
broken in two, imprisoned, exiled and finally shot. How absurd
are the lamentations about the "one-party dictatorship" in light
of this analysis! It was precisely this party, while it lived, which
was the last channel through which the Soviet working class
exercized its political power.

The recognition of the present Soviet state as a workers' state
[wrote Trotsky in his thesis on Russia in 1931] not only signifies that the
bourgeoisie can conquer power in no other way than by an armed uprising
but also that the proletariat of the U.S.S.R. has not forfeited the possi
bility of submitting the bureaucracy to it, of reviving the party again and
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of mending the regime of the dictatorship— without a new revolution, with
the methods and on the road of reform. (Op. cit., p. 36.)

Quite right. And conversely: when the Soviet proletariat
finally lost the possibility of submitting the bureaucracy to itself

by methods of reform, and was left with the weapon of revolution,
we should have abandoned our characterization of the U.S.S.R. as
a workers' state. Even if belatedly, it is necessary to do that now.
That political expropriation of the proletariat which is defined

in Trotsky's analysis— that is nothing more nor less than the destruc
tion of the class rule of the workers, the end of the Soviet Union
as a workers' state.
A change in class rule, a revolution or counter-revolution, with

out violence, without civil war, gradually? Trotsky has reproached
defenders of such a conception with "reformism-in-reverse." The
reproach might hold in our case, too, but for the fact that the
Stalinist counter-revolution was violent and bloody enough. The
seizure of power by the Bolsheviks was virtually bloodless and
non-violent. The breadth and duration of the civil war that fol
lowed were determined by the strength, the virility, and not least
of all by the international imperialist aid furnished to the over
turned classes.
The comparative one-sidedness of the civil war attending the

Stalinist counter-revolution was determined by the oft-noted pas
sivity of the masses, their weariness, their failure to receive inter
national support. In spite of this, Stalin's road to power lay through
rivers of blood and over a mountain of skulls. Neither the Stalinist
counter-revolution nor the Bolshevik revolution was effected by
Fabian gradualist reforms.
The conquest of state power by the bureaucracy spelled the

destruction of the property relations established by the Bolshevik
revolution.

If the workers are no longer the ruling class and the Soviet
Union no longer a workers' state, and if there is no private-property-
owning capitalist class ruling Russia, what is the class nature of
the state and what exactly is the bureaucracy that dominates it?
Hitherto we called the Stalinist bureaucracy a caste, and denied

it the attributes of a class. Yet, Trotsky admitted in September
a year ago, the definition of the Russian bureaucracy as a caste has
not "a strictly scientific character. Its relative superiority lies in
this, that the makeshift character of the term is clear to everybody,
since it would enter nobody's mind to identify the Moscow oligarchy
with the Hindu caste of Brahmins." In resume, it is called a caste
not because it is a caste—the old Marxian definition of a caste would
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scarcely fit Stalin & Co.—but because it is not a class. Without
letting the dispute "degenerate into sterile toying with words," let
us see if we cannot come closer to a scientific characterization than
we have in the past.
The late Bukharin defined a class as "the aggregate of persons

playing the same part in production, standing in the same relation
toward other persons in the production process, these relations
being also expressed in things (instruments of labor)." According to
Trotsky, a class is defined "by its independent role in the general
structure of economy and by its independent roots in the economic
foundation of society. Each class . . . works out its own special
forms of property. The bureaucracy lacks all these social traits."
In general, either definition would serve. But not as an abso

lutely infallible test for all classes in all class societies.*
The Marxian definition of a class is obviously widened by

Engels (see footnote) to include a social group "that did not take
part in production" but which made itself "the indispensable medi
ator between two producers," exploiting them both. The merchants
characterized by Engels as a class are neither more nor less en

compassed in Trotsky's definition, given above, or in Bukharin's,
than is the Stalinist bureaucracy (except in so far as this bureauc
racy most definitely takes part in the process of production). But
the indubitable fact that the bureaucracy has not abolished state

property is not sufficient ground for withholding from it the quali
fication of a class, although, as we shall see, within certain limits.
But, it has been objected:
If the Bonapartist riffraff is a class this means that it is not an abor*-

*Although, for example, the merchants would fail to pass either of the two
tests given above, Engels qualified them as a class. "A third division of labor
was added by civilization: it created a class that did not take part in production,
but occupied itself merely with the exchange of products— the merchants. All
former attempts at class formation were exclusively concerned with production.
They divided the producers into directors and directed, or into producers on
a more or less extensive scale. But here a class appears for the first time that
captures the control of production in general and subjugates the producers to
its rule, without taking the least part in production. A class that makes itself
the indispensable mediator between two producers and exploits them both under
the pretext of saving them the trouble and risk of exchange, of extending the
markets for their products to distant regions, and of thus becoming the most
useful class in society; a class of parasites, genuine social ichneumons, that skim
the cream of production at home and abroad as a reward for very insignificant
services; that rapidly amass enormous wealth and gain social influence accord
ingly; that for this reason reap ever new honors and ever greater controL-of pro
duction during the period of civilization, until they at last bring to light a
product of their own—periodical crises in industry." (Engels, The Origin of the
Family, p. 201.)
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don but a viable child of history. If its marauding parasitism is "exploita
tion" in the scientific sense of the term, this means that the bureaucracy
possesses a historical future as the ruling class indispensable to the given
system of economy. (Trotsky, "Again and Once More Again on the Nature
of the U.S.S.R.," The New International, Feb. 1940, p. 14.)

Is or is not the Stalinist bureaucracy "a ruling class indis
pensable" to the system of economy in the Soviet Union?
This question—begs the question! The question is precisely:

what is the given system of economy? For the given system—the
property relations established by the counter-revolution— the Stalin
ist bureaucracy is the indispensable ruling class. As for the economic
system and the property relations established by the Bolshevik
revolution (under which the Stalinist bureaucracy was by no means
the indispensable ruling class)—these are just what the bureaucratic
counter-revolution destroyed! To the question, is the bureaucracy
indispensable to "Soviet economy"? one can therefore answer, Yes
and no.
To the same question put somewhat differently, is the bureauc

racy an "historical accident," an abortion, or viable and a necessity,
the answer must be given in the same spirit. It is an historical ne
cessity— "a result of the iron necessity to give birth to and support
a privileged minority so long as it is impossible to guarantee gen
uine equality" (The Revolution Betrayed, p. 55). It is not an
"historical accident" for the good reason that it has well-established
historical causes. It is not inherent in a society resting upon col
lective property in the means of production and exchange, as the
capitalist class is inherent in a society resting upon capitalist prop
erty. Rather, it is the product of a conjunction of circumstances,
primarily that the proletarian revolution broke out in backward
Russia and was not supplemented and thereby saved by the victory
of the revolution in the advanced countries.
Hence, while its concrete characteristics do not permit us to

qualify it as a viable or indispensable ruling class in the same sense
as the historical capitalist class, we may and do speak of it as a
ruling class whose complete control of the state now guarantees its
political and economic supremacy in the country.
It is interesting to note that the evolution and transformation

of the Soviet bureaucracy in the workers' state—the state of Lenin
and Trotsky— is quite different and even contrary to the evolution
of the capitalist class in its state.
Speaking of the separation of the capitalist manager into

capitalists and managers of the process of production, Marx writes:

The labor of superintendence and management arising out of the
antagonistic character and rule of capital over labor, which all modes of
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production based on class antagonisms have in common with the capital
ist mode, is directly and inseparably connected, also under the capitalist
system, with those productive functions, which all combined social labor
assigns to individuals as their special tasks. . . . Compared to the money-
capitalist the industrial capitalist is a laborer, but a laboring capitalist, an
exploiter of the labor of others. The wages which he claims and pockets
for this labor amount exactly to the appropriated quantity of another's
labor and depend directly upon the rate of exploitation of this labor, so
far as he takes the trouble to assume the necessary burdens of exploitation.
They do not depend upon the degree of his exertions in carrying on this
exploitation. He can easily shift this burden to the shoulders of a super
intendent for moderate pay. . . . Stock companies in general, developed
with the credit system, have a tendency to separate this labor of manage
ment as a function more and more from the ownership of capital, whether
it be self-owned or borrowed. (Capital, Vol. Ill, pp. 454/f.)
Even though this tendency to separate out of the capitalist class

(or the upper ranks of the working class) a group of managers and
superintendents is constantly accentuated under capitalism, this
group does not develop into an independent class. Why? Because to
the extent that the manager (i.e., a highly-paid superintendent-
worker) changes his "relations to property" and becomes an owner
of capital, he merely enters into the already existing capitalist class.
He need not and does not create new property relations.
The evolution has been distinctly different in Russia. The

proletariat in control of the state, and therefore of economy, soon
found itself unable directly to organize economy, expand the pro
ductive forces and raise labor productivity because of a whole series
of circumstances— its own lack of training in management and
superintendence, in bookkeeping and strict accounting, the absence
of help from the technologically more advanced countries, etc., etc.
As with the building of the Red Army, so in industry, the Russian
proletariat was urged by Lenin to call upon and it did call upon
a whole host and variety of experts— some from its own ranks, some
from the ranks of the class enemy, some from the ranks of the
bandwagon-jumpers, constituting in all a considerable bureaucracy.
Given the revolutionary party, given the Soviets, given the

trade unions, given the factory committees, that is, given those
concrete means by which the workers ruled the state, their state,
this bureaucracy, however perilous, remained within the limitations
of "hired hands" in the service of the workers' state. In political
or economic life— the bureaucracies in both tended to and did
merge— the bureaucracy was subject to the criticism, control, recall
or discharge of the "working class organized as a ruling class."
The whole history of the struggle of the Trotskyist movement

in Russia against the bureaucracy signified, at bottom, a struggle to
prevent the crushing of the workers' state by the growing monster
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of a bureaucracy which was becoming increasingly different in
quality from the "hired hands" of the workers' state as well as from
any kind of bureaucratic group under capitalism. What we have
called the consummated usurpation of power by the Stalinist bu
reaucracy was, in reality, nothing but the self-realization of the
bureaucracy as a class and its seizure of state power from the
proletariat, the establishment of its own state power and its
own rule.
The qualitative difference lies precisely in this: the bureauc

racy is no longer the controlled and revocable "managers and
superintendents" employed by the workers' state in the party, the
state apparatus, the industries, the army, the unions, the fields, but
the owners and controllers of the state, which is in turn the re
pository of collectivized property and thereby the employer of all
hired hands, the masses of the workers, above all, included.
The situation of the young Soviet republic (the historical

circumstances surrounding its birth and evolution), imposed upon
it the "division of labor" described above, and often commented on
by Lenin. Where a similar division of labor under capitalism does
not transform the economic or political agents of the ruling class
into a new class, for the reasons given above (primarily, the rela
tions to capitalist private property), it does tend to create a new
class in a state reposing on collectivized property, that is, in a state
which is itself the repository of all social property.
Trotsky is entirely right when he speaks of "dynamic social

formations [in Russia] which have had no precedent and have no
analogies." It is even more to the point when he writes that "the
very fact of its [the bureaucracy's] appropriation of political power
in a country where the principal means of production are in the
hands of the state, creates a new and hitherto unknown relation
between the bureaucracy and the riches of the nation." For what is
unprecedented and new, hitherto unknown, one cannot find a

sufficiently illuminating analogy in the bureaucracies in other so
cieties which did not develop into a class but remained class-serving
bureaucracies.

What Trotsky calls the indispensable theoretical key to an un
derstanding of the situation in Russia is the remarkable passage
from Marx which he quotes in The Revolution Betrayed: "A devel
opment of the productive forces is the absolutely necessary practical
premise [of communism], because without it want is generalized,
and with want the struggle for necessities begins again, and that
means that all the old crap must revive."
Both Lenin and Trotsky kept repeating in the early years: in

backward Russia, socialism cannot be built without the aid of the
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more advanced countries. Before the revolution, in 1915, Trotsky
made clear his opinion— for which Stalinism never forgave him—
that without state aid of the western proletariat, the workers of
Russia could not hope to remain in power for long. That state aid
did not come, thanks to the international social democracy, later
ably supplemented by the Stalinists. But the prediction of Lenin
and Trotsky did come true. The workers of the Soviet Union were
unable to hold power. That they lost it in a peculiar, unforeseen
and even unforeseeable way—not because of a bourgeois restoration,

but in the form of the seizure of power by a counter-revolutionary
bureaucracy which retained and based itself on the new, collectivist
form of property— is true. But they did lose power. The old crap
was revived— in a new, unprecedented, hitherto-unknown form, the
rule of a new bureaucratic class. A class that always was, that always
will be? Not at all. "Class," Lenin pointed out in April 1920, "is a
concept that takes shape in struggle— and in the course of develop
ment."
The reminder is particularly timely in considering the struggle

and evolution of the Stalinist bureaucracy into a class. Precisely
here it is worth more than passing notice, that the counter-revolu
tion, like the revolution that preceded it, found that it could not,

as Marx said about the seizure of power by the proletariat in the
Paris Commune, "simply lay hold of the ready-made state ma

chinery and wield it for its own purposes." The Russian proletariat
had to shatter the old bourgeois state and its apparatus, and put
in its place a new state, a complex of the Soviets, the revolutionary
party, the trade unions, the factory committees, the militia system,
etc. To achieve power and establish its rule, the Stalinist counter
revolution in turn had to shatter the proletarian Soviet state—those
same Soviets, the party, the unions, the factory committees, the
militia system, the "armed people," etc. It did not and could not
"simply lay hold of" the existing machinery of state and set it Roing
for its own ends. It shattered the workers' state, and put in its place
the totalitarian state of bureaucratic collectivism.

Thereby it compelled us to add to our theory this conception,
among others: Just as it is possible to have different classes ruling
in societies resting upon the private ownership of property, so it
is possible to have more than one class ruling in a society resting
upon the collective ownership of property—concretely, the working
class and the bureaucracy.
Can this new class look forward to a social life-span as long as

that enjoyed, for example, by the capitalist class? We see no reason
to believe that it can. Throughout modern capitalist society, ripped
apart so violently by its contradictions, there is clearly discernible
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the irrepressible tendency towards collectivism, the only means
whereby the productive forces of mankind can be expanded and
thereby provide that ample satisfaction of human needs which is
the precondition to the blooming of a new civilization and culture.
But there is no adequate ground for believing that this tendency will
materialize in the form of a universal "bureaucratic collectivism."
The revolutionary struggle against the capitalist mode of pro

duction, triumphing in those countries which have already attained
a high level of economic development, including the development
of labor productivity, leads rather to the socialist society. The cir
cumstances which left Soviet Russia isolated, dependent upon its
own primitive forces, and thus generated that "generalized want"
which facilitated the victory of the bureaucratic counter-revolution,
will be and can only be overcome by overcoming its causes—namely,
the capitalist encirclement. The social revolution which spells the
doom of capitalist imperialism and the release of the pent-up,
strangled forces of production, will put an end to the want and
misery of the masses in the West and to the very basis of the misery
of Stalinism in the Soviet Union.
Social life and evolution were slow and long-drawn-out under

feudalism. Their pace was considerably accelerated under capital
ism, and phenomena which took decades in developing under
feudalism, took only years to develop under capitalism. World so
ciety which entered the period of world wars and socialist revolu
tions, finds the pace speeded up to a rhythm that has no precedent v

in history. All events and phenomena tend to be telescoped in point
of time. From this standpoint, the rise, and the early fall, of the
bureaucracy in the Soviet Union necessitates an indication of the
limits of its development, as we pointed out above, precisely in
order to distinguish it from the fundamental historical classes. This
is perhaps best done by characterizing it as the ruling class of an
unstable society which is already a fetter on economic development.
What has already been said should serve to indicate the sim

ilarities between the Stalinist and Fascist bureaucracies, but above
all to indicate the profound social and historical difference between
them. Following our analysis, the animadversions of all species of
rationalizers on the identity of Stalinism and Fascism, remain just
as superficial as ever.
Trotsky's characterization of the two bureaucracies as "sym

metrical" is incontrovertible, but only within the limits with which
he surrounds the term, namely, they are both products of the same
failure of the Western proletariat to solve the social crisis by social
revolution. To go further, they are identical, but again within well-
defined limits. The political regime, the technique of rule, the
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highly-developed social demagogy, the system of terror without end
—these are essential features of Hitlerite and Stalinist totalitarian
ism, some of them more fully developed under the latter than under
the former. At this point, however, the similarity ceases.
From the standpoint of our old analysis and theory, the Soviet

Union remained a workers' state despite its political regime. In
short, we said, just as the social rule of capitalism, the capitalist
state was preserved under different political regimes— republic,
monarchy, military dictatorship, fascism— so the social rule of the

proletariat, the workers' state could be maintained under different
political regimes— Soviet democracy, Stalinist totalitarianism. Can
we, then, even speak of a "counter-revolutionary workers' state"?
was the question posed by Trotsky early this year. To which his
reply was, "There are two completely counter-revolutionary work
ers' Internationals" and one can therefore speak also of "the
counter-revolutionary workers' state. In the last analysis a workers'
state is a trade union which has conquered power." It is a workers'
state by virtue of its property forms, and it is counter-revolutionary
by virtue of its political regime.
Without dwelling here on the analogy between the Soviet state

today and the trade unions, it is necessary to point out that
thoroughgoing consistency would demand of this standpoint that
the Soviet Union be characterized as a Fascist workers' state, work
ers' state, again, because it rests on state property and Fascist
because of its political regime. Objections to this characterization
can only be based upon the embarrassment caused by this natural
product of consistency.
However that may be, if it is not a workers' state, not even a

Fascist workers' state, neither is it a state comparable to that of the
German Nazis. Let us see why.
Fascism, resting on the mass basis of the petty-bourgeoisie gone

mad under the horrors of the social crisis, was called to power
deliberately by the big bourgeoisie in order to preserve its social
rule, the system of private property. Writers who argue that Fascism
put an end to capitalism and inaugurated a new social order, with
a new class rule, are guilty of an abstract and static conception of
capitalism; more accurately, of an idealization of capitalism as
permanently identical with what it was in its halcyon period of
organic upward development, its "democratic" phase.
Faced with the imminent prospect of the proletarian revolu

tion putting an end both to the contradictions of capitalism and
to capitalist rule, the bourgeoisie preferred the annoyance of a
Fascist regime which would suppress (not abolish !) these contra
dictions and preserve capitalist rule. In other words, at a given stage
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of its degeneration, the only way to preserve the capitalist system in
any form is by means of the totalitarian dictatorship. As all his
torians agree, calling Fascism to political power— the abandonment
of political rule by the bourgeoisie— was the conscious act of the
bourgeoisie itself.
But, it is argued, after it came to political power, the Fascist

bureaucracy completely dispossessed the bourgeoisie and itself be
came the ruling class. Which is precisely what needs to be but has
not been proved. The system of private ownership of socially-
operated property remains basically intact. After being in power in
Italy for over eighteen years, and in Germany for almost eight,
Fascism has yet to nationalize industry, to say nothing of expropri
ating the bourgeoisie (the expropriation of small sections of the
bourgeoisie— the Jewish— is done in the interests of the bourgeoisie
as a whole). Why does Hitler, who is so bold in all other spheres,
suddenly turn timid when he confronts the "juridical detail"
represented by the private (or corporate) ownership of the means
of production? Because the two cannot be counterposed: his bold
ness and "radicalism" in all spheres is directed towards maintaining
and reinforcing that "juridical detail," that is, capitalist society,
to the extent to which it is at all possible to maintain it in the
period of its decay.
But doesn't Fascism control the bourgeoisie? Yes, in a sense.

That kind of control was foreseen long ago. In January 1916, Lenin
and the Zimmerwald Left wrote: "At the end of the war a gigantic
universal economic upheaval will manifest itself with all its force,
when, under a general exhaustion, unemployment and lack of

capital, industry will have to be regulated anew, when the terrific
indebtedness of all states will drive them to tremendous taxation,
and when state socialism— militarization of the economic life—will
seem to be the only way out of financial difficulties." Fascist control
means precisely this new regulation of industry, the militarization
of economic life in its sharpest form. It controls, it restricts, it
regulates, it plunders—but with all that it maintains and even
strengthens, the capitalist profit system, leaves the bourgeoisie
intact as the class owning property. It assures the profits of the
owning class—taking from it that portion which is required to
maintain a bureaucracy and police-spy system needed to keep down

labor (which threatens to take away all profits and all capital, let
us not forget) and to maintain a highly modernized military estab

lishment to defend the German bourgeoisie from attacks at home

and abroad and to acquire for it new fields of exploitation outside
its own frontiers.
But isn't the Fascist bureaucracy, too, becoming a class? In a
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sense, yes, but not a new class with a new class rule. By virtue of
their control of the state power, any number of Fascist bureaucrats,

of high and low estate, have used coercion and intimidation to
become Board Directors and stockholders in various enterprises.
This is especially true of those bureaucrats assigned to industry as
commissars of all kinds. On the other side, the bourgeoisie acquires
the "good will" of Nazi bureaucrats, employed either in the state
or the economic machinery, by bribes of stocks and positions on

directing boards. There is, if you wish, a certain process of fusion
between sections of the bureaucracy and the bourgeoisie. But the
bureaucrats who become stockholders and Board Directors do not

thereby become a new class, they enter as integral parts of the in
dustrial or financial bourgeoisie class which we have known for

quite some time.
Private ownership of capital, that "juridical detail" before

which Hitler comes to a halt, is a social reality of the profoundest
importance. With all its political power, the Nazi bureaucracy
remains a bureaucracy; sections of it fuse with the bourgeoisie, but
as a social aggregation, it is not developing into a new class. Here,
control of the state power is not enough. The bureaucracy, in so
far as its development into a new class with a new class rule of
its own is concerned, is itself controlled by the objective reality of
the private ownership of capital.
How different it is with the Stalinist bureaucracy! Both bu

reaucracies "devour, waste, and embezzle a considerable portion of
the national income"; both have an income above that of the

people, and privileges which correspond to their position in so

ciety. But similarity of income is not a definition of a social class.
In Germany, the Nazis are not more than a bureaucracy— extremely
powerful, to be sure, but still only a bureaucracy. In the Soviet
Union, the bureaucracy is the ruling class, because it possesses as
its own the state power which, in this country, is the owner of all
social property.
In Germany, the Nazis have attained a great degree of inde

pendence by their control of the state, but it continues to be "the
state of the most powerful economic class"— the bourgeoisie. In the
Soviet Union, control of the state, sole owner of social property,
makes the bureaucracy the most powerful economic class. Therein
lies the fundamental difference between the Soviet state, even under
Stalinism, and all other pre-collectivist states. The difference is of
epochal historical importance. '»

The difference is between increased state intervention to pre
serve capitalist property and the collective ownership of property
by the bureaucratic state.
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How express the difference summarily and in conventional
terms? People buying canned goods want and are entitled to have
labels affixed that will enable them to distinguish at a glance pears
from peaches from peas. "We often seek salvation from unfamiliar
phenomena in familiar terms," Trotsky observed. But what is to
be done with unprecedented, new, hitherto-unknown phenomena,
how label them in such a way as to describe at once their origin,
their present state, their more than one future prospect, and where
in they resemble and differ from other phenomena? The task is not
easy. Yet, life and politics demand some conventional, summary
terms for social phenomena; one cannot answer the question—
What is the Soviet state?—by repeating in detail a long and complex
analysis. The demand must be met as satisfactorily as is possible
in the nature of the case.
The early Soviet state we would call, with Lenin, a bureau-

cratically deformed workers' state. The Soviet state today we would
call— bureaucratic state socialism*, a characterization which at

tempts to embrace both its historical origin and its distinction from
capitalism as well as its current diversion under Stalinism. The
German state today we would call, in distinction from the Soviet
state, bureaucratic or totalitarian state capitalism. These terms are
neither elegant nor absolutely precise, but they will have to do for
want of any others more precise or even half as precise.

From the foregoing analysis the basis is laid not only for elimi
nating the discrepancies and defects in our old analysis, but for
clarifying our political position.
Political or Social Revolution? Here too, without falling into

a game of terminology or toying with abstract concepts, it is neces
sary to strive for the maximum exactness. As distinct from social
revolution, Trotsky and the 4th International called up to now for
a political revolution in the Soviet Union. "History has known
elsewhere not only social revolutions which substituted the bour

geoisie for the feudal regime, but also political revolutions which,
without destroying the economic foundations of society, swept out
an old ruling upper crust (1830 and 1848 in France, February 1917
in Russia, etc.). The overthrow of the Bonapartist caste will, of
course, have deep social consequences, but in itself it will be con
fined within the limits of political revolution." (The Revolution
Betrayed, p. 288.) And again, on the same page: "It is not a

*To avoid even a verbal identification of the Stalinist regime with socialism, I
subsequently dropped this term and used in its stead "bureaucratic collectivism."
-M.S.
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question this time of changing the economic foundations of society,
of replacing certain forms of property with other forms."
In the revolution against the Stalinist bureaucracy the na

tionalization of the means of production and exchange will indeed
be preserved by the proletariat in power. If that is what is meant
by political revolution, if that is all it could mean, then we could
easily be reconciled to it. But from our whole analysis, it follows
that the Stalinist counter-revolution, in seizing the power of the
state, thereby changed the property relations in the Soviet Union.
In overturning the rule of the bureaucracy, the Soviet proletariat
will again raise itself to the position of ruling class, organize its
own state, and once more change its relations to property. The
revolution will thus not merely have "deep social consequences,"
it will be a social revolution. After what has been said in another
section, it is not necessary to insist here on those points wherein the
social revolution in Germany or England would resemble the social
revolution in Russia and wherein they would differ from it. In the
former, it is a question of ending capitalism and lifting the country
into the new historical epoch of collectivism and socialism. In the
latter, it is a question of destroying a reactionary obstacle to the
development of a collectivist society toward socialism.
Unconditional Defense of the U.S.S.R.? The slogan of "uncon

ditional defense of the Soviet Union" assumed that, even under
Stalin and despite Stalin, the Soviet Union could play only a
progressive role in any war with a capitalist power. The Second
World War broke out, with the Soviet Union as one of the par
ticipants, now as a belligerent, now as a "non-belligerent." But,

"theory is not a note which you can present at any moment to
reality for payment." Reality showed that the Soviet Union, in the
war in Poland and in Finland, in the war as a whole, was playing
a reactionary role. The Stalinist bureaucracy and its army acted
as an indispensable auxiliary in the military calculations of German
imperialism. They covered the latter's eastern, northern and south
eastern flank, helped in the crushing of Poland (and along with i

t,

of the incipient Polish Commune), and for their pains, received a

share of the booty. In the conquered territories, it is true, Stalin
proceeded to establish the same economic order that prevails in
the Soviet Union. But this has no absolute value, in and of itself—
only a relative value. One can say with Trotsky that "the economic
transformations in the occupied provinces do not compensate for
this by even a tenth parti"
From the standpoint of the interests of the international so

cialist revolution, defense of the Soviet Union in this war (i.e., sup
port of the Red Army) could only have a negative effect. Even from
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the more limited standpoint of preserving the new economic forms
in the Soviet Union, it must be established that they were not in
volved in the war. At stake were and are what Trotsky calls "the
driving force behind the Moscow bureaucracy . . . the tendency to
expand its power, its prestige, its revenues."
The attempt to exhaust the analysis of the Stalinist course in

the war by ascribing it to "purely military" steps of preventive-
defense character (what is mean in general by "purely military"
steps remains a mystery, since they exist neither in nature nor
society), is doomed by its superficiality to failure. Naturally, all
military steps are . . . military steps, but saying so does not advance
us very far.
The general political considerations which actuated the Stalin

ists in making an alliance with Hitler (capitulation to Germany
out of fear of war, etc.) have been stated by us on more than one
occasion and require no repetition here. But there are even more
profound reasons, which have little or nothing to do with the fact
that Stalin's master-ally is German Fascism. The same reasons
would have dictated the same course in the war if the alliance had
been made, as a result of a different conjunction of circumstances,
with the noble democracies. They are summed up in the lust for
expansion of the Stalinist bureaucracy, which has even less in com
mon with Lenin's policy of extending the revolution to capitalist
countries than the Stalinist state has with the early workers' state.
And what is the economic base of this lust for expansion, this

most peculiar imperialism which you have invented? we were asked,
sometimes with superior sneers, sometimes with genuine interest
in the problem. We know what are the irrepressible economic com
pulsions, the inherent economic contradictions, that produce the

imperialist policy of finance capitalism. What are their equivalents
in the Soviet Union?
Stalinist imperialism is no more like capitalist imperialism

than the Stalinist state is like the bourgeois state. Just the same it
has its own economic compulsions and internal contradictions,
which hold it back here and drive it forward there. Under capital
ism, the purpose of production is the production of surplus value,
of profit, "not the product, but the surplus product." In the
workers' state, production was carried on and extended for the
satisfaction of the needs of the Soviet masses. For that, they needed
not the oppression of themselves or of other people but the libera

tion of the peoples of the capitalist countries and the colonial

empires. In the Stalinist state, production is carried on and ex
tended for the satisfaction of the needs of the bureaucracy, for the
increasing of its wealth, its privileges, its power. At every turn of
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events, it seeks to overcome the mounting difficulties and resolve
the contradictions which it cannot really resolve, by intensifying
the exploitation and oppression of the masses.
We surely need not insist upon the fact that there are still

classes in the Soviet Union, and that exploitation takes place there.
Not capitalist exploitation— but economic exploitation nonetheless.
It is acknowledged even by Trotsky. "The differences in income are
determined, in other words, not only by differences of individual
productiveness, but also by a masked appropriation of the product

of the labor of others. The privileged minority of shareholders is
living at the expense of the deprived majority." (The Revolution
Betrayed, p. 240. My emphasis— M. S.) The driving force behind
the bureaucracy is the tendency to increase and expand this
"masked [and often not so masked] appropriation of the product
of the labor of others."
Hence, its penchant for methods of exploitation typical of the

worst under capitalism; hence, its lust to extend its domination
over the peoples of the weakened and more backward countries (i

f

it is not the case with the stronger and more advanced countries,
then only because the power, and not the will, is lacking), in order
to subject them to the oppression and exploitation of the Kremlin
oligarchs. The de facto occupation of the northwestern provinces of
China by Stalin is a case in point. The occupation and then the
spoliation of eastern Poland, of the three Baltic countries, of south
ern Finland (not to mention the hoped-for Petsamo nickel mines),
of Bessarabia and Bukovina, tomorrow perhaps of parts of Turkey,
Iran, and India, are other cases in point. We call this policy Stalin
ist imperialism.
But are not imperialism and imperialist policy a concomitant

only of capitalism? No. While crises of over-production are unique
to capitalism, that does not hold true either of war or imperialism,
which are common to diverse societies. Lenin, insisting precisely
on the scientific, Marxist usage of the terms, wrote in 1917:

Crises, precisely in the form of overproduction or of the "stocking up
of market commodities" (comrade S. does not like the word overproduc
tion) are a phenomenon which is exclusively proper to capitalism. Wars,
however, are proper both to the economic system based on slavery and the
feudal. There have been imperialist wars on the basis of slavery (Rome's
war against Carthage was an imperialist war on both sides) as well as in
the Middle Ages and in the epoch of mercantile capitalism. Every war in
which both belligerent camps are fighting to oppress foreign countries or
peoples and for the division of the booty, that is, over "who shall oppress
more and who shall plunder more," must be called imperialistic. (Works,
Coll. Ed., Vol. XXI, pp. 387f.)

By this definition, on which Lenin dwelled because comrade
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S. had made an "error in principle," it is incontestable that the
Stalinists in partnership with Hitler have been conducting an im
perialist war "to oppress foreign countries or peoples," "for the
division of the booty," to decide "who shall oppress more and who
shall plunder more." It is only from this standpoint that Trotsky's
statement late in 1939— "We were and remain against seizures of
new territories by the Kremlin"— acquires full and serious meaning.
If the Soviet state were essentially a trade union in power, with a
reactionary bureaucracy at its head, then we could not possibly
oppose "seizures of new territories" any more than we oppose a
trade union bureaucracy bringing unorganized workers into the
union. With all our opposition to their organizing methods, we
always insisted that Lewis or Green organize the unorganized. The
analogy between the Soviet state and a trade union is not a very
solid one. . . .

To revise one's position on so important a question as the class
character of the Soviet Union, is, as the writer has himself learned,
no easy matter. The mass of absurdities written against our old
position only served to fix it more firmly in our minds and in our
program. To expect others to take a new position overnight would
be presumptuous and unprofitable. We did not arrive at the views
outlined above lightly or hastily. We neither ask nor expect others
to arrive at our views in that way. It is

,

however, right to ask that

they be discussed with the critical objectivity, the exclusive concern

with the truth that best serves our common interests, and the

polemical loyalty that are the best traditions of Marxism.

December 3, 1940.



Russia's New Ruling Class

WHO RULES RUSSIA TODAY?
According to the official Stalinist mythology, there is no ruling

class in Russia, because there is nobody left to rule over. There is
the new Soviet worker, there is the collectivized Soviet peasant,
there is the not very clearly delineated "new Soviet intelligentsia"—
and they all stand on the same social plane, cooperating harmoni
ously, without social or class conflict, to bridge the last few small
gaps remaining between the socialist society already in existence in
Russia and the communist society of tomorrow. If the state, usually
understood to be the coercive organ of class rule, nevertheless con
tinues to exist and, with the aid of the GPU, to grow ever stronger,
more centralized and more oppressive, it is only in order to guard
against the insignificant "remnants" of the outlived classes and occa
sional nests of unreconstructed "Trotskyist, Zinovievist, Bukharin-
ist wreckers." The ownership of property, at all events, is no longer
the basis of minority class rule, since property is now fully social
ized; it is state property and thereby, in the words of the Stalinist
Constitution, "the possessions of the whole people."
According to Trotsky, the working class that once ruled Russia

has lost all traces of political power. That power has been usurped
by a counter-revolutionary bureaucracy. However, the bureaucracy *

is not a class, but more in the nature of a caste whose role it is to
serve classes. In the present case, it serves the working class. In what
sense? In that it preserves the workers' social rule, which is repre
sented fundamentally by the existence of nationalized property,
more exactly, of state property. Russia is therefore a degenerated
workers' state, the bureaucracy being a symptom of the great danger
to the revolution which it has not succeeded in destroying so long
as it protects state property, even if with reactionary methods.
Therefore, although the workers have no political power what

soever, although they are exploited by methods which would not be
countenanced in a bourgeois democracy, although their share of the
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national wealth continues to decline in favor of the share allotted
to itself by the bureaucracy, although their economic position grows
worse every year, although they have nothing to say about domestic
or foreign policy, about economics or politics in general, although
they are subjected to the same totalitarian barbarism that Hitler
inflicts upon the German workers— they remain the ruling class of
Russia so long as property remains in the hands of the state.* So
long as property (i.e., the means of production and exchange) re
mains in the hands of what state? In the hands of the workers' statel
But what is it that makes it a workers' state? The fact that property
is in its hands. And so on in a complete circle.
My view was, briefly, that that which Trotsky called the po

litical rule of the working class was actually its class rule; that this
had been brought to an end by the counter-revolution of the Stalin
ist bureaucracy— roughly in the period between 1933 and 1936 —

which established new property relations while retaining more or
less intact the old property forms (i.e., state property), and thereby
set up a new, reactionary, hitherto unprecedented state with a new

ruling class. This new social order, while a thousand times closer
to capitalism than it is to socialism or even to the workers' state of
the early days of Lenin and Trotsky, is neither capitalist nor
proletarian. To distinguish it from either one of these two and at
the same time to underline its outstanding characteristics as tersely
as possible, this new state was designated as bureaucratic collectivism.
The official defenders of Trotsky's theory had previously

shouted themselves livid with the demand that we discuss the fun
damental question of the class character of the Soviet Union, which
they declared themselves ready to argue with the greatest of free
dom and amplitude. They met the criticism and presentation which
we had made with a dignified silence which they have maintained
down to the present day, and directed at the critic a stream of abuse
which they have maintained just as steadily. As is evident, they
borrowed this method of theoretical dispute from the same source
whence Collins borrowed the theory that the Russian people own
everything in Russia—except the state which really does own every
thing.

*Like Lenin, Trotsky is not without his epigones. He wrote time and again to
show that ownership of all property by the state in Russia did not make it
social property; that on the contrary, the "fundamental sophism" of Stalinist
doctrine was precisely its identification of state property with "the possessions
of the whole people." Yet we are now told by one George Collins that in
Russia "the factories, mines, mills, railroads, workshops, belong to those who
work them. The soil belongs to those who till it." Did this 100 per cent
Stalinist propaganda-lie appear in The Daily Worker, where common decency
dictates that it properly belongs? No, it appears on page 1 of the Trotskyist
Militant for September 12.
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But although we have for long been deprived of the anni
hilating criticism which Collins 8c Associates would undoubtedly
inflict upon our views if they could be persuaded to speak, we have
just been provided with some extremely interesting corroboratory
material from another source. It appears in an article by Solomon
M. Schwartz, called "Heads of Russian Factories," which appears in
the September, 1942, issue of Social Research, a quarterly published
in New York by the New School of Social Research. The article is
part of a graduate faculty research project on "Social and Economic
Controls in Germany and Russia." Unless we are mistaken, the
author is the same writer who, apparently a member or supporter
of the Russian Menshevik Party, used to contribute before the war
to the German theoretical magazine of Rudolph Hilferding.
The article deals with the origin and rise of a new social

stratum, the heads of the Russian factories, and "their relations
with government officials and organizations." Its principal value
lies in the patent objectivity and scholarly scrupulousness with
which the author has selected and compiled his data from official
Soviet sources. If we accept the data it is because they are entirely
in line, first, with commonly known and commonly accepted facts;
second, with material adduced repeatedly by Trotsky on which we
have had good reason to rely in the past, and third, with material
about which we are more directly informed.

What the present political views or affiliations of the author
are, we do not know. Schwarz seems to lean over backward in po
litical self-restraint, both from the standpoint of giving his own
political opinions and of indicating the political causes and con
comitants of the phenomenon he examines. All things considered,
we are ready to say: "So much the better."
Schwarz starts, satisfactorily enough, with the end of the civil

war in 1921. Industry had to be reestablished; the militants in the
military forces were being demobilized. A system of dual manage
ments was set up in the factory, with the Bolshevik Party repre
sentatives (khozyastvennik, "economist") as director, and a "tech
nical director," usually from the overthrown classes, as his assistant.

The party director, who exercised most of the managerial functions,
was often a former worker who had played an active role in the local
labor movement since the beginning of the Revolution or even before,
perhaps in the very factory where he now acted as manager. [This and all
following quotations are from Schwarz unless otherwise indicated.] The
technical director, often an engineer with considerable experience, served
as a subordinate assistant, limited in his rights in the factory and fre
quently, for political reasons, tacitly considered not wholly reliable.

For reasons which Schwarz does not develop properly, in our
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opinion, either because of the political limitations he places upon
himself in his article or because of his own political limitations,
this "system of dual control" began to disappear along about
1928-1929. The first "wrecker" trials— of bourgeois engineers— were
framed by the regime, and despite Stalin's speech of June 23, 1931,
on the "six conditions necessary for our industrial development," in
which he held out a rather wilted olive branch to the engineers of
the old order, the latter never got back to the tolerated positions
they had enjoyed before.
That is understandable. In the first place, new levies of en

gineers trained from among the young Soviet generation were being
turned out of the technical schools. But more important than this
was the fact that the "wrecker trials" were held, not because the

engineers had wrecked but because it was necessary to wreck the
engineers. It was part of the violent campaign which the bureauc
racy suddenly launched at that time to crush all bourgeois elements
in the country's economic and social life, following right on the
heels of the climax of the first phase of the crushing of the revolu
tionary elements in the Bolshevik Party (the Trotskyists and the

Zinovievists).

Hindsight enables us to see now how erroneous was the then
analysis of the Left Opposition, and in particular of its leader,
Trotsky. The Stalinist wing of the party was judged to be a funda
mentally inconsequential grouping which was doomed to capitulate
to the Right wing. The latter, representing the capitalist restora-
tionist tendency in the party, was the real and serious and durable
danger. The Stalinist wing might make a little zig-zag to the left,
but only in order to make a bigger and more prolonged jump to
the right at the next stage. The Stalinists might gain a bureaucratic
point here or there over the Right wing, but it would quickly end
by going over to the Right wing. The Stalinists, due to their hold
on the party machine, might defeat the Right wing inside the party,
but on the broad arena of the class struggle in the country, the
"Right Wing will crash down upon the head" of the party bureauc
racy. The real protagonists were the capitalist forces, on the one
side, represented inside the party by the Right wing, and the revolu
tionary proletariat, on the other, represented by the Opposition.
The Stalinist Center would be speedily dissolved in the heat of the
class struggle between these two forces— and while speedily did not
mean fifteen weeks or months, it certainly was not meant to extend
to fifteen years.
This misconception, this terribly wrong underrating of the

true significance of the rise of the Stalinist bureaucracy, failed to



fhe Rise of the Stalinist State 65

prepare us properly for the future. Stalin's "zigzag to the left" was
no movement to the left at all, if by that term is understood a move
ment in the direction of the class interests of the proletariat. It was
not a brief precursor of a long zigzag to the right, if by that term
is understood a capitulation to the capitalist elements. The opening
up of the independent Stalinist drive (independent of Bukharin,

Rykov, Tomsky, that is
,

of the Right wing), marked the beginnings
of the declaration of independence of the bureaucratic counter
revolution, of its rise to power in its own name, not in the interests
of the working class and not in the interests of capitalist restoration.
This drive had and still has its ups and downs; it had its zigzags and
side-leaps and slow-downs and retreats. But at the same time it had

a main line, a fundamental line: the formation of a new, reactionary
ruling class in Russia, and the re-casting of Russian economic, po
litical and social life in the image of this new ruling class.
That's why the line of Stalinism inside Russia meant not only

the most brutal extirpation of all representatives and institutions
of the working class, but an only slightly less brutal extermination
of all representatives and institutions— especially economic— of the
capitalist class. At bottom, that is also why the Stalinists would not
tolerate even the most abject coexistence of the capitulators. The
latter thought they were capitulating to representatives— bad ones,
to be sure, but representatives nevertheless— of their own class and
their own class regime. Had their assumption been essentially cor
rect, they would have been absorbed into the apparatus of the "bad
representatives" of their class, as has happened before in history.
But the assumption was false; that's why they were not absorbed

b
y the new Stalinist bureaucracy and could not be. The fate of the

capitulators, acting in the most debased manner for what they
thought was the most noble cause, was thus a double tragedy.
We have just mentioned "the new Stalinist bureaucracy." To

see and weigh just what it is
,

let us return to Schwarz.
With the restoration or near-restoration of pre-war economic

levels, and with the need of more and more managerial forces, the
Central Committee, especially from 1928 onward, laid increasing
stress on the training of khozyastvenniki. Where Rykov had put
some emphasis on this point, it is interesting to note that men like
Molotov laid much greater emphasis on it. In the middle of 1928,

it was decided that the proletarian elements in the engineering
colleges and technical schools must be raised to a minimum of
65 per cent among the new applicants; and "the party nucleus in
the engineering colleges was also to be strengthened by commission
ing annually, for engineering studies, at least 1,000 communists
with good experience in the field of party, Soviet or trade union
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activity." Eighteen months later, the Central Committee renewed
its emphasis on this problem, increased the number of communists
assigned for engineering studies from 1,000 to 2,000, and for the

year 1930-31, to 3,000; while the Communist Youth organization
"was instructed to prepare 5,000 annually for training in engineer
ing colleges and technical schools." "Red specialists," to be trained
for the purpose of replacing the old bourgeois technicians, and of
supplementing the former party khozyastvenniki, began streaming
from the colleges and schools by the thousands. How great, com
paratively, was their number, may be seen from the fact that while
there were only 20,200 engineers in all Soviet industry in 1927-28

(before the inauguration of the five-year plans), 165,600 students
were graduated from the colleges and schools in the period of the
first five-year plan alone (1929-32).
The extremely rapid growth of industry, unexpected by the

bureaucracy, went hand in glove with a shortage of labor and a
decline in quality. The bureaucracy at first proceeded with a freez
ing of transfers of workers from manual work to general administra
tion for two years (October 20, 1930, decree). Two years later
(September 19, 1932, decree) it acknowledged that "the system of
accelerated education of engineers and technicians had failed. . . .
In that section of the decree devoted to 'recruiting for the engineer
ing colleges and technical schools' there was this time no mention
of a 'workers' nucleus. The previous regulations in this regard were
not formally revoked, but they were tacitly pushed into the back
ground, and little by little forgotten."
Schwarz adduces instructive figures on the changes in the social

composition of the schools. They really speak for themselves:

The percentage of worker students began a rapid increase in 1928,
but after 1933 it showed an even more rapid decline. In fact, the figures
for 1938 may be regarded as on practically the same level as those for 1928,
because during those years there was a great increase in the percentage of
manual workers among the whole population.

1928 1931 1933 1935 1938

pet. pet. pet. pet. pet.
Higher educational institutions
Total 25.4 46.6 50.3 45.0 33.9
Industry (and building) \ J43.5
Transportation and postal service..../ 38.3 61.9 64.6 59.8 \43.5
Technical schools
Total 25.8 42.6 41.5 31.7 27.1

Industry (and building) \ /41.0
Transportation and postal service..../ 38.5 60.1 62.2 51.7 \42.8

Conversely the percentage of students consisting of white collar em
ployees and their children grew considerably after 1933, but here the
figures apply principally to the "specialists" and the employees in the
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higher positions, for the white collar employees in medium and inferior
positions were of about the same material and social standing as manual
workers, sometimes lower. At the beginning of 1938, as shown above,
manual workers and their children constituted 33.9 per cent of the stu
dents of the higher educational institutions; at the same time the figure
for peasants and peasants' children was 21.6 per cent, but that for white
collar employees and "specialists" and their children was 42.2 per cent

(the remaining 2.3 per cent consisting of "others"). The figures for the
higher educational institutions devoted to training for industry are even
more significant: manual workers, 43.5 per cent; peasants 9.6 per cent;
white collar employees and specialists 45.4 per cent.

This gradual process of reducing the proletariat's influence in
the posts of direction, which were becoming increasingly the posts
of command, underwent an abrupt change in 1936, according to
Schwarz. He quite rightly connects this change with the big purge
that began with the Zinoviev-Kamenev trial in 1936 and reached
a high point with the Pyatakov-Radek trial in January, 1937. Thou
sands were cleaned out of posts, from small enterprises right up to
the highest posts in the land.

From the last months of 1936 until well into 1938 a radical change
took place in the leading industrial personnel, wider and more important
than that of 1928-29. This shift cannot be explained as arising out of the
development of industry. The replacement of almost all the important
industrial chiefs by new men— new not only in the direct sense of the
word but also in the sense that they were representatives of a social stratum
now in process of formation— was a conscious act of policy, put into effect
systematically and with a decisive firmness by the supreme authority. . . .

The replacement of the chiefs of industrial plants by new men was
only one aspect of this new social upheaval. Its broader aspects— its histori
cal roots and inner motives and sociological importance—cannot be ana
lyzed within the frame of this study. [Schwarz here exercises the political
self-restraint already noted. Note also that the italics are mine—M.S.]

Of what type were the new industrial directors, the new chiefs
of the factories, the new overlords, in a word? Schwarz' picture is
photographically accurate:

... In their political psychology they represented a new type. Most of
them leaned toward authoritarian thinking: the highest leadership above

(Stalin and those closest to him) has to decide on right and wrong; what
that leadership decides is incontrovertible, absolute. Thus the complete
devotion to Stalin. It would be an undue simplification to explain this
devotion merely by the fact that the system represented by Stalin made
possible the rise of these people. The attitude had deeper roots. Stalin was
for them the embodiment of the economic rise and the international
strengthening of the country. They accepted as natural the fact that this
rise was dearly paid for, that the bulk of the toiling masses remained in
dire want. They were educated to the idea that the value of a social system
depends on the nationalization of the economy and the speed of its
development: a society with a developed industry and without a capitalist
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class is ipso facto a classless society, and the idea of social equality belongs
only to "petty-bourgeois equalitarianism." Their interest was not in social
problems, but in the strong state that built up the national economy.

The year Schwarz gives for the rise of this new ruling class,
with its own specific class ideology— not a "deviation" from the
ideology of another class, but a specifically different ideology— is of
significant importance. It coincides with our own estimate of the
period of the rise to class power of the bureaucratic counter-revolu
tion. At the same time, it coincides with the time of Trotsky's
radical change in policy, conformative to his view that the objective
situation had changed. For it was in 1936 that Trotsky declared that
the Russian proletariat had not only lost all political power, but
that the Stalinist bureaucracy could not be removed by reform
methods, and that the proletariat could return to power only by
means of an armed insurrection, that is

,

the violent overthrow of
the existing regime. Once Trotsky made this change in his policy,
then, given the singular character of the class rule of the proletariat
which distinguishes it fundamentally from all preceding ruling
classes, he was saying that the workers' state in Russia had been
destroyed by a counter-revolution.
When Trotsky declared in 1936 that the proletariat of the

USSR had lost the "possibility of submitting the bureaucracy to
it," of reviving the party and the regime "without a new revolution,
with the methods and on the road of reform," he involuntarily
recognized, on the basis of his own criterion in 1931, that Russia
was no longer a workers' state.
But while there may be, and are, disputes about the class

character of the Russian state, there can scarcely be any debate
about the change in the character of the so-called Communist Party
of the Soviet Union. Schwarz' contribution on this score solidly
confirms Trotsky's view in 1933-34 that the Stalinist party, at any
rate, could not be reformed, and most definitely confirms our more

specific point of view on the question of the present CPSU.
He dates the radical and fundamental change in the party

from the period of the big purges, 1936-38, and compares party
statistics of the Seventeenth Congress, before the purges (1934) and
of the Eighteenth Congress, after the purges (1939).

At the Seventeenth Congress 22.6 per cent of the delegates had been
party members since before 1917, and 17.7 per cent dated their member
ship from 1917; thus 40 per cent had belonged to the party since before
the time it took power. A total of 80 per cent of the delegates had been
party members since 1919 or earlier. But five years later, at the Eighteenth
Congress, only 5 per cent of the delegates had belonged to the party since
1917 or before (2.6 per cent from 1917, 2.4 per cent from earlier years),
and instead of 80 per cent, only 14 per cent dated their membership from
1919 or earlier.
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Perhaps even more impressive are the figures for the party as a whole.
At the time of the Eighteenth Congress there were 1,588,852 party mem
bers (compared with 1,872,488 at the time of the Seventeenth Congress,
a loss of almost 800,000 members). Of the 1,588,852, only 1.3 per cent,
hardly more than 20,000, had belonged to the party from 1917 or before.
At the beginning of 1918 the party had numbered 260,000 to 270,000 mem
bers, mostly young people. Even taking account of the high mortality dur
ing the Civil War, it can be assumed that fewer than 200,000 of these peo
ple 'vere alive at the beginning of 1939. But only 10 per cent of them
had remained in the party.
The high regard for party membership that dated from the heroic

period was over. At the Eighteenth Congress it was particularly empha
sized that 70 per cent of the members had belonged only since 1929 or
later, and that even of the delegates, 43 per cent belonged to this group

(the comparable figure for the Seventeenth Congress was 2.6).
The report of the Mandate Commission of the Seventeenth Congress

emphasized with satisfaction that 9.3 per cent of the delegates were
"workers from production," that is, were actual, not only former, manual
workers. This question had always been mentioned at the previous con-
greses. At the Eighteenth Congress, however the party lost all interest in
the matter. Even the most glorified Stakhanov workers— Stakhanov, Busy-
gin, Krivonos, Vinogradova, Likhoradov, Smetanin, Mazai, Gudov—were
somewhat out of place at this Congress. All of them were now party mem
bers, and some were delegates, but when the Congress passed to the elec
tion of the new Central Committee of the party, the important leading
body of 139 persons (71 members and 68 substitutes), not one of the
famous Stakhanov workers was elected. It was but a logical development
that the Congress changed the statutes and eliminated all statutory guar
antees of the proletarian character of the party. The Communist Party is
no longer a workers' party; to an increasing extent it has become the
party of the officers of the various branches of economy and administra
tions.

The CPSU is about as much a "bureaucratic workers' party" as
the National Socialist German Workers Party is a "fascist workers'
party." To say, as Trotsky rightly but inconclusively said, that it is
the party of the bureaucracy, is not enough. The CPSU is the party
of the new ruling class, the collectivist bureaucracy.
How do the new factory directors jibe with the "specifically"

party bureaucracy? A most interesting development has taken place
in the relations between these two social groups. Marx underlines
in Capital the familiar phenomenon of the division of the original
owner-superintendent into the owner and the superintendent
Where originally the property-owner performed the socially-useful
work of superintendence and management and was therefore a
"laboring capitalist," the further division of labor under capitalism
and the extension of the economic power of the capitalists made it
possible for them to "shift this burden [of management] to the
shoulders of a superintendent for moderate pay."
Noting this development under capitalism, I pointed out in my

article on the Russian state, almost two years ago, that a directly
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opposite development had marked the rise and consolidation of
the power of the new ruling class in Russia—the "owner" (of the
state) had fused with the manager. I wrote that "the bureaucracy
is no longer the controlled and revocable 'managers and super
intendents' employed by the workers' state in the party, the state
apparatus, the industries, the army, the unions, the fields, but the
owners and controllers of the state, which is in turn the repository
of collectivized property and thereby the employer of all hired
hands, the masses of the workers, above all, included" (The New
International, December, 1940, p. 200).
Schwarz traces the same process which marked the consolida

tion of the new ruling class. What he calls the "conscious act of
policy, put into effect systematically and with a decisive firmness
by the supreme authority," was the necessary movement of the
Bonapartist bureaucracy to establish and widen a new class base
for itself in the economic foundations of the country. A new class
base—no longer the old base of a corrupted labor bureaucracy.
Hence the decline in the "influx of workers and workers' children
into the institutions of higher education." Hence also the decree of
the Supreme Council of the USSR on October 2, 1940, in which

. . . free education was abolished in the high schools (the eighth, ninth
and tenth classes of the public school) and in the higher educational in
stitutions, and a fee was introduced amounting to 150 to 200 rubles a
year in the high schools, 300 to 500 rubles a year in the colleges. Hence a
higher education became the exclusive privilege of those who could pay
for it. The social tendency of this decree is further illuminated by another
issued by the same body on the same day, introducing the compulsory
vocational education of boys from fourteen to seventeen. After a training
of six months (for boys of sixteen and seventeen, to teach them the duties
of a "half-qualified" worker) or of two years (for boys of fourteen and fif
teen, to teach them the duties of a "qualified" worker) the young men are
for four years tied to their manual vocation, and must work in the enter
prises indicated to them by the special authority; except in these respects
they work under the same conditions as the other workers. But this com
pulsory vocational training (and the consequent compulsory labor) is not
general: 800,000 to 1,000,000 boys must be "mobilized" each year for the
vocational schools, but the students of the high schools (the last three
classes of the public school) and of the higher educational institutions are
tacitly exempt from this obligation. Thus the character of the higher edu
cation as a social privilege of the new higher social stratum is directlv
emphasized. The future industrial chiefs grow up from their very school
days with a feeling of their social superiority.

In blunter language, the "new higher" class has its special class
privileges and grows up with a feeling of its class superiority. Mean
while, as happened under capitalism in its time, the class status of
the workers as a whole is frozen, but in this new class state with
methods that are essentially singular to it.
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. . . The promotion of workers into administrative positions was al
most stopped in the second half of the SO's. The outstanding workers were
now protected by higher wages, bonuses and the like and in their social
and material position they were elevated above the majority of the work
ers, almost to the level of the higher ranks of plant employees and engi
neers. But they were no longer "promoted"; they remained manual work
ers. Moreover, by this time it was only for a few of these favored workers
that the way was open to a higher education, with a prospect of rising
later to industrial leadership. The idea of putting the direction of indus
try into the hands of people rising from the working class and bound up
with labor, as it had been formulated at the end of the 20's, was now
lost, and the order to assure a workers' nucleus in the colleges and techni
cal schools had been tacitly forgotten. At the end of 1940 obstacles were
even put in the way of workers' children attaining a higher education.

The process of developing out and congealing a new ruling
class could not avoid the problem of the relations between the new
heads of industry and the specifically party officialdom. Schwarz
shows, as we indicated two years ago, how this problem has been
solved by means of a more or less harmonious fusion, similar though
not quite identical with historic fusions into one class of different
social strata.
Although directors and party officials represented the same

interests, "the economic interests of the state," they nevertheless

represented "different social types," they "often approached the

problems of plant life in different ways." "Only around the middle
of the '30's did these tensions (between the two groups) begin visibly
to abate, and only at the beginning of the '40's were they almost
completely removed."

It might be supposed that in a state consciously built up as a party
dictatorship this uncertainty would work in favor of the party officials,
but actually the dominant trend in the first half of the SO's was a strength
ening of the authority of the economic officers, guaranteeing them a
greater freedom of decision. Thus the position of the director as compared
with that of the party cell grew stronger. The outcome of the develop
ment was not a more intensive subordination of the economic officers to
the party officers, but an increasing influence of industrial officers inside
the party. The new changes that began in the middle of the SO's, much
more complicated than may appear at first sight, ended with an almost
complete removal of friction between industrial and party officials.

The fusion of the new industrial leadership with the new party
bureaucracy was at the same time a fusion with the official (and
new) state apparatus— quite inevitably— and the "perfection" of the
most totalitarian regime in all history.
It is characteristic of recent developments that the young engineers

are being increasingly promoted, not only in industrial plants but every
where, especially in the Communist Party offices and in the general ad
ministration. Toward the end of the 1930's the newspapers published fre
quent reports about the election of engineers and technicians as secre
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taries of party organizations in the plants, and some of the rising new
men even reached the central government. When the Soviet Constitution
of December 5, 1936, was voted, there were only eighteen People's Com
missariats, including five industrial commissariats, but during the next
two years the number was increased, and today the People's Commissariats
total thirty-seven, those for industry twenty-one. Many of the industrial
commissariats are led today by younger engineers, some of them having
risen into these positions directly from the office of plant director. Engi
neers in the Soviet Union constitute today almost a third of the govern
ment, a phenomenon not to be observed anywhere else.

Then, after pointing out (as quoted further above) how the
social composition and character of the ruling party has been
altered fundamentally, Schwarz continues:

Thus it is no accident that the young engineers, who since 1936 have
occupied such important positions in the industrial administration, have
come more and more into party offices, even into the higher positions
in the party structure. And in the plants the party apparatus and the
general administration have become more and more homogeneous, both
socially and psychologically. The roots of the friction between the plant
directors and the cell secretaries have died out. . . .
The party organization of the plant is thus enclosed in the general

industrial administration as an auxiliary organ of the official control; in
this activity it is strongly subordinated to the higher party organs, which
are at the same time superior to the administrations of the plants. This
arrangement serves as a substitute for the public control of public econ
omy. The problem of the relations between the plant administration
and the party bodies loses through this development its sociological com
plexity and becomes only a problem of administrative technique.

"A substitute for the pubic control of public economy"— indeed
it is! It is a euphemistic way of saying that the worker-controlled
collectivist economy has been replaced— euphemistic but accurate.
The "substitute" is in no sense of the word a workers' state. The
closest it comes to this characterization is the description of it that
a radical editor once permitted himself to give of the Stalinist state:
a workers' prison.

• • •

It is not hard to understand why Marxists hesitate to acknowl
edge the rise to power of a new ruling class, new in type as well as *
in character. They have been educated in the fundamental concept
that in our time society can be organized only under the dictator
ship of the bourgeoisie or the dictatorship of the proletariat. As
a broad historical generalization, we believe that this concept is

basically correct But it cannot serve as a substitute for the concrete
study and evaluation of the historic bypath that has led Russia to
a new class state and a new ruling class, the Stalinist bureaucracy.

September, 1942



Stalinism and Marxist Tradition

THE THEORY THAT RUSSIA IS NEITHER
a capitalist nor a workers' state but rather a bureaucratic collectivist
state meets an initial resistance from all Marxists, with some of
whom it is prolonged more than with others. This is perfectly
natural and understandable. We adopted this theory only after
a long and thoroughgoing discussion. We have no right to com
plain when others move at an even slower pace, or even if they
refuse to move in our direction at all.
Those who resist our theory base themselves upon their under

standing of the teaching of Marx. In a well known passage in his
Critique of Political Economy, Marx wrote:

The bourgeois relations of production are the last antagonistic form
of the social process of production— antagonistic not in the sense of indi
vidual antagonism, but of one arising from conditions surrounding the
life of individuals, in society; at the same time the productive forces devel
oping in the womb of bourgeois society create the material conditions for
the solution of that antagonism. This social formation constitutes, there
fore, the closing chapter of the prehistoric stage of human society.

If capitalist society is the last antagonistic form of the social
process of production, and if it creates the material conditions for
the solution of this antagonism by the socialist society which is to
be established by the working class— it is legitimate to ask what

part is played in this Marxian system by our theory of bureaucratic
collectivism? According to our theory, bureaucratic collectivism
not only is not socialism but does not represent a workers' state of
any kind. At the same time, we hold, it is not a capitalist state, t
Finally, by characterizing bureaucratic collectivism as a reactionary,
exploitive, and therefore also an antagonistic society, it is implied
that capitalism may not be the last antagonistic social formation.
Paraphrasing Trotsky, one critic declares that our theory "would
signify that not the workers but a new bureaucratic class was des
tined to displace dying capitalism." He then charges that "Shacht-
man . . . intervened and interposed a new class between the capital
ists and the proletariat, thus reducing Marxism to utopian levels."

. The questions raised are serious and weighty. There is no
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doubt whatsoever that they involve an appraisal of the whole
question of the collapse of capitalism and the future of socialism—
and thus of the future of mankind itself. Such questions deserve
thought and the most objective discussion, not on the low level of

ignorance and demagogy to which the problem is so often depressed
but on the heights to which Marxism necessarily raises it. On these
heights, it is possible to examine carefully and then to re-establish
clearly the theoretical tradition of Marxism. This requires patient
and earnest study, scrupulous objectivity and the application of the
Marxist method itself.
"In broad outlines," wrote Marx in the sentence immediately

preceding the passage already quoted from the Critique, "we can

designate the Asiatic, the ancient, the feudal, and the modern

bourgeois methods of production as so many epochs in the progress
of the economic formation of society." (My emphasis— M. S.)
"In broad outlines," but only in broad outlinesl Like many

such statements by Marx, this must not be construed in the rigid,
dogmatic, mechanical sense against which Marx himself found it
necessary to admonish his followers time and time again. It must
not be construed as an absolute truth. Marx indicates here the
"principal epochs in the economic formation of society," listing
them, as he writes elsewhere, "in the order in which they were
determining factors in the course of history." Marx would be the
first one to reject the idea that every people in the world passed
and had to pass from primitive communism through all the stages
he indicated, one following in inexorable succession after the other,
and ending, after the collapse of capitalism, in the classless com
munist society of the future. Such a mechanical interpretation of
Marx, although not uncommon among Marxists, has nothing in
common with Marxism.
Like everyone else acquainted with the history of society, Marx

knew that there were stages in the development of communities,
peoples and nations which could not be fitted into any pattern of
iron succession. Where, in such a pattern, would we fit those
"highly developed but historically unripe forms of society in which
the highest economic forms are to be found, such as cooperation,
advanced division of labor, etc., and yet there is no money in
existence, e.g., Peru," about which Marx wrote (Critique of Polit
ical Economy, p. 296)? Where, in this iron pattern, would we fit the
regime of Mehemet Ali, the viceroy of Egypt in the early nineteenth
century who was the sole owner of the land and the sole "industrial
ist," from whom all had to buy— a regime referred to in one of the
works of Karl Kautsky? Where in this iron pattern would we fit
any one of a dozen of the antique Oriental-1 regimes which Marx
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himself placed in a special, exceptional category? The list can be
easily extended.

Marx found himself obliged on more than one occasion to
protest against all the absolutist constructions placed upon his ma
terialist conception of history both by uninformed friends and unin
formed adversaries. It is not without interest that many of his
protests referred not only to interpretations made by Russian
writers but to the way they applied Marx's ideas (as they interpreted

them) to Russia. One of the most valuable and instructive docu
ments of Marxism is a letter by Marx, unfortunately not widely
known, to a Russian Populist acquaintance, "Nikolai-On" (N. F.

Danielson). In the letter Marx deals with an article written by
another and very well known Russian Populist, N. K. Mikhailovsky,
who attributed to Marx that very mechanistic schema of social
development which Marxists have always had to contend against,
and which we must now seek to eliminate from the Trotskyist
movement as well. The length of the quotation, as the attentive
reader can see, will be more than justified by the appropriateness
of its contents:

Now what application to Russia could my critic draw from my his
torical outline? Only this: if Russia tries to become a capitalist nation, in
imitation of the nations of Western Europe, and in recent years she has
taken a great deal of pains in this respect, she will not succeed without
first having transformed a good part of her peasants into proletarians;
and after that, once brought into the lap of the capitalist regime, she will
be subject to its inexorable laws, like other profane nations. That is all.
But this is too much for my critic. He absolutely must needs metamorphose
my outline of the genesis of capitalism in Western Europe into a historico-
philosophical theory of the general course, fatally imposed upon all peo
ples, regardless of the historical circumstances in which they find them
selves placed, in order to arrive finally at that economic formation which
insures with the greatest of productive power of social labor the most
complete development of man. But I beg his pardon. He does me too
much honor and too much shame at the same time. Let us take one exam
ple. In different passages of Capital, I have made allusion to the fate
which overtook the plebeians of ancient Rome.
Originally, they were free peasants tilling, every man for himself,

their own piece of land. In the course of Roman history, they were ex
propriated. The same movement which separated them from their means
of production and of subsistence, implied not only the formation of large
landed properties but also the formation of large monetary capitals. Thus,
one fine day, there were on the one hand free men stripped of everything
save their labor power, and on the other, for exploiting this labor, the
holders of all acquired wealth. What happened? The Roman proletariat
became not a wage-earning worker, but an indolent mob, more abject
than the former "poor whites" in the southern lands of the United States;
and by their side was unfolded not a capitalist but a slave mode of pro
duction. Hence, strikingly analogical events, occurring, however, in dif
ferent historical environments, led to entirely dissimilar results.
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By studying each of these evolutions separately, and then comparing
them, one will easily find the key to these phenomena, but one will never
succeed with the master-key of a historico-philosophical theory whose su
preme virtue consists in being supra-historical. (The New International,
November, 1934, p. 110/.)

Engels, writing to the same Danielson on February 24, 1893,
added: "I subscribe completely to the letter of our author [Marx]...."

Like Marx himself, his great co-workers found more than one
occasion to protest against the vulgarization of the materialist con
ception of history worked out by the two founders of scientific
socialism. Mehring, reading from the Berlin Vorwarts (October 5,
1890), quotes from an article in which Engels found it necessary,
not for the first time and not for the last time, to correct bourgeois
misinterpreters of Marx's concept, in the hope that it would be
better understood by Marx's followers:

The materialistic method is transformed into its opposite when it is
employed not as a guide to the study of history, but as a finished stencil
in accordance with which one accurately cuts the historical facts.

To this declaration of Engels, Mehring himself adds:

Historical materialism is no closed system crowned with an ultimate
truth; it is a scientific method for the investigation of human development. -

Is not the attempt to cut the fact of Stalinist society into "a
finished stencil," in which there is room only for capitalist state or
workers' state, a perfect example of the transformation of Marx's
materialistic method into what it is not and cannot be?
The view that Marxism presents an absolute schema of an iron

succession of social orders which holds good for all peoples and all
times; which excludes any intermediate stages, any leaps over stages,
any retrogression into previous stages or any bastard social forma
tions distinguished from the "principal epochs in the economic
formation of society"; and which by the same token also excludes—
and that absolutely— any unique social formation interposed be
tween capitalism and a workers' state or between a workers' state
and socialism (as, for example, the social reality which we have in
the form of the Russian bureaucratic collectivist state)— that is a
view that does Marx "too much honor and too much shame at the
same time." Such a view necessarily converts Marx's "outline of the
genesis of capitalism in western Europe into a historico-philo
sophical theory of the general course, fatally imposed upon all

peoples, regardless of the historical circumstances in which they
find themselves placed.''
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Marx's materialist conception of history in no way "rules out"
in advance, by theoretical inderdiction, as it were, our theory of
bureaucratic collectivism. That theory was arrived at "by studying
each of these evolutions separately, and then comparing them," in
order to "find the key" to the unique phenomenon of Stalinist so
ciety. When Marx wrote that "one will never succeed" in under
standing such a social phenomenon as faces us in Russia today by
means of "the master-key of a historico-philosophical theory whose
supreme virtue consists in being supra-historical," it is as if he fore
saw the hopeless dilemma, the growing confusion and political
impotence of those who seek to force-fit Stalinist Russia into an
iron pattern for which Marx bears no responsibility. To those who
charge us with a "revision of Marxism," we will not retort that it
is they who are revising Marxism. It suffices to reply that only those
who do not understand Marx's materialist conception of history
and Marx's method can attribute to him such an absolutist theo
retical absurdity.
Neither Marx nor Engels could foresee the actual course of the

Russian proletarian revolution, or the historical circumstances
under which it took place. They had no need and there were no
grounds for speculative writing on the possibility of the degenera
tion of a proletarian revolution confined to a backward country or
on the form that this degeneration might take. In our own century,
the question of degeneration of the revolution and the forms of its
degeneration has been posed more than once, even before 1917. Is a
classless communist society even a possibility? Can the proletarian
revolution produce anything more than a victory only for the
revolutionists who lead it? Best known of those who contended
that the socialists may be victorious, but socialism never, was
Robert Michels. In face of the reality of the Stalinist degeneration,
more than one "disillusioned" revolutionist and more than one
turncoat have proclaimed that Michels' theory has been confirmed

by history.
How have Marxists dealt with such theories as Michels'? By

the simple pious assertion that an anti-capitalist but non-socialist
state is an absolute impossibility, that it is ruled out theoretically
by Marxism? Let us see how the problem is discussed by so authori
tative a Marxist as the late N. I. Bukharin in one of his best-known
works which was written in the earliest periods of the Bolshevik
revolution and served as a textbook, so to speak, for a whole
generation of Marxists.
Referring to Engels, Bukharin points out that in all past so

cieties there were contending classes, and therefore a ruling class,
because of the "insufficient evolution of the productive forces."
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. . . But communist society is a society with highly developed, in
creased productive forces. Consequently, it can have no economic basis for
the creation of its peculiar ruling class. For—even assuming the power of
the administrators to be stable, as does Michels— this power will be the
power of specialists over machines, not over men. How could they, in fact,
realize this power with regard to men? Michels neglects the fundamental
decisive fact that each administratively dominant position has hitherto
been an envelope for economic exploitation. This economic exploitation
may not be subdivided. But there will not even exist a stable, close cor
poration, dominating the machines, for the fundamental basis for the for
mation of monopoly groups will disappear; what constitutes an eternal
category in Michels' presentation, namely, the "incompetence of the
masses" will disappear, for this incompetence is by no means a necessary
attribute of every system; it likewise is a product of the economic and
technical conditions, expressing themselves in the general cultural being
and in the educational conditions. We may state that in the society of the
future there will be a colossal over-production of organizers, which will
nullify the stability of the ruling groups. (N. I. Bukharin, Historical Ma
terialism, p. 310.)

This holds, however, and in our view it holds unassailably, for
the communist society, one in which the productive forces have
indeed been so highly developed and increased, and are available
in such abundance, as to make even the highest level of the devel
opment of the productive forces attained by capitalism appear as
miserably inadequate as it really is. But does it also hold for the
transitional period that necessarily intervenes between the end of
capitalism and the full flowering of communism? Obviously not.
On that score there is not and, of course, there cannot be any dis
agreement.

But the question of the transition period from capitalism to social
ism, i.e., the period of the proletarian dictatorship, is far more difficult

[continues Bukharin]. The working class achieves victory, although it is
not and cannot be a unified mass. It attains victory while the productive
forces are going down and die great masses are materially insecure. There
will inevitably result a tendency to "degeneration," i.e., the excretion of a

\ leading stratum in the form of a class-germ. This tendency will be re
tarded by two opposing tendencies; first, by the growth of the productive
forces; second, by the abolition of the educational monopoly. The increas
ing reproduction of technologists and of organizers in general, out of the
working class itself, will undermine this possible new class alignment. The
outcome of the struggle will depend on which tendencies turn out to be
the stronger. (N. I. Bukharin, Ibid., p. 310/.)

Take note especially of the two very precise formulations of
Bukharin. One: "there will inevitably result a tendency of 'degen
eration,' i.e., the excretion of a leading stratum in the form of a
class-germ." So far as we know, it occurred to nobody to denounce
Bukharin as a "revisionist" for writing this, even though he wrote
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it long before so much as the outlines of the present Stalinist state
could be visible. Bukharin is

,

of course, not referring to a new

capitalist class that would be excreted when he writes of "a class-

germ." He is writing, let us remember, of Michels' theory of a new
bureaucratic class that would triumph as a result of the socialist
revolution, and Bukharin does not hesitate to acknowledge— this
almost thirty years ago!— that this is theoretically possible. Bukha
rin does not begin to deny that the formation of such a new class

is possible. He acknowledges the tendency. He promptly adds two
of the counteracting tendencies. And his conclusion? He does not
even suggest that the triumph of socialism is guaranteed by some
abstraction, by some absolute force. Not for a minute! He concludes
—this is his second formulation of importance to us—"The outcome
of the struggle will depend on which tendencies turn out to be

7 stronger." Or if we may formulate it in the way which excited so
much horror among some self-styled "monists." "The question of
the perspective of Stalinism cannot be resolved in a purely theo
retical way. It can be resolved only in struggle." The theoretical
tradition of Marxism is represented in the manner in which Bukha
rin deals with the problem but not at all in the manner in which
the "monists" reject the "pluralism" which they ascribe to us.

Marx wrote before the Russian Revolution, and Bukharin
wrote before the Stalinist society appeared as an organized whole
and even before Stalinism itself made its appearance. The Trotskyist
opposition has been the eye-witness of the rise of Stalinism and has
been the only one to make a serious analysis of it. Next to Trotsky,
the late Christian Rakovsky was the outstanding leader of the
Trotskyist movement. After expulsion from the party and exile,
Rakovsky wrote many penetrating analyses of Russian society under
Stalinism. Given the conditions of his existence in that period,
many, if not most, of his studies are probably irretrievably lost. But
we have sufficient indication of the trend taken by his analysis prior
to his tragic capitulation. Writing about "The Life of the Exiled
and Imprisoned Russian Opposition," N. Markin (Leon Sedoff)
gave the following information:

Concerning the bureaucracy, Comrade Rakovsky writes: "Under our
very eyes, there has been formed, and is still being formed, a large class of
rulers which has its own interior groupings, multiplied by means of pre
meditated cooptation, direct or indirect (bureaucratic promotion, fictitious
system of elections). The basic support of this original class is a sort, an
original sort, of private property, namely, the possession of state power.
The bureaucracy 'possesses the state as private property,' wrote Marx
(Critique o
f Hegel's Philosophy o
f

Law)." (The Militant, December 1
,
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There is, furthermore, ample evidence to show that Rakovsky's
view was supported by not a few of the Trotskyists exiled and im

prisoned by Stalin. The whole of Rakovsky's analysis is not at hand,
neither are the whole of his conclusions; and it may well be that we
shall never see them. But the trend of his analysis is sufficiently
clear; the Stalinist bureaucracy is a new class based upon "an
original sort of private property." It is a ruling class that derives its
power from its complete domination of the state which owns all
the means of production and exchange. Whatever may have been
the thoughts which preceded or succeeded the section from Rakov
sky's manuscript which Markin quotes, it is plain enough that
Rakovsky's point of view is, if not identical with our own, at least
analogous to it. Yet the publication of Rakovsky's views as long
ago as 1930 did not bring down upon his head any such puerile
denunciations of "revisionism" as we hear today.

Finally, Trotsky himself. He held, of course, to the position
that Stalinist Russia still represented a workers' state, even if in
degenerated form. He denied that Stalinist Russia represented either
a capitalist state or a new social formation like bureaucratic col
lectivism. But he did not exclude the theoretical possibility that a
bureaucratic collectivist state could come into existence.
At the very beginning of the war, on September 25, 1939, he

warned: "Might we not place ourselves in a ludicrous position if we
affixed to the Bonapartist oligarchy the nomenclature of a new
ruling class just a few years or a few months prior to its inglorious
downfall?" Trotsky firmly expected the solution of the problem of
Stalinism by means of the triumph of the revolutionary proletariat
in direct connection with the crises of the world war. That is com
pletely clear in his polemics against us in 1939-40.

If this war provokes, as we firmly believe, a proletarian revolution,
it must inevitably lead to the overthrow of the bureaucracy in the USSR
and regeneration of Soviet democracy on a far higher economic and cul
tural basis than in 1918. In that case, the question whether the Stalinist
bureaucracy was "a class" or a growth on the workers' state will be auto
matically solved.

Further, he wrote, that "it is impossible to expect any other
more favorable conditions" for the socialist revolution than the
conditions offered by the experiences of our entire epoch and the
current new war. But suppose the proletarian revolution does not
triumph in connection with the war, and suppose the Stalinist
bureaucracy maintains or even extends its power? Trotsky did not
hesitate to pose this question too— and to give a tentative answer
to it.
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If, contrary to all probabilities, the October Revolution fails during
the course of the present war, or immediately thereafter, to find its contin
uation in any of the advanced countries; and if, on the contrary, the pro
letariat is thrown back everywhere and on all fronts— then we should
doubtless have to pose the question of revising our conception of the
present epoch and its driving forces. In that case it would be a question
not of slapping a copy-book label on the USSR or the Stalinist gang but
of reevaluating the world historical perspectives for the next decades if
not centuries: have we entered the epoch of social revolution and socialist
society, or, on the contrary, the epoch of the declining society of totali
tarian bureaucracy? "

Thus, while Trotsky rejected the theory that Russia is a
bureaucratic collectivist state, he did not, and as a Marxist he could
not, rule out the possibility of a bureaucratic collectivist society on
the basis of an a priori theory, or a "monistic concept" which we *~

are now asked to believe is Marxism.
Stalinist Russia can be understood only "by studying each of

these evolutions separately and then comparing them." To analyze
it we need no "historico-philosophical theory whose supreme virtue
consists in being supra-historical." We need only the "master-key"
of historical materialism, not in the sense of a "closed system
crowned with an ultimate truth," but as a scientific method, as a
guide to the study of the real history of the Stalinist state, as the
method by which its social anatomy can be laid bare.

II

Our theory of the class character of the Stalinist state, we are
admonished, represents a break with Marxism, because we hold that
Russia is neither working class nor capitalist but bureaucratic-col-
lectivist. But that is not the worst of our crimes. According to a
Trotskyist critic, we continue to deepen our break with Marxism.
In 1941 we wrote that "bureaucratic collectivism is a nationally-
limited phenomenon, appearing in history in the course of a singu
lar conjuncture of circumstances." What has been added to this
that makes our break with Marxism "deeper"? An analysis of the
events that have occurred since 1941. The events represent an un
foreseen and hitherto unanalyzed phenomenon, so far as Stalinism
is concerned. They are a refutation, and a thorough one, of the
predictions made by Trotsky.
Up to the outbreak of the Second World War, Stalinism repre

sented a state that grew out of the proletarian state established by
the Bolshevik revolution. It was a successor not to capitalism but
to a revolutionary workers' state. It represented a triumph not over
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a capitalist state but a triumph over the working class and its revo

lutionary state. We may disagree on a dozen different aspects of
the problem of Stalinism, but there is no conceivable basis for a
difference on this simple fact. We may disagree on the conclusions
to draw from the fact that the Stalinist state replaced not a capitalist
state but the state of Lenin and Trotsky, but on the fact itself there
can be no disagreement.

What, however, is new in the development of Stalinism since
the outbreak of the war? Some people prefer not to be troubled
with or even reminded of the facts which the entire world, both
bourgeois and proletarian, is thinking about and discussing. It
upsets them. It is much more convenient and infinitely less dis
turbing to repeat over and over again what was said yesterday,
mumbling the same ritualistic formulae like pious people saying
their beads over and over again and always in the same order. The
trouble is

,

whether we like it or not, there are new beads to account
for. Stalinism has successfully extended its state control over new
countries. The regime in such countries as Estonia, Latvia and
Lithuania is now identical in every respect with the regime of pre
war and post-war Stalinist Russia. In Yugoslavia, the Stalinists are
in the process of establishing fundamentally the same type of state
as exists in Stalinist Russia. In Poland, substantially the same holds
true. In other Balkan countries where the Stalinists have gained
domination, they are also engaged in establishing social regimes
identical with the one that exists in Russia.

The triumph of Stalinism in all these countries has not oc
curred in the same way and on the same basis as in Russia. In these
countries Stalinism did not succeed a proletarian revolution. In
these countries there was no revolutionary workers' state for Stalin
ism to crush. In these countries, Stalinism triumphed over a bour
geois state and over a subject, not a ruling, proletariat. It expropria-
ated, both politically and economically, the bourgeoisie and the
landowning classes, or it is in the process of expropriating them,
and nationalized their property. The idea that the bourgeoisie
rules in any sense, be it economically, politically, socially or in any
other way, is a grotesque absurdity. This absurdity may be swal
lowed by some ignorant people in the radical movement, but there

is not a bourgeois in the entire world, let alone a bourgeois in these
countries themselves, whom you could begin to convince that his
class is still in power in any sense.
We doubt if it will be asserted that in the countries conquered

by Stalinism a classless socialist society exists. If the bourgeoisie is
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not in power in these countries, what class is in power? What class
rules?

Let us lay aside for the moment the question of what class rules
in these countries, so long as it is agreed that the bourgeoisie does
not rule. The transference of social power from one class to another
is the outstanding characteristic of a revolution (or a counter-revolu

tion). Such a transfer of power has taken place in these countries.
Now, if we agree, as we must, that the rule of the bourgeoisie has
been overturned in these countries; and if we agree further, as we
must indeed, that the state established in these countries is sub
stantially identical or is, at the very least, becoming identical with
that which exists in Russia; and finally if we accept the theory that
Stalinist Russia represents a degenerated workers' state— then the
conclusion is absolutely inescapable: a workers' state, partly de

generated or wholly degenerated or degenerated in any other way,
has been established by Stalinism in the conquered countries of
eastern Europe.
The conclusion would not necessarily alter the view that Stalin

ism is bureaucratic. That is granted. But it would necessarily destroy
fundamentally the theory that Stalinism is counter-revolutionary—
en the sense in which some Trotskyists apply that term to Stalinism.
For, in the narrow Trotskyist concept, the term counter-revolution
ary must be and is applied only to those social or political forces
that are not merely anti-socialist and anti-working class but—by that

very token, as it were— also pro-capitalist; that is, those forces which
work either subjectively or objectively for the preservation of bour
geois society and the rule of the bourgeoisie. How reconcile this
with the fact that Stalinism has wiped out or is wiping out the
class rule of the bourgeoisie? How reconcile it with the view— which
follows relentlessly from the definition— that Stalinism has estab
lished a workers' state in bourgeois countries? If that altogether too
much abused word "dialectics" were to be manipulated a thousand
times more skillfully than it is, it could not extricate the manipu
lators from their dilemma.
Unlike the post-mortem Trotskyists, we have sought to analyze

the reality by means of the materialist method and to introduce
those corrections or supplements into our theory which the reality
demands of us. The Stalinist state is no longer confined to Russia.
Bureaucratic collectivism has been established in other countries as
a result of a triumph over the capitalist class, over the capitalist
state of these countries. The pseudo-Marxist who contents himself,
as Lenin once remarked contemptuously, with "swearing by God,"
finds no need to concern himself with the problem because for him
the problem simply does not exist. To the serious Marxist the
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problem of yesterday is posed today in a new form: what is the
future of the Stalinist state, what is the perspective of Stalinism, in
relation, on the one side to the future of capitalism and, on the

other side, to the perspective of socialism?

We will not at this point set forth the analysis of this problem
made by us in 1946. For the moment, we will only repeat one of
the conclusions which the Trotskyist critic quotes:

The question of the perspective of Stalinism cannot be resolved in a
purely theoretical way. It can be resolved only in struggle.

And again:

Whether or not Stalinism can triumph in the capitalist world cannot
be denied absolutely in advance. To repeat, it is a question of struggle

These sentences, which are nothing but simple ABC, at first
evoke that sarcasm which the critic expressed with such mastery.
He writes: "It is clear that our slogan, 'Socialism or Barbarism,'
should now be amended to read: "Socialism, Bureaucratic Collectiv
ism or Barbarism!' " This is a telling blow, and while we are reeling
from it

,

stiffer blows are rained down upon us. Sarcasm is not his

only strong point. Theory, philosophy— he is at home in these fields
as well.

We read that:

In 1946, by adopting the above-quoted resolution, the Workers Party
rejected the heart of the Marxist system: its monistic concept. Marxism
holds that we live in a world of law, not of pure chance. This is true not
only of the natural world, but also of human society. Shachtman (as usual,
in passing) substitutes for Marxism an idealistic philosophy of pluralism:
We may have socialism, we may have Stalinism—who knows? Only the
"concreteness of the events" will show. In the theoretical sphere this is the
most serious break possible with Marxist ideology. . . . The perspective
of the Trotskyist movement, based on Marx's world outlook as embodied
in the Communist Manifesto, is discarded by the Workers Party in favor
of an idealistic "multiple factors" concept, which is far closer to "True
Socialism" than to Marxism.

There it is
,

word for word. The reader will just have to believe
that it is not invented by us but simply quoted from the original.
The cross of "True Socialists," who have been dead and decently
buried for a good century now, we will bear without too much
murmur because it exerts not an ounce of weight upon our
shoulders. As any reader who knows something about "True Social
ism" is aware, the only reason it was thrown in was to impress the
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easily impressionable with a display of erudition which an impolite
smile could suffice to dispose of.

But what is said about "monism" in general and our "plural
ism" in particular, that is a little too much. You avert your eyes in
embarrassment at the spectacle that that section of the human race
which is in the revolutionary movement can sometimes make of
itself. Where does the author of the Trotskyist Statement get the

courage for his pugnacious illiteracy? Does he really think that
there is nobody left in the world to laugh his head off at this
pompous jabberwocky, this cool mauling of Big Words and Big
Thoughts? It is positively painful to have to deal with such non
sense, which cannot even be termed philosophical mumbo-jumbo
because it is just plain, ordinary, uninspired and very puerile mum
bo-jumbo. But we have no choice in the matter.
What is the heart of the Marxist system? Its monistic concept.

What is our most serious possible break with Marxist "ideology"?
An idealistic philosophy of pluralism, which we have substituted
for Marxism and, as usual, in passing. And just how have we substi
tuted pluralism for Marxism? By saying that capitalism exists as a
social reality; that socialism exists, if not yet as a reality, then, in
any case, as a perspective; and— here is our sin— that Stalinism and
bureaucratic collectivism exist both as a reality and as a perspective.
To this we have added the other sinful thought: the perspective
of Stalinism cannot be resolved in a purely theoretical way— it can
be resolved only in struggle; it is wrong to deny absolutely in ad
vance the possibility of the triumph of Stalinism in the capitalist
world because that question can be decided only in the course of
struggle.
That, you see, is the idealistic philosophy of pluralism. What,

then, is monism, the heart of the Marxist system?

The development of Marxian thought has known its share of
the "monism" that our author is babbling about. Every real student
of Marxism is acquainted with Frederick Engels' polemical destruc
tion of Eugen Duhring who— the truth is the truth—although also
given to pompous phrasemongering, nevertheless stood intellectually
a cubit above all ordinary phraseurs.

All-embracing being is one [wrote Duhring]. In its self-sufficiency it
has nothing alongside of it or over it. To associate a second being with it
would be to make it something that it is not, namely, a part or constitu
ent of a more comprehensive whole. We extend, as it were, our unified
thought like a framework, and nothing that should be comprised in this
concept of unity can contain a duality within itself. Nor again can any
thing escape being subject to this concept of unity. . . .
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To which Engels replied in a famous passage: "If I include a
shoe brush in the unity of mammals, this does not help it to get
lacteal glands. The unity of being, that is, the question of whether
its conception as a unity is correct, is therefore precisely what was
to be proved, and when Herr Duhring assures us that he conceives
being as a unity and not as twofold, he tells us nothing more than
his own unauthoritative opinion."
What is the monistic concept of Marxism? In the same Anti-

Duhring Engels sets forth all there is to monism, in the fundamental
sense, so far as Marxists are concerned:

The unity of the world does not consist in its being, although its
being is a pre-condition of its unity, as it must certainly first be, before it
can be one. Being, indeed, is always an open question beyond the point
where our sphere of observation ends. The real unity of the world consists
in its materiality, and this is proved not by a few juggling phrases, but by
a long and tedious development of philosophy and nature science.

It is not necessary to read this passage more than once to under
stand that what the critic has written is pretentious gibberish, and

nothing more. This is not a harsh but a very restrained judgment.
Let us amend this judgment— but only to show how restrained

it really is. Let us try to surmount the insurmountable in order to
see if any sense can be made out of the nonsense. In other words,
is our critic actually trying to say something and if so, what is it?
By painstakingly piecing together some elements of the muddle, we

may be able to find out what idea it is he is trying to convey.
Our "pluralism," our "idealistic multiple factors concept" con

sists in the opinion that "we may have socialism, we may have
Stalinism—who knows?" in addition to our opinion that what we
actually have in most of the world is capitalism. As the critic puts
it so devastatingly, we hold that the old "monism" should now be
amended to read: "Socialism, Bureaucratic Collectivism or Barbar
ism." Whoever says that more than one of these three is actually or

theoretically possible in the course of the development of society,
sets himself down as a pluralist. So far, so good.
And the monist—what does he say? He says, true monist that

he is, true defender of the heart of the Marxist system that he is,
true partisan of the perspective of the Trotskyist movement that he

is
,

he says that he holds, without amendment, to "our slogan" and
that slogan is (hold your breath, the lights are about to be turned

on): "Socialism or Barbarism!"
Blinding light! Pluralism equals three and probably more than

three. Monism equals— two. Anyone who does not understand this

is an idiot, probably a congenital one. Anyone who disagrees with
it, let him beware.
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In their first program, Marx and Engels declared that capi
talism was a historical society, that it had no basis for permanent
existence, that its doom was inevitable, that it would be succeeded
by barbarism or socialism. They left us very little of a detailed
picture of what socialism would be or what barbarism would be,
because they rejected the kind of utopian and unscientific thinking
that would try to paint such a picture. As Engels said, "Being,
indeed, is always an open question beyond the point where our
sphere of observation ends." e-
Our sphere of observation today is far more comprehensive

than that it was in the days of Marx and Engels. It includes the
living phenomenon of Stalinism. Stalinism is precisely one of the
forms of barbarism which has manifested itself in the course of the
decay of a society which the proletariat has not yet succeeded in
lifting onto a rational plane. Marx and Engels did not and could
not foresee the Stalinist barbarism. What they could not foresee,
we have the duty to see and to analyze. What does this imposing
babble about "monism" aim to convey? That Stalinism is not a
social phenomenon? That Stalinism is not a reality? That Stalinism
is not a material part of the world today? "The real unity of the
world consists in its materiality," said Engels. Stalinism is not so
cialism and it it not capitalism, but it is nevertheless a material
part of the real (and therefore contradictory) unity of the world.
Can barbarism triumph over socialism? Of course it can! Is

that triumph theoretically possible? Of course it is! If you deny this,
you convert the scientific formula, "Barbarism or Socialism," into
mere soap-box agitation, and demagogical agitation at that. Can the

question of the perspective (the prospects) of barbarism "be re
solved in a purely theoretical way"? Can the question of the triumph
of barbarism "be denied absolutely in advance"? Whoever tries to
answer that question in a "purely theoretical way," whoever tries
to deny it "absolutely in advance," reads himself out of the circles
of scientific Marxist thought. He may well remain a socialist, he
may well continue to favor the ideal of socialism, but he is no longer
fighting for this ideal inasmuch as he has denied theoretically and
absolutely and in advance the very possibility of any other develop
ment except socialism. By this denial, he no longer needs to fight
for socialism. It will come of itself and its triumph is absolutely
guaranteed.

In the same sense, is it theoretically possible that bureaucratic
collectivism— the Stalinist barbarism—can triumph over capitalism?
Of course it is. Can this triumph be denied absolutely in advance?
Not by Marxists! But far, far more important than this is our con
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elusion that the perspective (again, the prospects) of capitalism and
socialism and Stalinism can be resolved only in struggle. How else?
Whoever believes that the perspective is automatically guaranteed

(one way or another) by some sort of mysterious natural process
which unfolds without the decisive and determining intervention
of the living struggle of the classes— there is the man who has

rejected the heart of Marxism and committed the most serious
break possible with Marxism. He belongs among those philosophers
for whom Marx had such scorn because they only contemplate or
analyze the world, but do nothing—or find no need to do anything
—to change it. If he nevertheless calls himself a Marxist, he would
do well to reflect on the teachings of the old masters on this vital
point.

The question if objective truth is possible to human thought [Marx
wrote in his famous second thesis on Feuerbach] is not a theoretical but a
practical question. In practice man must prove the truth, that is, the
reality and force, the this-sidedness of his thought. The dispute as to the
reality or unreality of a thought, which isolates itself from the praxis is a
purely scholastic question. (Appendix to Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach, etc.,
Vienna, 1927, pp. 73 f.

)

The necessity or, if you like, the inevitability, of socialism is

demonstrable only in "praxis," that is, it is a matter that can be
resolved only the course of the class struggle.

The empiricism of observation alone can never sufficiently prove
necessity. Post hoc, but not proctor hoc (Enz, I, 84). This is so very cor
rect that it does not follow from the constant rise of the morning sun that j

it will rise again tomorrow, and in actuality we know now that a moment
will come when the morning sun does not rise. But the proof of necessity
lies in human activity, in experiment, in labor; if I can do this post hoc,

it becomes identical with the proctor hoc." (Engels, Dialektik und Natur,
Marx-Engels Archiv, Vol. II, p. 282.)

It would be instructive to learn from our author, who seems
determined to make monism synonymous with mumbo-jumbo, just
how, in his view, the perspective of Stalinism will be resolved. If it

is not to be resolved, as we say, "only in struggle" (or, as the early
Marxists would say, in praxis), then we must conclude that the fate
of Stalinism will be resolved theoretically or by some other pure
and simple thought process. Alas, if the doom of Stalinism depended
only on the thought processes and in general upon the theoretical
wisdom of the critic, a bright future might well be guaranteed for it.

April 1947



Trotsky's Letter to Borodai

INTRODUCTION

TROTSKY'S LETTER TO BORODAI,
which we publish here for the first time in English, is of special
interest and importance. The document is undated, but it was
evidently written during Trotsky's exile in Alma-Ata, toward the
end of 1928, shortly before the author was banished from the Soviet
Union to Turkey by the Stalinist regime. The importance of the
letter lies in the fact that it is the first document known to us in
which Trotsky debates with a Bolshevik anti-Stalinist the question
of the class character of the Soviet state: Is it still or is it no
longer a workers' state?
Borodai, whose subsequent fate is unknown to us, was a

militant of the Democratic-Centralist group, or "Group of the
Fifteen," as it was sometimes known, who was expelled from the
Communist Party by the bureaucracy in 1927 along with all his
fellow-thinkers, and sent into exile. The Democratic-Centralist
group was founded as far back as 1920 by a number of left-wing
communists in the Russian party, who sought to break through
the rigid walls of the War-Communism regime and restore a
democratic system in the party. The conditions of civil war were
not conducive to their victory, and the one-sided emphasis they
placed upon the democratic principle earned them the opposition
of the most authoritative Bolshevik leaders, Lenin and Trotsky
included.
In 1923, when Trotsky and his comrades launched the post-

civil war struggle against a meanwhile swollen bureaucracy and
for party democracy, they were joined by many of the original
Democratic-Centralists, among them their outstanding leader, Tim-*
ofey V. Sapronov, proletarian, trade-union leader, and old, pre
war Bolshevik of high standing. It was Sapronov who took the
initiative in bringing together and presiding over the first joint
meeting of the representatives of the Trotskyist (or Moscow, or
1923) Opposition and the Zinovievist (or Leningrad, or 1925) Op
position. This meeting and the ones that followed led to the
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formation of the famous United Opposition Bloc, composed of the
Trotskyists, the Zinovievists, the remnants of the old Workers'
Opposition (led by Shlyapnikov and Medvedyev) and of the Demo
cratic-Centralists (Sapronov and Vladimir M. Smirnov).
Shlyapnikov and other Workers' Opposition leaders soon ca

pitulated to Stalin, as did virtually all the leaders of the Zinovievist
Opposition in 1927-28. Most of the Democratic-Centralists, and
outstandingly their leaders Sapronov and Smirnov, remained, in
exile, incorruptible adversaries of the bureaucratic counter-revolu
tion. There is no reason to believe that any of these militant
revolutionists is still alive; they were murdered, gradually or out
right, by the GPU.
In 1926, the former Democratic-Centralists broke away from

the United Opposition Bloc because of the famous declaration in
the middle of that year in which the Opposition pledged itself to
refrain from factional activities— provided, of course, that a more-
or-less normal internal regime was established in the party. The
insurgents elaborated a platform of their own and set up a com
pletely independent group. It became known as the "Group of
Fifteen," from the number of signatories to the platform. They
were: T. V. Sapronov, V. M. Smirnov, N. Savaryan, V. Emelyanov
(Kalin), M. N. Mino, M. I. Minkov, T. Kharechko, V. P. Oborin,
I. K. Dashkovsky, S. Schreiber, M. Smirnov, F. I. Filipenko, F.
Duney, A. L. Slidovker, L. Tikhonov.
At the Fifteenth Party Congress in November-December, 1927,

adherence to the views of the Democratic-Centralists was declared
incompatible with membership in the Communist party; so was
adherence to the views of the Trotskyist Opposition. All supporters
of both groups were expelled and the most prominent leaders and
militants first sent into exile and, years later, shot. In exile, a
rapprochement between the two groups proved unrealizable and,

except for individual shifts from one group to the other, they re- ✓
mained as far apart as they had ever been.
What was the evolution of the political ideas of Sapronov and

Smirnov, there is now no way of judging, and there probably never
will be until the day the Russian proletariat makes public the
confiscated documents in the secret archives of the Stalinist police.
But what the ideas of the Democratic-Centralists were in the days
of the following letter by Trotsky, that is

,

around the year 1928,

is implicit in the questions put by Borodai. In a word, they were:
The proletariat has already lost power; the triumph of Stalin over
the Opposition marks the triumph of the Thermidor, that is
,

the
counter-revolution; the working class does not rule in Russia and
Russia is no longer a workers' state; it is necessary to prepare a
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new social revolution to restore the proletariat to state power.
These contentions Trotsky denied. It is the arguments he em

ployed in refuting Borodai's views that are interesting and im
portant, both for a knowledge of the situation in the Opposition
in those days and, much more to the point, for a Marxian evalua
tion of the present situation in, and the class character of, the
Russian state.
In the discussion and polemics over the class character of the

Soviet or Russian state, Trotsky, years later, found himself obliged
to alter his criterion radically from what it had previously been,
not only for him but without exception for the entire revolutionary
Marxian movement. "Found himself obliged," we say, because of
his insistence on maintaining his characterization of Russia as
a workers' state long after the objective basis for it had been
destroyed by the Stalinist counter-revolution. Trotsky, in later
years, argued that Russia is a workers' state because the ownership
of the principal means of production is vested in the state, that is,
because property is nationalized.
The radical alteration of the criterion lay in converting na

tionalized property from a necessary characteristic of a workers'
state into an adequate characteristic. In other words, Trotsky began
to argue that no matter how degenerated and anti-proletarian and
even counter-revolutionary the political regime in the country,
Russia nevertheless remained a (degenerated or "counter-revolu
tionary") workers' state so long as property (the means of produc
tion and exchange) remained nationalized or state property.
It should be borne in mind that Trotsky did not hold that

the existence of nationalized property was in itself adequate for
a consistent development toward socialism. That required, he
rightly emphasized, a socialist proletariat in political power and
the victorious revolution in the advanced countries of the West.
And, he added, given the absence of the political power of the
workers and the revolution in the West, the workers' state would
continue to degenerate and eventually collapse entirely. But so
long as nationalized property remained more or less intact, Russia
still remained a workers' state.
To repeat: for Trotsky, nationalized property was transformed

from a necessary characteristic into the adequate characteristic, and
the decisive one, at that.

This theory not only cannot withstand a fundamental Marxist
criticism, but conflicts with the theory, with the criterion, originally
and for a long time put forward and defended by Trotsky himself.
The letter to Borodai is one of the many available evidences of
this fact.
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In his letter, aimed at refuting the thesis that Russia is no
longer a workers' state, Trotsky does not once so much as mention
the existence of nationalized property! He employs a different
criterion, entirely correct and fully decisive, namely, Does the
working class still have political power, in one sense or another,
even if only in the sense that it is still capable of bringing a straying
and dangerous bureaucracy under its control by means of reform
measures?

Why is this criterion correct and decisive? Because without
political rule, the proletariat simply does not rule at all, and what
ever you call the state or government under which it lives and
works, it is not a workers' state. This is an iron law that derives
from the fundamentally different nature of the class rule of the

proletariat as contrasted with the class rule of any private-property-
owning class. For example: Under a Bonapartist regime, be it of
the early (Napoleon I or III) or the modern (Briining or outright
fascist) variety, the class rule of the bourgeoisie is maintained and
fortified by virtue of two interrelated reasons:

(1) Although the bourgeoisie does not enjoy full or direct po
litical power, it continues to own, as individuals and as a class,
the means of production and exchange, and to draw profit and
power from this ownership, and

(2) The regime which deprives the bourgeois class of full
or direct political power uses that power to strengthen, to con
solidate, to expand the social order of capitalism, to benefit the
bourgeoisie in the most easily ascertainable tangible manner.
Similarly, though not identically, under feudalism, where owner
ship of land was in private hands.
The proletariat, however, is not, never was and never will be

a private-property-owning class. It comes to power, and lays the
basis for an evolution to socialism, by nationalizing property and
vesting its ownership in the hands of the state, making it state
property as a preliminary to transforming it into social property.
The state is not a class, but the complex of institutions of coercion
(army, police, prisons, officials, etc.). Once the means of production
and exchange have been made state property, the question, "Who
is the ruling class" is resolved simply by answering the question:
"In whose hands is the state?" It cannot be resolved by answering
the question: "In whose hands is the property?" because no class
then owns the property, at least not in the sense in which all
preceding classes have owned property. To put it differently, the
question must be posed in this way (because no other way makes
sense): "In whose hands is the state which owns property?" Still
more simply and directly: "Who rules politically?"
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That is why a Marxist may argue, on the basis of empirical
evidence, that Trotsky was right, or was wrong, in saying to Borodai
that the workers in Russia (in 1928) still ruled politically, or could
"regain full power, renovate the bureaucracy and put it under its
control by the road of reform of the party and the Soviets." But
he must acknowledge that Trotsky's criterion, his methodological
approach to the question of the class character of the Russian state,
was incontestable. All that is necessary and correct is stated by
Trotsky when he writes to Borodai:

The question thus comes down to the same thing: Is the proletarian
kernel of the party, assisted by the working class, capable of triumphing
over the autocracy of the party apparatus which is fusing with the state
apparatus? Whoever replies in advance that it is incapable, thereby speaks
not only of the necessity of a new party on a new foundation, but also of
the necessity of a second and new proletarian revolution.

And nationalized property? It is
,

we repeat, not even referred
to. Why not? Because, obviously, it is assumed as a necessary feature
of a workers' state, its indispensable economic foundation, but not

by itself adequate or decisive for a workers' state. That is right,
and nothing Trotsky wrote years afterward can effectively refute
his original and unassailable standpoint.
The formulation of the question in the letter to Borodai is

not accidental. It is to be found in any number of Trotsky's writings
of that period and prior to the self-revision of his view. In his
letter to the Sixth Congress of the Comintern, on July 12, 1928,
he wrote:

. . . the socialist character of industry is determined and secured in a
decisive measure by the role of the party, the voluntary internal cohesion
of the proletarian vanguard, and conscious discipline of the administra
tors, trade union functionaries, members of the shop nuclei, etc. If we
allow that this web is weakening, disintegrating and ripping, then it be
comes absolutely self-evident that within a brief period nothing will re
main of the socialist character of state industry, transport, etc. (Third
International After Lenin, page 300.)

That is, the class character of the political power is not de
termined by industry (nationalized property), as he later contended,
but conversely, "the socialist character of industry is determined
and secured in a decisive measure" by the party, that is, in Russia,
by the political power. From which it follows that if that political
power has been utterly destroyed, as Trotsky later acknowledged
and insisted on, the class character of "industry" (nationalized
property, again) has been fundamentally altered.
Again, in his theses on Russia, on April 4, 1931, he returned

to the same question, and from fundamentally the same standpoint:
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If we proceed from the incontestable fact that the CPSU has ceased
to be a party, are we not thereby forced to the conclusion that there is no
dictatorship of the proletariat in the USSR, since this is inconceivable
without a ruling proletarian party? (Problems of the Development of the
USSR, page 34. My emphasis.-M.S.)

"This is inconceivable!" Why, then, is it a workers' state not
withstanding? Because, wrote Trotsky, there still remain powerful
and firmly-rooted elements of the party, traditions of the October,
etc., and by virtue of these the bureaucracy can be submitted to the

proletariat and its revolutionary vanguard by means of reform.

The recognition of the present Soviet state as a workers' state not
only signifies that the bourgeoisie can conquer power in no other way
than by an armed uprising but also that the proletariat of the USSR has
not forfeited the possibility of submitting the bureaucracy to it, of reviv
ing the party and of mending the regime of the dictatorship—without a
new revolution, with the methods and on the road of reform. (Ibid.,
page 36.)

It follows unambiguously and inexorably that to recognize— as
the further degeneration of the Russian Revolution compelled us
all, Trotsky included, to recognize— that the bureaucracy cannot be
submitted to the proletariat, that the so-called Communist Party
cannot be revived, that the regime cannot be reformed, that a new
revolution must be organized— is to recognize that Russia is no
longer a workers' state.
Why Russia did not degenerate into a capitalist state; why it

did not go the road of capitalist counter-revolution, as Trotsky
predicted; and, in general, a fundamental treatment of the class
character of the present Russian state—these are the subject of
studies made by us elsewhere. It is not necessary to deal with it in
this introduction. It is not necessary, either, to dwell further on
Trotsky's letter to Borodai, except to call the reader's attention to
his remarks on the "duality of power" in Russia, concerning which
Trotsky also drew erroneous conclusions, based on a faulty analysis,
to which we will some day return.
What is worth noting, however, is that those who insisted

three and a half a year ago on discussing the "class character of
the state" and nothing else, have maintained a most prudent silence
since the day we began to develop our criticism of Trotsky's funda
mental position and to present our own analysis. They confine
themselves to muttering simple and undigested ritualistic phrases,
which have no meaning to them, which they cannot explain co
herently and which they justify by one final and unanswerable
appeal: "Well, Trotsky said so." Fortunately, Trotsky also said
that it is necessary for a Marxist to "learn to think."
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To the question, "Why is it a workers' state?" they answer,
"Because the state owns the property." To the question, "But
what is the class character of this state that owns the property?"

they answer, "A workers' state"! In this hopelessly vicious circle,
the workers are reduced from a living, propertyless, stateless, op

pressed and exploited class to a . . . decorative adjective.
To the question, "What are the property relations at the

basis of present Russian society?" they answer, "Nationalized prop
erty." That is like asking the question, "What are the marital
relations under feudalism?" and being given the answer, "Male
and female." That is

,
the answer says nothing. The whole question

lies in this: "Just what are the relations of the classes or, i
f you

wish, the social groups to the property? Just what are the produc
tion relations? Just what are the social relations?" But the answer,
given with an increasingly mysterious look, remains, "Nationalized
property."
"The Stalinist Bonapartist regime preserves the nationalized

property in its own way," it is said. Correct! But why does that
fact testify to the existence in Russia of a workers' state? The
bourgeois Bonapartist or fascist state preserves private property
not primarily for the bureaucracy (although for it, too), but above
all for the very tangible benefit of the ruling class, the bourgeoisie,
whose economic and social position it protects, consolidates, ex
pands. Does the Bonapartist regime of Stalin preserve nationalized
property for the tangible benefit of the working class? If so, what
benefit? Does it protect, consolidate, expand the economic and
social (to say nothing of the political) position of the proletariat?
If so, what sign (not signs, just one sign) is there of it? The present
bourgeois Bonapartist state reduces the proletariat to slavery and
enormously increases the wealth and power of the capitalists.
Which class does the Stalinist Bonapartist regime reduce to slavery,
and which class does it accord vast increases in wealth, social posi
tion and power, while it is at work preserving nationalized property
"in its own way"?
It would be interesting to hear something in detail on these

matters from some of our critics not apart from abuse (that is

utopian) but, let us say, in addition to it. Our interest, we fear, is

doomed to remain unsatisfied. To all that was said, Poe's raven
intransigently answered with two words, "Never more!" To all
we have said in the past two years about Russia, the post-Trotskyist
raven has answered, when he did answer, with two words, "Na
tionalized property"! It is doubtful if he will some day become
more articulate or logical.

April, 1943
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OUR DIFFERENCES WITH THE
DEMOCRATIC CENTRALISTS

Dear Comrade Borodai:
I have just received after almost a month's delay, your letter

of October 12 from Tyumen. I am replying immediately by return
mail, in view of the importance of the questions you put to me.
Taking your point of departure from the standpoint of the
Democratic-Centralist group to which you belong, you put seven

questions and demand that the answers be "clear and concrete"
and "not nebulous." An altogether legitimate wish. Only, our way
of being concrete should be dialectical, that is

,

encompass the

living dynamics of evolution and not substitute ready-made labels
which, at first sight, seem very "clear" but are in reality false and
devoid of content. Your way of putting the questions is purely
formal: yes, yes— no, no. Your questions must first be put upon a

Marxist basis in order that correct replies may be made.

1
. After setting forth the character of the social composition

of the party and its apparatus, you ask: "Has the party degenerated?
That is the first question." You demand a "clear" and "concrete"
reply: Yes, it has degenerated. However, I cannot answer that way,
for at present our party, both socially and ideologically, is extremely
heterogeneous. It includes nuclei that are entirely degenerated,
others that are still healthy but amorphous, others that have hardly
been affected by degeneration, etc. The regime of apparatus oppres
sion, which reflects the pressure of other classes upon the pro
letariat, and the decline of the spirit of activity of the proletariat
itself, renders very difficult a daily check upon the degree of
degeneration of the various strata and nuclei of the party and of
its apparatus. But this check can and will be achieved by activity,
especially by our active intervention in the internal life of the party,

b
y

mobilizing tirelessly its living and viable elements. Naturally,
such intervention is out of the question if the point of departure is

that the party as a whole has degenerated, that the party is a

corpse. With such an evaluation of the party, it is absurd to
address oneself to it, and still more absurd to wait for it, or for
this or that section of it, that is, primarily, for its proletarian
kernel, to heed or to understand you. To conquer this kernel,
however, is to conquer the party. This kernel does not consider
itself— and quite rightly—either dead or degenerated. It is upon

it
,

upon its tomorrow, that we base our political line. We will pa
tiently explain our tasks to it, basing ourselves upon experience
and facts. In every cell and at every worker's meeting, we will
denounce as a falsehood the calumny of the apparatus which says
that we are plotting to create a second party; we shall state that
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a second party is being built up by the Ustrialov-people* in the
apparatus, hiding behind the Centrists; as for us, we want to cleanse
Lenin's party of the Ustrialovist and semi-Ustrialovist elements;
we want to do this hand in hand with the proletarian kernel which,
aided by the active elements of the proletariat as a whole, can
still become master of the party and save the Revolution from
death, by means of a profound proletarian reform in every field.
2. "Is the degeneration of the apparatus and of the Soviet

power a fact? That is the second question," you write.
Everything that has been said above applies equally to this

question. There is no doubt that the degeneration of the Soviet
apparatus is considerably more advanced than the same process
in the party apparatus. Nevertheless, it is the party that decides.
At present, this means: the party apparatus. The question thus
comes down to the same thing: Is the proletarian kernel of the
party, assisted by the working class, capable of triumphing over
the autocracy of the party apparatus which is fusing with the state
apparatus? Whoever replies in advance that it is incapable, thereby
speaks not only of the necessity of a new party on a new founda
tion, but also of the necessity of a second and new proletarian
revolution. It goes without saying that it can in no way be stated
that such a perspective is out of the question under all circum
stances. However, it is not a question of historical divination, but
rather of not surrendering to the enemy but— on the contrary—of
reviving and consolidating the October Revolution and the dicta
torship of the proletariat. Has this road been tried to the very
end? Not at all. At bottom, this methodical work of the Bolshevik-
Leninists to mobilize the proletarian kernel of the party in the
new historical stage has only begun.
The arid reply—"Yes, it has degenerated"— that you would like

to get to your question about the degeneration of the Soviet power,
would contain no clarity in itself and would open up no per
spective. What we have here is a developing, contradictory process,
which can be concluded in any way or the other by virtue of the
struggle of living forces. Our participation in this struggle will have
no small importance in determining its outcome.
3. "Taking the present situation in the country and the party

as a whole, do we still have a dictatorship of the working class?
And who possesses the hegemony in the party and in the country?
That is the third question," you ask further.

*N. Ustrialov, a bourgeois professor-expert employed at that time in a Soviet
economic institution. Advocated support of the bureaucracy against the Opposition in the expectation that Right-wing elements of the former would lead to
the restoration of capitalism.— Trans.
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From the preceding replies it is clear that you put this question
also inexactly, not dialectically but scholastically. It is precisely
Bukharin who presented this question to us dozens of times in
the form of a scholastic alternative: Either we have the Thermidor
and then you, Opposition, should be defeatists and not partisans
of defense, or, if you are really partisans of defense, then acknowl
edge that all the speeches about Thermidor are nothing but
chatter. Here, comrade, you fall completely into the trap of
Bukharinist scholastics. Along with him, you want to have "clear,"
that is, completely finished social facts. The developing, contra
dictory process appears "nebulous" to you. What do we have in
reality? We have a strongly advanced process of duality of power
in the country. Has power passed into the hands of the bourgeoisie?
Obviously not. Has power slipped out of the hands of the prole
tariat? To a certain degree, to a considerable degree, but still far
from decisively. This is what explains the monstrous predominance
of the bureaucratic apparatus oscillating between the classes. But
this state apparatus depends, through the medium of the party
apparatus, upon the party, that is, upon its proletarian kernel,
on condition that the latter is active and has a correct orientation
and leadership. And that is where our task lies.
A state of duality of power is unstable, by its very essence.

Sooner or later, it must go one way or the other. But as the situation
is now, the bourgeoisie could seize power only by the road of
counter-revolutionary upheaval. As for the proletariat, it can regain
full power, renovate the bureaucracy and put it under its control
by the road of reform of the party and the Soviets. These are the
fundamental characteristics of the situation.
Your Kharkov colleagues, from what I am informed, have

addressed themselves to the workers with an appeal based upon
the false idea that the October Revolution and the dictatorship
of the proletariat are already liquidated. This manifesto, false in
essence, has done the greatest harm to the Opposition. Such declara
tions must be resolutely and implacably condemned. That is the
bravado of adventurers and not the revolutionary spirit of Marxists.

4. Quoting from my Postscript on the July victory of the Right
wing over the Center,* you ask: "Are you thus putting entirely
within quotation marks 'the Left course' and the 'shift' that you
once proposed to support with all forces and all means? That is
the fourth question."

*Reference to the July, 1928, Plenum of the Central Committee of the Commu
nist Party of the Soviet Union, at which the Right wing (Rykov) won an appar
ent, but actually a deceptive and short-lived victory over the Center (Stalin) on
policy in agriculture.— Trans.



The Rise of the Stalinist State 99

This is a downright untruth on your part. Never and nowhere
have I spoken of a Left course. I spoke of a "shift" and a "Left-
zig-zag," contrasting this conception to a consistent proletarian line.
Never and nowhere have I proposed to support the alleged Left
course of the Centrists, nor did I promise to support it. But I did
propose and promise to support by all means every step that
Centrism really took toward the Left, no matter if it was a half-
measure, without ceasing for a single instant to criticize and un
mask Centrism as the fundamental obstacle in the way of awaken
ing the spirit of activity of the proletarian kernel of the party. My
"Postscript" was precisely a document exposing the political ca
pitulation of the Centrists to the Right wing during the July
Plenum. But I did not and I do not hold that the history of the
development of the party and particularly the history of the strug
gle of the Center against the Right wing came to an end at the
July Plenum. We are right now witnesses of a new Centrist cam
paign against the Right-wingers. We must become independent
participants in this campaign. Naturally we see right through all
the hypocrisy and duplicity, the perfidious half-wayness of the
apparatus in the Stalinist struggle against the Right-wingers. But
behind this struggle we see profound class forces which seek to
break a path for themselves through the party and its apparatus.
The driving force of the Right wing is the new evolving proprietor
who seeks a link with world capitalism; our Right-wingers are
timid and mark time, for they do not yet dare to straddle this
warhorse openly. The functionary of the party, the trade unions
and other institutions, is the rampart of the Centrists: in spite of
everything, he depends upon the working masses and seems to be
obliged in recent times to take these masses into account more
and more: hence, the "self-criticism" and "the struggle against the
Right." It is thus that the class struggle is refracted and distorted,
but nevertheless manifested in this struggle; by its pressure, it can
transform the quarrel between the Centrists and the Right-wingers
in the apparatus into a very important stage in the awakening and
enlivening of the party and the working class. We would be
pitiable imbeciles if we took the present campaign against the
Right-wingers seriously. But we would, on the other hand, be
pitiable scholiasts and sectarian wiseacres if we failed to under
stand that hundreds of thousands of workers, party members, do
believe in it, if not 100 per cent then at least fifty or twenty-five
per cent. They are not yet with us, to be sure. Do not forget that,
do not become ensnared in sectarian trivia. Centrism holds on not
only because of the oppression of the apparatus, but also because
of the confidence or the half-confidence of a certain part of the
worker-party members. These workers who support the Centrists
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will enter the struggle against the Right much more readily than
they did in the struggle against the Opposition, when they had to
be dragged along with a rope around their neck. A serious and
intelligent Oppositionist will say, in any workers' cell, in any
workers' meeting: "We are summoned to fight against the Right
wing— that's a wonderful thing. We have called on you to do
this for a long time. And if you're thinking of fighting seriously
against the Right wing, you can count upon us to the limit. We
will be no strikebreakers. On the contrary, we'll be in the front
lines. Only, let us really fight. The leaders of the Right wing must
be named out loud, their Right-wing deeds must be enumerated,
etc." In a word, the Oppositionist will push the proletarian kernel
of the party forward like a Bolshevik, and he will not turn his
back upon it on the pretext that the party has degenerated.
5. "Is it still possible to entertain illusions about the ability

to defend the interests of the revolution and of the working class?
That is the fifth question."
You put the fifth question just as inexactly as the first four.

To entertain illusions about the Centrists means to sink into
Centrism yourself. But to shut your eyes to the mass processes that
drive the Centrists to the Left means to enclose yourself within
a sectarian shell. As if it was a matter of whether Stalin and
Molotov are capable of returning to the road of proletarian policy!
In any case, they are incapable of doing it by themselves. They
have proved it completely. But it is not a question of divining the
future fate of the various members of the Stalinist staff. That
doesn't interest us at all. In this field, all sorts of "surprises" are
possible. Didn't the former leader of the Democratic-Centralists,
Ossinsky, become an extreme Right-winger, for example? . . . The
correct question is this: Are the tens and hundreds of thousands
of workers, party members and members of the Communist Youth,
who are at present actively, half-actively or passively supporting
the Stalinists, capable of redressing themselves, of reawakening, of
welding their ranks together "to defend the interests of the revolu
tion and of the working class"? To this, I answer: Yes, this they
are capable of doing. They will be capable of doing this tomorrow
or the day after if we know how to approach them correctly; if
we show them that we do not look upon them as corpses; if

,

like
Bolsheviks, we support every step, every half-step, they take toward
us; if
,

in addition, we not only do not entertain "illusions" about
the Centrist leadership but expose them implacably, by dint of the
daily experience of the struggle. At the moment, it must be done
by the experience of the struggle against the Right wing.

6
. After characterizing the Sixth Congress [of the Communist

International] and describing certain phenomena inside the party,
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you write: "Is not all this the Thermidor with the dry guillotine?
That is the sixth question."
This question has been answered concretely enough above.

Once more, do not believe that Bukharinist scholastics, turned
upside down, is Marxism.

7. "Do you personally," you ask me, "intend to continue in
the future to call the comrades belonging to the Group of Fifteen
by the splendid epithet of 'honest revolutionists,' and at the same
time to separate yourself from them? Is it not time to terminate the
petty quarrel? Is it not time to ponder the consolidation of the
forces of the Bolshevik guard? That is the seventh and last
question."
Unfortunately, this question is not put quite correctly either.

It is not I who separated myself from the Democratic-Centralists,
but it is this grouping that separated itself from the Opposition as
a whole to which it belonged. It is on this ground that a subsequent
split took place in the Democratic-Centralist group itself. That is
the past. Let us take the very latest phase, when the most serious
exchange of opinions took place among the exiled Opposition,
resulting in the elaboration of a whole series of responsible docu
ments that received the support of 99 per cent of the Opposition.
Here, too, the representatives of the Democratic-Centralists, without

contributing anything essential to this work, once more separated
themselves from us, by showing themselves to be more papist than
the Pope, that is, than Safarov.* After all this, you ask me if I
intend to continue in the future to "separate" myself from the
Democratic-Centralists! No, you approach this question from the
wrong end. You represent things as if, in the past, the Zinovievs,
the Kamenevs and the Pyatakovs, hindered the unification. You
are mistaken on this score, too. One might conclude from your
remarks that we, the 1923 Opposition, were for the unification
with the Zinovievists, and the Democratic-Centralist group was

against. On the contrary. We were much more cautious in this
question and we were much more insistent in the matter of
guarantees. The initiative for the unification came from the
Democratic-Centralists.
The first conferences with the Zinovievists took place under

the chairmanship of Comrade Sapronov.** I do not say this as

*Extreme Left-wing leader of the Zinovievist section of the Opposition, and one
of the last of the "Leningraders" to capitulate. Later murdered in the Moscow
Trials frame-up.— Trans.
**Leader of the Democratic Centralists, who initiated the Opposition bloc in
1926, composed of the 1923 Opposition (Trotsky), the Leningrad Opposition
(Zinoviev), the Workers' Opposition (Shlyapnikov) and the Democratic Cen
tralists.— Trans.
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a reproach at all, for the bloc was necessary and a step forward.
But "our yesterdays must not be distorted." After the Democratic-
Centralist group separated itself from the Opposition, Zinoviev
was always for a new unification with it; he raised the question
dozens of times. As for myself, I spoke up against it. What were
my reasons? I said: We need the unification, but a lasting and
serious unification. If, however, the Democratic-Centralist group
split away from us at the first clash, we ought not rush into new
corridor-fusions, but leave it to experience to check the policies
and either deepen the split or prepare the conditions for a genuine,
serious, durable unification. I hold that the experience of 1927-28
ought to have shown how absurd were the suspicions and insinua
tions of the Democratic-Centralist leaders toward the 1923 Op
position. I counted above all on the principled documents we
addressed to the Sixth Congress facilitating the unification of our
ranks. That is what did happen in the case of a number of com
rades of the Democratic-Centralists. But the recognized leaders of
your group did everything in their power not only to deepen
and sharpen the differences of opinion but also to poison relations
completely. For my own part, I take the writings of V. Smirnov
calmly enough. But in recent times I have received dozens of letters
from comrades who are indignant to the highest degree over the
character of these writings, which sound as if they were specially
calculated to prevent a coming-together and to maintain at all costs
a separate chapel with a pastor of its own.
But apart from the whole past history of who separated from

whom, of how it was done, of who honestly wants unity in our
ranks and who seeks to keep a parish of his own, there still remains
the whole question of the basis in ideas of this unification.

On this score, Comrade Rafael wrote me on September 28:

"Our friends of the Group of Fifteen have begun to conduct
a furious campaign especially against you, and there is a touching
harmony between the editorial in Bolshevik* No. 16, and Vladimir
Mikhailovich Smirnov and other comrades of the Group of Fifteen.
The fundamental error of these comrades is the fact that they at
tribute too great value to purely formal decisions and combina
tions in the upper spheres, particularly to the decisions of the July
Plenum. They do not see the forest for the trees. Naturally, these
decisions are, during a certain phase of development, the reflection
of a certain relationship of forces. But in any case, they cannot
be looked upon as determining the outcome of the struggle that
continues and will continue for a long time. Not a single one of
the problems that provoked the crisis has been resolved; the contra
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dictions have accentuated. Even the official editorial in Pravda, on

September 18, had to acknowledge this. In spite of the 'steel ham
mer' that drives an 'aspen-wedge' into the Opposition every day

(how many times already), the Opposition lives and has the will
to live; it has cadres tempered in battle, and what cadresl To draw,
at such a moment, conclusions like those of the Group of Fifteen,

is false to the bottom and exceptionally harmful. These conclu

sions create a demoralizing state of mind, instead of organizing the

working class and the proletarian kernel of the party. The position
of the Fifteen cannot but be passive, for if the working class and
its vanguard have already surrendered all their positions and con

quests without a struggle, then on whom and on what can these
comrades count? You do not organize the masses to revive a
'corpse,' and as to a new struggle, given the situation of the work
ing class as they picture it to themselves, the time it will take is
much too long and and this will lead inevitably to the position of
Shlyapnikov." I think Comrade Rafael is perfectly right in char
acterizing the situation the way he does.

You write that the proletariat does not like nebulous half-
measures and diplomatic evasions. That is right. And that's the
reason why you must finally cast up a balance. If the party is a
corpse, a new party must be built on a new spot, and the working
class must be told about it openly. If Thermidor is completed, and
if the dictatorship of the proletariat is liquidated, the banner of the
second proletarian revolution must be unfurled. That is how we
would act if the road of reform, for which we stand, proved hope
less. Unfortunately, the leaders of the Democratic-Centralists are
up to their ears in nebulous half-measures and diplomatic evasions.
They criticize our road of reform in a very "Left" manner—a road
which, I hope, we have shown by deeds is not at all the road of
Stalinist legality; but they do not show the working masses any
other road. They content themselves with sectarian mutterings
against us, and count meanwhile on spontaneous movements.
Should this line be reinforced, it would not only destroy your
whole group, which contains not a few good and devoted revolu
tionists, but like all sectarianism and adventurism, it would render
the best service to the Right-Centrist tendencies, that is, in the
long run, to bourgeois restoration. That is why, dear comrade, be
fore uniting— and I am for unification with all my heart— it is
necessary to establish the ideological delimitations, based upon
a clear and principled line. It is a good old Bolshevik rule.

With communist greetings,

L. TROTSKY.





NOTES ON RUSSIA IN THE WAR





The Counter-Revolutionary Revolution

GENERAL PRINCE ALEXANDER VASSILIEVICH SUVOROV
was a military figure of great renown who served throughout
Europe under the Empress Catherine and, after her, under the

Emperor Paul, in the latter half of the eighteenth century. He car
ried the banner of Czarist reaction to the Danube and threatened
the power of the Turks. He fought the Napoleonic armies as far
West and South as Italy, and learned Milanese remember that the
day Suvorov's troops marched into their city marked the death of
the Cisalpine Republic.
At the head of a greatly superior army of Russians and Cos

sacks, he defeated the Poles under Poniatowski and Thaddeus
Kosciuszko in 1792, and opened the way for the second partition
of Poland next year between Catherine and Frederick William of
Prussia. In 1794, when Poland rose in insurrection under the banner
of Kosciuszko, who had entered Cracow, proclaimed national inde
pendence, and then forced the besieging troops of the Prussian
monarch to withdraw, Catherine again sent Suvorov into the field.
He emerged triumphant with the capture of Warsaw, which in
augurated the third partition of Poland the following year and its
effectual extinction as a nation.
Czarist Russia was the principal pillar of European reaction,

the staunchest support of all the black forces that sought to stem
the tide of revolutionary Jacobinism set in motion all over the
continent by the Great French Revolution. Prince Suvorov was one
of the ablest and most odious representatives of this reaction. He
even came to be its symbol. The French counter-revolution in 1799
marched through Britanny and Normandy with the royalists shout
ing: "Long live Suvorov! Down with the Republic!" It was a name
with a record and a meaning that it retains to the present day.
These recollections are evoked by the reports that the Order

of Suvorov has now been established in Stalinist Russia, sometimes
called, out of pure nostalgia (there is no other reason), the "workers'
state." The Order of Suvorov, First Class, "may be awarded only to
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a commander of an army on the front, his chief of staff or depart
mental heads who have annihilated numerically superior enemy
forces or accomplished break-throughs on major fronts. The Second
Class of the Order is given to corps or divisional commanders and
the Third Class to lower officers." There is now also an Order of
Kutuzov, contemporary of Suvorov, and no less devoted a servant
of Czarist despotism. Both of them and others of their kind adorn
the breasts of any number of Stalin's marshals and generals.
It is a sign of the times in Russia, and not the first one, and far

from the most important one. The old Red Army, which triumphed
over the forces of all the imperialist powers sent against it, is gone,
and gone of course is the socialist democratism, the international
ism, and the revolutionary spirit with which it was imbued from
the start. Only people who do not think twice about how they are
insulting the memory of the great founder of that army can refer
to the Bonapartist levies that replaced it as "Trotsky's Red Army."
All the old grades and ranks which the Bolshevik Revolution

abolished have been restored and new ones added. The comradely
relationship between commandant and rank-and-filer has been re

placed by the hierarchical relationship between an officer corps and
a disfranchised serf-in-uniform that prevails in all imperialist armies.
Special guards' brigades and divisions have been created in direct
imitation, not of the Red Guards of the revolution, but of the
Praetorian Guards regiments set up by Czar Peter the Great. Of
ficers are now prohibited from mingling with the ranks or main
taining an atmosphere of equality with them. Bristling with vulgar
decorations, officers from the rank of platoon commander upward
are now provided with flunkies, each one has an "orderly" who
"takes his meals to his officer, makes tea for him and polishes his
boots." A system of exclusive officers' clubs has been set up, thus
formally acknowledging what was yesterday a thinly-disguised
reality. Trotsky's Red Army knew no officers— the very name was
done away with—and no permanent ranks, that is

,

no officers' corps.
The canonization of Suvorov in the Stalinist army is not al

together inappropriate. Suvorov and his army were the banner-
bearers of the counter-revolution of their time. If Stalin harks back
to the reaction of yesterday, it is because he represents the reaction
of today. It is possible that under the name of Suvorov, the Stalinist
army will win its battles; the proletariat will not It is a class that
differs from all others in history above all in the fact that it can
conquer and rule only in its own name, and thereby put an end to
all rule. In this statement there is not an ounce of sentimentality
or abstract idealism; it is a profound and profoundly important
social truth.
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It is now possible to see much more clearly and fully what we
saw incompletely and unclearly at the beginning of the war when
we first rejected the slogan of "unconditional defense of the Soviet
Union." The analysis of the problem of Stalinist Russia made by
Trotsky in his last year, an analysis in irreconcilable conflict with
one he had made originally, collapsed under the test of events. His
followers, who are less interested in critical Marxian analysis and
re-analysis than in iconology, deem it sufficient to say their beads
over and over again. But Marxism is not and never was a fully
completed dogma, but a developing science.
Trotsky assigned to Stalinism, to the Stalinist bureaucracy, the

role of undermining the economic foundations of the workers' state.

By gradually de-nationalizing the means of production and ex
change, loosening the monopoly of foreign trade, Stalinism would

pave the way for the restoration of private property and capitalism.
Indeed, it would not even survive this restoration, for that social
act would be carried out by the forces of the Right Wing toward
which the Stalinist Center leaned and repeatedly capitulated, and

by which it would be crushed.
Nothing of the sort occurred. It was the Right Wing that was

crushed by the Stalinist bureaucracy, and not the other way around.
State property was not de-nationalized but, contrariwise, was more

securely concentrated in the hands of the state and vastly expanded.
A year before World War II broke out, Trotsky found it pos

sible to assert that the Right Wing, which the old analysis had
described as the wing of capitalist restoration, represented a Left
danger to the bureaucracy. The assertion was altogether abrupt,
never motivated, not prepared by anything Trotsky had written
previously, and to this day remains unexplained by the bead-sayers.
It is nevertheless an assertion of first-rate significance.
As late as 1938, that is, in the same year, Trotsky not only saw

an important fascist wing in the Stalinist bureaucracy (i.e., a capi
talist wing) but declared that the political pendulum has swung
more strongly "to the side of the Right, the bourgeois wing of the
bureaucracy and its allies throughout the land. From them, i.e.,
from the Right, we can expect ever more determined attempts in
the next period to revise the socialist character of the USSR and
bring it closer in pattern to 'Western civilization' in its fascist
form." If by the "socialist character of the USSR" Trotsky was re
ferring primarily to state-owned property—and he was— the last five
years have not revealed a single sign of attempts by the bureaucracy
or any important section to "revise" it, much less "ever more deter
mined attempts," in the sense of restoring private property.
Again, it is the contrary that has happened. One can scrutinize
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most closely the serious political press, and even the often interest
ing summaries of the Russian press in the periodicals of the bead-
sayers, but not a solitary concrete reference will be found to even
the beginnings of a trend in the bureaucracy toward de-statification
of property, toward the restoration of private property. A predic
tion which continues to be so completely refuted by events should
be discarded, and if the analysis on which it was based is not dis
carded outright, it at least demands critical reexamination. That is
what we have sought to do in these pages on several occasions, with
out encountering any comment from the devout followers. They
continue to say their beads.

Upon the invasion of Poland, the Baltic countries and Finland,
and the division of imperialist booty between Hitler and Stalin, we
watched closely for the possibility, even the likelihood, that Stalin
would maintain private property in the occupied territories. That
attitude was based not only on the experience of the Spanish Civil
War, in which the Stalinists were the most ardent defenders of
private property, but on the old analysis, according to which the
social role of the bureaucracy was to abolish, or to prepare the
abolition, of nationalized property. We were profoundly wrong.
After a slight delay, the bureaucracy established the same property
relations in the occupied countries as in Russia itself. On this point,
Trotsky was unmistakably right. But his statement that the bureauc
racy would most probably nationalize property in the occupied
territories only deepened the contradictions in his fundamental
theory of Stalinist Russia as a workers' state.

In the course of the dispute which led to the split in the
Trotskyist International, Trotsky developed his point of view on
the "degenerated workers' state" to the stage of a "counter-revolu
tionary workers' state." We know, he said, of the existence of "two »
completely counter-revolutionary workers' internationals. These
critics have apparently forgotten this 'category.' The trade unions
of France, Great Britain, the United States and other countries
support completely the counter-revolutionary politics of their bour
geoisie. This does not prevent us from labeling them trade unions,
from supporting their progressive steps and from defending them
against the bourgeoisie. Why is it impossible to employ the same
method with the counter-revolutionary workers' state?"

But the difference, even from the standpoint of Trotsky's
fundamental theory, or rather precisely from that standpoint, is
irreconcilable. We are warranted in placing the label "counter
revolutionary" over the reformist organizations in the capitalist
countries not because they are for socialism by "bureaucratic
methods," but just because they are against the socialist revolution,
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and have given ample evidence of their opposition to it with rifle
and machine gun in hand. They are counter-revolutionary because,
at bottom, they base themselves upon and defend the capitalist
social order and the capitalist property relations on which it stands.

That the Stalinist bureaucracy (and the state it completely
dominates) is counter-revolutionary, needs no elaborate demon
stration. That is, it opposes the proletarian socialist revolution,
whose triumph would mean the end of Stalinism and its power. But
its similarity with the bourgeois labor organizations in the capitalist
countries goes no further. The Stalinist state is not only not a de
fender of bourgeois property and not based upon it, but has
destroyed it with all the thoroughness at its command inside of
Russia, and, as we now see, even outside of Russia, provided it had
the power to do so. Its work in the occupied countries shows this
sufficiently.

Just what was the nature and significance of this work? The
Stalinist state, represented physically by its armed forces (the Rus
sian army and the GPU) occupied a number of capitalist countries,
and proceeded to expropriate the bourgeois proprietors, nationalize

property under the control of the Stalinists, thus abolishing capi
talist property and capitalist property relations. The transformation
it effected in the occupied countries is not less than a social revolu
tion. To say that the masses of workers and peasants effected this
social change is an exaggeration, to say the least. It was carried out,
and in the most thorough manner, by the Stalinist bureaucracy.
Trotsky does not characterize the transformation any differ

ently. He speaks of the Stalinist expropriations of the bourgeoisie
as "social revolutionary measures, carried out via bureaucratic
military means"; and elswhere remarks: "This measure, revolu
tionary in character— 'the expropriation of the expropriators'— is in
this case achieved in a military-bureaucratic fashion."
What is the class character of this social revolution? By Trot

sky's criterion, it must be characterized as a proletarian, socialist
revolution, whether carried out "bureaucratically" or "militarily"
or not.

We are able without difficulty to grasp the concept (i
t is more

than that; it is a reality too often repeated in our time) of a counter
revolutionary labor organization, which fights to maintain capitalist
society and fights against the inauguration of a socialist society. The
concept of a counter-revolutionary workers' state which accomplishes

a socialist revolution; which establishes thereby a workers' state
without the working class and against the working class (Stalin
converts the workers, wrote Trotsky, "into his own semi-slaves");
which makes the socialist revolution, establishes a workers' state
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and "degenerates" it all at the same time— there is a concept which,
as Trotsky wrote, "did not disturb our dialectic," but which cer
tainly destroys a number of fundamental teachings of Marxism,
dialectical materialism included.
It would now be necessary to teach that there are not only

counter-revolutionary opponents of the socialist revolution, but also
counter-revolutionary proponents of the socialist (bureaucratic, to
be sure, but from a class point of view, socialist) revolution. It would
be necessary to modify the theory that the overthrow of capitalism
and the laying of the foundations of socialism can be the work only
of the proletariat, by adding that the same task can be accomplished,
"via bureaucratic military means," without the proleteriat and
against it. The Marxian dialectic has often been abused in the
revolutionary movement, as is known. But it has never been in
voked in justification of a more fantastic theory than the one to
which Trotsky was driven in presenting us with the counter-revolu
tionary socialist revolutionists.
The Stalinist bureaucracy did indeed carry through a social

revolution in the occupied countries. A social revolution means a
change in class rule. What class was put into power in the Baltic
countries? The proletariat? If this is so, someone should bring it
the good tidings to console it for the bitter memories of totalitarian
enslavement it enjoyed while it "ruled" under Stalin. The new class
that was really brought to power by the Russian army, the GPU,
and its Bonapartist plebiscite, was the Russian bureaucracy, and the
social regime it established, against capitalism but not less op
pressive and exploitive of the masses than the latter, is best char
acterized as bureaucratic collectivism. Such a regime cannot exist
without nationalized, or more accurately, state property. Far from
undermining it or weakening it

,

much less replacing it with private
property, the new bureaucracy bases itself upon it, draws its sus
tenance and power from it, and employs it as the economic basis
indispensable to the savage exploitation of the masses over whom

it rules.
The bead-sayers, when they are forced to deal with the basic

question at all, prefer to do so indirectly and on a sufficiently vulgar
plane.
What is a vulgar plane? Let us take an example.
The ex-socialist Max Eastman writes an article in Readers'

Digest containing emphatic assurances of his desire for a Russian
victory and for American collaboration with Stalin. But, as he sug
gests by the title of his article, "To Collaborate Successfully— We
Must Face the Facts About Russia." Eastman is now a one hundred
per cent imperialist patriot, but also an anti-Stalinist. We have
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nothing in common with his approach to the problem, with the
purposes of his article, or with his political conclusions. That is not
the point, however. The point is that on the whole the facts he
gives about the regime and the vast concentration camp into which
it has converted Russia, are commonplaces to the Marxist press and
to informed people in general. The Stalin apologist, Professor Max
Lerner, the new political writer of PM, sets out to answer Eastman,
and he has one central refutation of the facts marshalled by the
latter: "As I read Eastman on Russian poverty and the subjection
of the people, I kept thinking: if these people are slaves, why do
slaves fight so well?" (PAf, July 1

.)

There it is
,

the whole crushing reply, just as it was written by
the learned Professor Lerner, who never heard in all of history,
ancient or contemporary, of nations of slaves fighting well, at least
for a certain time.

Germany is not a nation of free men but of slaves. What would
Professor Lerner say about the state of its morale? Has the state of
the morale of the Japanese army, which so often fights till the
last soldier is dead, come to the attention of the Professor? Or
doesn't he find time to read the public press?
"Those who deny that the Soviet Union is a workers' state,"

says the resolution adopted by the last convention of the Trotsky-
ists, "cannot explain the unprecedented morale of the Soviet workers
and peasants." The same pathetic thought was repeated at a public
meeting by the distinguished Marxian scholar who leads the party.
If this has become the criterion, or at least important proof, of

the proletarian character of the Russian state—or, lest we forget, of
its "counter-revolutionary proletarian" character— then objectivity
demands that Germany be included in the category of workers'
states of one kind or another, for there has thus far been no serious
sign of a break in its "unprecedented morale." Nor would it be
possible to exclude Japan, and one or two other countries.
The "deniers" may not be able to explain the "unprecedented

morale." How do the "believers" explain it? We read: "Above all,
the system of nationalized property provided the basis for the un
precedented morale of the Soviet workers and peasants. The Soviet
masses have something to fight for. They fight for their factories,
their land, their collective economy."
Such good tidings should not be kept from the people either.

The "Soviet" masses should be informed that the factories, the land,
the economy in general, is theirs, belongs to them. On second
thought, it is not at all necessary for the latter-day Trotskyists to
bring the Russian people this news. The Stalinists have been
feeding this treacherous falsehood to the masses for years. Trotsky,
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however, repeatedly denounced it as a falsehood. In 1936, for
example, he wrote:

The new constitution— wholly founded as we shall see, upon an iden
tification of the bureaucracy with the state, and the state with the people
—says: ". . . the state property— that is, the possessions of the whole people."
This identification is the fundamental sophism of the official doctrine.
(The Revolution Betrayed, page 236. Our emphasis.)

More of the same may be found in the chapter of Trotsky's
work devoted to social relations in Russia. But the quotation above
will suffice to emphasize that the popular explanation of the "un
precedented morale" of the Russians is based directly upon what

Trotsky rightly calls the "fundamental sophism" of the bureau
cratic counter-revolution.
In the last issue of their magazine, the Trotskyists strike a

highly virtuous pose on the question of Russian morale. They com
pare their own writings and those of Souvarine to show that the

predictions of the latter on the subject were wrong while their own
were right. But that is not the only thing they "foresaw" and "fore
cast." In their voluminous and violently contradictory writings on
the subject can be found all sorts of mutually-exclusive predictions,
precisely on the question of Russian morale in wartime. They have
a wide choice to draw upon. For example, in the May, 1941, issue
of the Fourth International, John G. Wright, their specialist on
Russian questions, quotes with evident approval from an article by
Freda Utley as follows:

This method of [repressive] government can be successful only where
there is no threat from abroad. A dictator who lacks popular support dare
not risk a war in which weapons would be placed in the hands of the sub
jects who might be more anxious to use them against him than against the
foreign enemy.

Miss Utley was expressing no more than the thoughts of
Souvarine against which the June, 1943, issue of Fourth Interna
tional fumes with such hypocritical piety and pretensions of superi
ority. In 1941, Wright did not find himself called upon to fume,
but only to quote with approval. On the next page (125) of the
same issue, Wright, commenting on another article in the bourgeois
press, summarizes the situation as follows:

The factor of morale is worst of all. The workers and peasants are no
better than serfs. The cost of living is gong up and wages down. Youth
are now deprived of education. According to the Soviet press itself, the
new decrees cut short the studies of some 600,000 students. Pupils in sec
ondary schools have to pay 200 rubles per year, in universities and techni
cal schools 400 rubles. This rule was applied even to pupils and students
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in their last year. In some provincial universities and technical colleges,
eighty per cent were obliged to quit and seek employment. Boys of four
teen to seventeen were conscripted for labor. After one year's training they
are obliged to work for four years anywhere they are sent. In short, Russia
is a volcano ready for revolt. (My emphasis— M.S.)

Before venturing upon another spree of pompous self-adula
tion, the editor of the Fourth International could do worse than
read a file of his own periodical. It will help tighten a loose jaw.
The appraisal of morale in wartime is an exceedingly difficult

and complicated matter. This is especially true in the totalitarian
countries, where truth is an outlaw, statistics a court tool, and

super-censorship is king. The conventional explanation says too
little and too much at the same time. Yet it is possible to make an
objective appraisal which approximates the truth as closely as that
can now be done.
Wide sections of the Russian people entertain an active hatred

of their regime. The rest are divided between those who tolerate it
in one way or another, and those who are fanatically enthusiastic
in support of it

,

either out of self-interest or out of persistent in
doctrination (above all, this holds true of the youth). But the
invader holds out no hope whatsoever for relief from tyranny. The
masses are ready to resist him with whatever weapons are at their
disposal, as is the case in so many other countries.
The Russian people have almost always fought well against a

foreign invader, even when the odds against them were much greater
than they are now. They are fighting better and with more con
viction against the Germans now than they did during the ad
venture against Finland, when indifference and even cynicism was
the rule. The feeling of attachment to the soil is very strong through
out Russia, even among the working class, which is not many years
removed from the land. They do not want their country overrun
and ruled by a foreign oppressor. And this is no ordinary foreigner,
but a fascist. For long years, from Lenin's day through Stalin's, the
Russian people have learned to feel a horror and hatred of fascism.
The record of fascism's conquests in Europe has only deepened this
feeling. Their feelings in this matter are more than justified, and
correspond with the interests and ideals of the international prole
tariat. So, also, do the feelings of those British workers who support
the war against Germany because they fear a victory of fascism
which would destroy their national independence and above all
their democratic rights and working class institutions. The British
worker has postponed, so to speak, his settlement of accounts with
his own rulers until he has removed the threat of the Nazi knife
at his throat. So has the Russian worker.
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The task of the revolutionary Marxists can be fulfilled only by
taking these progressive sentiments into full account, while con
tinuing their "patient enlightenment" of the masses as to the im
perialist and reactionary nature of the war itself, the harmfulness
of political support of the war and the war regimes, the need of
breaking with imperialism and the ruling classes, the urgency of an
independent, internationalist road for the proletariat of all coun
tries.

Are the Russian masses fighting "in defense of nationalized
property"? Of course they are! The British workers are fighting
willy-nilly in defense of capitalist property. The Russian people
have shown no sign of wanting the restoration of capitalism, with
its bankers and industrial monopolists. That is all to the good, for
otherwise they would be the poor dupes of world reaction. The road
to freedom for Russia does not lead backward but forward.
Right now, the "defense of nationalized property" means the

defense of the economic foundations of bureaucratic totalitarianism
and imperialist expansion—that is the point. The bureaucracy is
perfectly well aware of this fact, and that is why it keeps its eco
nomic base intact. That is why it fights for it with such tenacity,
with such indifference as to what alliance it makes with what
capitalist-imperialist powers at the expense of the working class,
with such cruel disregard for the legions of cannon-fodder it hurls
wastefully into the breach against the enemy. That is why it fights
to extend its base—and thereby its social rule— to whatever other

country, from Sinkiang to Poland, from Finland to Turkey, that
it has the power to take from its enemy and to be granted as its
share of imperialist booty by its allies.
The morale of the Russians is high. Meanwhile, however, they

are paying heavily with their life's blood for the rule of the bureauc
racy and for the alliance with the capitalist imperialisms that were

imposed upon them. The older generation, which knows something
about the great proletarian revolution, is too exhausted, on the
whole, to carry out the task of liberation from the new despotism.
The younger generation, again, on the whole, is for the time being
fanaticized and blinded by the doctrines of the totalitarian regime.
But it will learn, or re-learn. The war will teach it, and so will the
social upheavals that the war accelerates.

July 1943



The Program of Stalinist Imperialism

AS THE WAR GOES FROM ONE STAGE TO ANOTHER,
the role of Russia seems to become more enigmatic. Neither the
friendly press nor the unfriendly shows a clear understanding of
Stalinist policy. More than one political writer freely admits his
perplexity over the matter in its fundamental aspect.
"It all comes down to an issue of whether Stalin is out to make

the strongest Russia he can make on national lines or whether
Moscow still nurses dreams of international communism." This is
the way the plainly baffled foreign editor of the New York Times
states the problem, without being able, for all his wisdom and
authoritative connections, to supply the answer. The formation of
a London counterpart of the Moscow "Free German National Com
mittee," with identical objectives, leads a London correspondent to
the gloomy but not very enlightening comment, "What those ob
jectives are is anybody's guess." Raymond Clapper acknowledges
that "We do not know what Mr. Stalin wants to do about Ger
many." Mrs. Anne O'Hare McCormick writes that "Washington is
puzzled" by the publication of the Moscow Committee's manifesto,
and "nobody in our government pretends to know" what it means.
Even such an old hand at European politics as Friedrich Stampfer,
the former editor of the social-democratic Berlin Vorwarts, finds
that "Russia's real intentions toward Germany are still very
obscure." These are only sample comments; they all read alike.
Whatever else is not known or understood, this much is: there

is a breach between Russia and her Anglo-American allies, and as
the war progresses the breach widens in spite of the daily prognos
tications of an impending common understanding.

First and foremost there is the question of the "second front."
Especially since the defeat of the Germans at Stalingrad, which
marked the turning point for the war in Russia, Moscow has per
sistently and with increasing bluntness demanded that the United
States and England open up a large-scale land front in Western
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Europe. No explanation for the delay in opening this front, good
or poor, valid or invalid, has met with the slightest sympathy from
the Kremlin. Rather, it has set in motion an active pressure move
ment of all its supporters in the Allied countries to back its
demand.

Secondly, there is the question of the territories "acquired" by
Russia between the birth and death of the Hitler-Stalin pact. The
Kremlin not only demands that its Western allies acknowledge its
sovereignty over these territories, but makes it as plain as words
can do that it is in no way disposed to negotiate or even discuss the
matter on any grounds but its own.
Thirdly, there is the question of the post-war organization of

Europe. The differences here boil down to this: Russia wants a
continent cut into as many more or less weak parts as possible, all
friendly to her, none under exclusive British or American domina
tion. The United States, to the extent that its policy has been
worked out— and it is not definitive, given the unsettled political
disputes of the ruling class, its uncertainty about the future action
of the European masses, and uncertainty about British policy, on
the one side, and Russian on the other— wants the destruction of
Germany as a potential economic and military rival, the establish
ment of "order" all over Europe, and the financial-economic, if not
the physical, domination of the continent by itself, with England
as junior partner. England's policy is identical save in one most
important respect: she proposes to substitute herself as master of
Europe in place of the American claimant, and hopes to achieve
this aim by balancing off one power or group of powers on the
continent against another, including the balancing off of Russia
and the U.S.A.
Flowing from these differences or connected with them is a

series of others which make up Russia's complaints and grievances.
The Polish and Yugoslav governments in exile are execrated

by the Kremlin but supported by Washington and London. Russia
is at war with Finland but her allies are not. Franco's "Blue Divi
sion" is at war with Russia, but Washington and London maintain
friendly relations with Madrid. Washington, in particular, has
flirted openly with all sorts of European reactionary, clerical and
semi-fascist elements— like Otto Habsburg, Tibor Eckhardt of Hun
gary, and others— who represent anti-Russian encirclement to the
Kremlin and are decidedly unacceptable to it. Toward de Gaulle,
on the other hand, Moscow has displayed a warmth that contrasts
with her allies' coolness and even hostility. There are other points
of friction and conflict, but these will suffice.
During the period when the war was going badly for Russia,
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the complaints of the Kremlin were subdued or retired to the
obscure background, and the differences presented in the most
moderated form, if at all. Only the call for a second front was
heard, and far more as an anguished appeal than as a truculent
demand.
Now, however, the accent and tone are different. The moment

of greatest peril from the Reichswehr seems to have passed for
Russia. She has displayed recuperative powers that no one foresaw
or expected. Hitler suffered a terrible defeat at Stalingrad and has
certainly had nothing to boast about in Russia since. The Russian
armies keep pressing him backward on one front after another,

regardless of cost.
Russia's "moral" position, so to speak, or more accurately, her

military and political position, is stronger by far than it ever was. u
"Backward" Russia, after losing millions of her population, tens
of thousands of square miles of her territory and no one knows
how many millions of her soldiers, is not only continuing her fight
upon the longest front in the war, but is engaging the great bulk
of the Axis military forces, something around two hundred divi
sions, and carrying the fight to them at a mounting pitch of in
tensity. In contrast, her "advanced" Anglo-American allies make the
most sensational parade of the fact that they have managed, after
weeks or even months of fighting, to throw back the three or four
Axis divisions they engaged in Africa, the four or five in Sicily, or
the five or six in Italy. The world-wide total casualties of the
United States since it entered the war hardly compare with what
Russia loses in a few weeks.
These comparisons are not unnoticed in Russia. Now that her

position is so greatly improved, and her dependence upon her allies
not so acute, the appeal for a second front is presented as a brusk
demand, not just a front anywhere, but precisely at the point
nominated by the Kremlin. Looming behind the demand is the
implied threat: // you do not open such a front, be warned and
watch out!

Watch out for what? That is precisely what Stalin does not tell
his allies in the great war for freedom and democracy. Or rather,
what he does tell them, directly or indirectly, is so ambiguous, or
so incomplete, or so seemingly contradictory, as to drive them
frantic with conjecture and bafflement. No calm, and certainly no
clarity, prevails nowadays when Russian aims and policy are dis
cussed in the chancelleries of Washington, London, the various gov
ernments in exile and, for that matter, of the Axis countries. It is
alarm that prevails, and it is heightened by every Russian advance.
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Among the various dissociated liberals, the alarm has reached the

point of hysteria characteristic of this gender in every crisis.
If only the three great statesmen (sometimes the fourth great

statesman, Chiang Kai-shek, is included) would sit down in a room
and talk over their differences "frankly and sincerely," the whole
problem (and they are now quite sure there IS a problem, whatever
it may be) could be solved, or pretty nearly. At least, such a meeting
of minds might reveal just what the devil the problem is.
But it is just such a meeting with Stalin that Roosevelt and

Churchill have sought to arrange, up to now without spectacular
success. Churchill's first meeting with Stalin in Moscow was a
notorious fiasco. Since then, Stalin has been not too politely deaf to
the urgent invitations sent him; he has as much said:

People who are only fighting three or four German divisions
and a handful of Japanese regiments at the periphery of the world
may have plenty of time for conferences. We, however, are not in
such a fortunate position. Open the western front, take a few dozen
Axis divisions off our backs, and we will have more time for talking.
As for discussing the fate of the Baltic countries, for that we have
no time at all, now or later.
It is therefore quite certain that the forthcoming meeting of

the second-rank minds (not the great statesmen themselves, but only
their foreign secretaries) will produce nothing worth serious men
tion so far as solving the fundamental question of Anglo-American-
Russian relations is concerned. They may some day get near to a
patched-up solution, but much time must yet elapse, many events
take place, and many, many more meetings be held before that is

accomplished.
Meanwhile, what is to be watched out for? There is the enigma!

Let us try to make it less enigmatic.

The ruling class in Russia is the Stalinist bureaucracy. It is
composed of the leaders of all economic and political (including
military) life in the country. They are organized, led and controlled
by the political machine of the bureaucracy, the so-called Com
munist Party. This bureaucracy came to power in one of the
bloodiest counter-revolutions in history. To achieve its unchecked
totalitarian mastery of the country, it not only wiped out all the
great achievements of the socialist revolution of 1917 but physically
exterminated a whole generation of revolutionists with a thorough
ness and cold-blooded cynicism unmatched by any reactionary
power in the world, and reduced both worker and peasant to a ^
new kind of state-serf.
This bureacuracy came to power under exceptionally favor-
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able circumstances. Its domain was one-sixth of the world's surface,
endowed with tremendous, barely-exploited resources and a popula
tion greater than that of any modern power. It was able to traduce
the sympathy of toilers throughout the world by adopting as a

guise some of the outward trappings of the great working-class
revolution of the Bolsheviks which it was itself destroying. Its con
solidation was favored by the fact that the surrounding capitalist
world was gripped for years by the most paralyzing economic crisis
in history, and by the fact that there was relative peace in the world.
The causes and circumstances of the rise of this new class have

been detailed by us elsewhere. Here it is enough to point out that
the Stalinist bureaucracy came to power not only by overturning
the power of the proletariat and reducing. that class to its subject,
but also by just as ruthlessly crushing the elements of capitalism in
Russia and the classes representing it. Under Stalin, forced labor
went hand in hand with the "extermination of the kulak as a class"
and the wiping out of the NEP and the Nepmen. This point is of
special importance in understanding Stalinist policy in and after
the war. The collectivist bureaucracy does not tolerate sharing
power with capitalism (to say nothing of the working class!) wher
ever it has the strength to take power exclusively for itself.
What is the economic basis of the Russian bureaucracy's power?

The state-owned, state-centralized, state-managed, state-exploited
property which belongs to it collectively and to it alone. From it,
it derives its strength, its power, its privilege, its rule. Unless faced
with a superior force (and none has yet presented itself), it will not
divide this power with any other class, be it capitalist or proletarian.
To defend its rule and privilege, it must defend the economic

basis upon which it rests, and repel all social forces that covet it.
Throughout her history, Russia has been defeated by one power
after another because she was weak— the master of platitudes and
the bureaucracy once said in a speech— and that is why we must
become strong. "To become strong" meant,, for the bureaucracy as
well as for any other modern class, to industrialize the country, to
modernize it, to "catch up with and outstrip" the advanced coun
tries. The bureaucracy proceeded to do just that and, as the war has
shown, on a titanic scale and with unexpected success. A socialist
success? In no wayl For the successes of Russian economy were ac
complished at the drastic expense of the social position of the work
ing class and to the benefit of its exploiters and rulers. At the same
time, however, the successes were accomplished without benefit to
the capitalistic elements or classes in Russia, but rather to their
detriment. The bureaucracy will not share its power with any
other class.
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The Stalinist bureaucracy, at least as well educated politically
as the other ruling classes of the world, understood all along that
war is inevitable in the modern, capitalist world. In order to
strengthen itself, it required time, and if possible, a time of peace.
Its foreign policy was therefore directed to postponing the outbreak
of the war as long as possible, but also to making such alliances
with sections of the capitalist world, or maintaining such divisions
and antagonisms within that world, as would reduce the magnitude
of a possible attack upon Russia or, inasmuch as war must come
sooner or later, to have it occur as an inter-capitalist conflict. Hence,
Stalin's famous "pacifism," the Litvinoviad, the "collective security"
policy, coupled with less publicized attempts to ally Russia with
one bloc of capitalist nations against another.
That kind of "pacifism," however, is related to war as reac

tionary nationalism is related to expansion and conquest— it pre
cedes it and prepares for it. The inevitable Second Word War, as
the rulers of the world, Stalin included, knew and know, would
have for its aim the redivision of the world in favor of the victors.
More clearly than any of the other powers, perhaps, the Stalinist

bureaucracy understood that the war meant redrawing the map of
Europe, of Asia and all the other continents. Hitler was a pacifist
for years— in preparation for the war, a nationalist for years— in
preparation for conquest. Similarly (though not identically) with
American imperialism. Likewise, Russia.

Russia? Russia expand? Is that possible? What about Stalin's
theory of "socialism in one country"? And his protestations that he
does not covet an inch of foreign soil, any more than he will yield
an inch of his own? He did yield; and he did covet. Now he intends
to yield nothing, and to acquire as much of what he covets as

possible.
To think of the Stalinist bureaucracy as guided strictly by some

abstract formula ("socialism in one country"), is itself the sheerest
abstractionism. It does not sit down before a meticulously drawn
map of the Soviet Union and say: "We go as far as these frontiers
and not an inch farther. Within them we shall always sit tight
because our theory of socialism in one country will not let us go
beyond them."
The Russian bureaucracy is inhibited by nothing but superior

force— not by theoretical considerations or any other abstractions.

And it is a ruling class whose rapacity has few equals in the world.
In none of the democratic capitalist countries, at least, is labor so
intensely exploited as in Russia. In none of them are the rights of
the masses so shamelessly ignored. In none of them is the disparity
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between the social position of the aristocracy and that of the masses
so great. But it is not mere desire, "free will," that impels the
bureaucracy to expand wherever its strength makes expansion pos
sible. There is a stronger, more compelling force.
No country in the world today, whatever its social character,

can stand still and remain independent, at any rate, not for long.
The present world tends more and more to be divided into a few
of the advanced and powerful economic countries who enjoy inde
pendence, and the others that stagnate or retrogress economically
and inevitably fall into economic and then political dependency
upon the few. For a country (and the ruling class in it

) to survive
as an independent entity, in our time especially, requires an ex
tension of its economic (and therefore its political) power. That
holds for the capitalist countries. That holds for Stalinist Russia,
which is not capitalist. (That would hold for a working class re
public, even if in a different sense.)
The idea that Russia can expand its economic power indefi

nitely within the frontiers of what was the Soviet Union on August
22, 1939, and in disregard of the expansion of the big countries
outside those frontiers, is a first-class illusion which is not, however,
shared by the Stalinist bureaucracy. It understands the world situ
ation; it realizes the problem; it knows better, even if some of its
apologists do not.
Living amidst a hundred countries of more or less equal

strength which would themselves be living a static existence within
their own respective frontiers, Stalinist Russia would, or at least
might, also continue a static existence within its former frontiers;
that is, it would continue to "reproduce" itself or to expand only
"internally." But this is of course a fantasy of fantasies. In actuality,
Russia, like all other countries, lives in a world partitioned by a

declining number of great powers, each of which can survive only
at the expense of the others. That is what "expand or die" means
for the old capitalist powers like Germany, the United States, Eng
land and Japan. Russia must keep pace with their expansion. In a

physically limited world, this also means: resist, or confine, their

expansion. Otherwise, Russia would eventually be overwhelmed by
one or another of the powers that had succeeded in becoming the
single, or one of two, super-giants in the world.
In other words, for all the social (not socialist!) differences that

mark her off from the capitalist world, Russia is nevertheless con
fronted with the same problem and driven by the same impulsion
as every other country in the world. The important difference be
tween country and country (other considerations—like geographical
position, for example— being equal) lies in comparative physical
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strength, backed, of course, by economic strength. Norway cannot
dream of aspiring to the ambitions of Yugoslavia, or Italy to those
of France, or France to those of Russia, or Russia to those of the
United States.

It may be, and has been, said: Is it not a fact, however, that
Russia's occupation of border countries is merely a defensive
measure, aimed at acquiring strategical outposts that would dis
courage or blunt attacks from aggressor nations? And is it not a fact
that these border countries were not really sovereign in the first
place, or that, in any case, their occupation for defensive purposes
by Russia saved their tenuous sovereignty from being overturned
by aggressor nations? Is it better for Lithuania to be under Hitler's
domination, or Stalin's? Does not Bessarabia really belong to Russia,
not to Rumania?

Implicit in these questions are the arguments made by really
innocent people, but above all by the Stalinists, by their apologists
of the Arthur Upham Pope type, by the liberals who trail them
and, alas, by some "Trotskyists." But the arguments are replete with
confusion, chauvinism, cynicism and downright mendacity.

IF it could be shown that the seizure of these countries brought
freedom to the peoples of the occupied territories, and thereby ad
vanced the cause of freedom in other subject or semi-subject coun
tries, it would be the right and duty of every real socialist, and
even of every consistent democrat, to defend the action. But nobody
in the wide world can show that.

Let us take the case of Poland. The incorporation of its eastern
section into Russia reduced the inhabitants to slaves of the bureauc

racy, or, as Trotsky put it with an incomprehensible modification,
to "semi-slaves" of Stalin. What is more, it was accomplished as a
by-product, or a joint product, of the reduction of Western Poland
to "full-fledged slaves" of Hitler. The same holds true for the other
seizures. The same will hold true for the other "defensive" con
quests made by Russia in collaboration with its present imperialist
allies.

Given the above consideration, the second argument stands out
in its hoary reactionary nakedness. The United States occupied the
Philippines to "protect" them from Spain and continued to occupy
them to "protect" them from Japan. Japan now occupies them to
"protect" them from the United States. Similarly, England pro
tects India from other aggressors and, just incidentally, exploits
and oppresses the Indians. Germany's "protectorate" over Czecho-
sloviakia and the rest of Europe is equally notorious and instructive.
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In every such case, the imperialist apologists will say, informally,
to be sure, "Granted, we are not ideal overlords. But the others
who would take over if we withdrew are so much worse!" The more
blatant imperialists simply say, "This is our mission." The language
is classic. But we still believe that the Philippines belong to the
Filipinos, who must have the right to rule themselves, and Bes
sarabia belongs to the Bessarabians, and not to a "Russia" which

actually means a counter-revolutionary bureaucracy.

The third argument is also classic and no less mendacious.
Washington on the Potomac had to be defended by occupying the
Gulf of Panama under the first Roosevelt, and by occupying Iceland
under the second. To defend London on the Thames, England
established a world empire, each part of which was occupied to
defend the part preceding it in the series. To defend Berlin, Hitler
first took the Rhine, then the Danube, then Danzig and found that
he required for the defense of all of them— Cairo on the Nile. If the
defense of Leningrad on the Neva and Odessa on the Black Sea
requires the seizure of Kaunas on the Niemen and Jassy on the
Pruth, why does not the defense of Kaunas require the occupation
at least of Konigsberg, if not of Warsaw on the Vistula, and so on
and on and on?
If, as Stalin said in his 1942 May First order of the day, "We

want to free our brother Ukrainians, Moldavians, White Russians,
Lithuanians, Latvians, Estonians and Karelians from the insults to
which they have been subjected by the German fascist beasts"—
why not "free" in the same way the other peoples who have been

subject to insults no less gross? What is the criterion? The 1989
frontiers of the Soviet Union? But that would exempt at least the
Lithuanians, Latvians and Estonians from the blessed freedom. The
frontiers of old Czarist Russia? But that would mean a "gay, pros
perous and happy" life not only for the Lithuianians, Latvians and
Estonians, but also for the Poles and Manchurians, and a virtual
protectorate over Serbia and Bulgaria. "Blood brotherhood?" But
the "racial" criterion would bring under Stalinist "freedom" half
the populations of Europe and Asia. Are the Poles and Slovenes
less racially akin to the Great Russians than the Lithuanians; the
Hungarians and Finns less than the Karelians; the Chinese and
Tibetans less than the Kirghiz and Buriats; the Turks and Iranians
and Afghans less than the Turkmen, Kazakhs, Uzbeks, Tadjiks and
Beluchistanians? (To mention the Volga Germans would be in
delicate.)
The incorporation of any or all such countries and peoples

into the USSR would be fitting, desirable and greatly contributive
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to progress and freedom, IF it was a free Union, IF it was Soviet,
IF it was Socialist, IF it was a Republic. But it is none of these. It
is as much a republic as Germany; it is the land where socialists are
the most fiercely hounded in the world; the Soviets have been
abolished in it; and the "Union" is an empire of the Great-Russian
bureaucrats who have deprived the people of the peripheral "re

publics" of their most elementary rights, including autonomy and
self-rule.

That the Russian ruling class wants the "border" countries for
defense, is true, but not in the sense of its apologists. It aims to
conquer and keep them for the defense and extension of the bases
of its power, its privilege, its rule. It seeks their natural resources,
their industrial plants and their populations— control, exploitation
and militarization of which would enhance its wealth, its power, its
resistivity to attack, and the weight of its voice in world affairs. This
should not be so hard to understand after the events of recent years.
Naturally, there are limitations to the imperialist ambitions of

the Stalinist bureaucracy. But these are not limitations set by some
fundamental principle, or an abstract theory or formula. They are
determined concretely, at every given stage, by the relationship of
forces. Specifically: by the relationship of forces between Russia
and both its capitalist allies and opponents, on the one hand, and
by the relationship of forces between Russia and the working class
and revolutionary socialist movements, on the other.

This dual relationship expresses itself in an apparent duality
of foreign policy. It is this duality that creates the dilemma in the
mind of the bourgeois politicians and analysts as to just what
Russian aims are. The famous enigma is revealed when the duality
is analyzed, separated into its parts. In doing so, we get a clearer
idea of the radical difference between the policy of Stalinist im
perialism and the policy of capitalist imperialism.

First part: Where the Stalinist bureaucracy does not dominate
the working class and the labor movement, be it by persuasion or
by violence; and where an attempt to overturn capitalism (we are
assuming conditions when such an attempt is possible) would
promptly bring reprisals against Russia by strong capitalist powers
in a position to execute them; and especially where geographical
remoteness makes the physical control of the country by Moscow
extremely difficult— in such countries the Russia bureaucracy works
to prop up capitalist rule, and to maintain a capitalist government.
It prefers a democratic government, so that its agent, above all the
Communist Party, may be free to work and exert pressure in its
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behalf, and a "strong" democratic government which will hold in
check or suppress anti-Russian extremists from the right or working-
class and revolutionary anti-Stalinists from the left. In any case,
the government must be friendly to Russia, if not outrightly pro-
Russian.
Thus, the Russian ruling class is interested in preserving capi

talism only if a genuinely socialist revolution threatens. Against
such a revolution, it always has and always will unite with the
capitalist class. In this respect, as in all others, it shows that it is a
thousand times closer to capitalism in its social type, its social c
inclinations, interests and instincts, than it is to socialism. The most
striking example of how this policy worked out was the role played
by Russia and its henchmen in the Spanish Revolution and the
Spanish Civil War. It is playing the same r61e today in the revolu
tionary situation in France and Italy, and may (we shall soon see

why the word "may" is used) follow the same rdle tomorrow in the
revolutionary situation in Germany.

Second part: Where the Stalinists do dominate the mass move
ment; and where the world bourgeoisie is not in a very good posi
tion to prevent an overturn of capitalism by the bureaucracy; and
where geographical conditions facilitate not only such an overthrow
but also physical control by the Kremlin and its police—in such
countries the bureaucracy tolerates neither the rule nor the existence
of the capitalist class, democrats and fascists included. Such coun
tries, under such conditions, it seeks to annex and subjugate. The
well known examples are the three Baltic countries, Bessarabia, etc.
It will be remembered that they were seized and, unlike Spain,
capitalist proprty in them was wiped out, at a favorable moment,
that is, when neither the Axis nor the Allies could do anything to
prevent it.

Once this is understood, the heart of the enigma has been
reached, the mystery is unveiled. Then, retracing our steps to the
differences between Russia and her capitalist allies, we can see that
they all pertain not so much to the "conduct of the war" as to the
post-war period or, more specifically, to the repartitioning of the
world after the war, to the division of the spoils. This applies as
much to the difference over the "second front" as to the others.
Russia's imperialist program for the post-war world is not too

difficult to ascertain. To describe it is to see how reactionary it
is in every respect.

In Eastern Europe: The annexation of Lithuania, Latvia, Es
tonia, Southern Finland, the Western Ukraine and White Russia,
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Bessarabia and Bukovina is openly demanded and declared to be

beyond debate.*
But these annexations are not the limit. Always remembering

the indispensable prerequisite of a favorable relationship of forces,
Russia aims at having, as a minimum, vassal governments in Po
land proper, in Finland, in Bulgaria and if not in all of Yugoslavia,
then at least in Serbia. As a maximum, the complete occupation,
domination and annexation of all these countries, including the
expropriation of the native capitalist class (as well as, remember,
the working class and peasantry) and the seizure of all property by
the bureaucracy. Success in such an audacious program means also,
as the map will immediately show, the finish of Rumania as well.
In the Near East: As a minimum, "free passage" through the

Dardanelles and down to the Persian Gulf. As a maximum, return
of the territory lost to Turkey through the Brest-Litovsk Treaty
(Kars region), the occupation of bases on the Dardanelles and
Bosphorus, and either a protectorate over or occupation of Iran, in
whole or in part. The Russian demands on Turkey were revealed to
Hitler and von Ribbentrop (according to these gentlemen) in the
famous meeting they had with Molotov just before June 22, 1941.
There is no particular reason, in the given case, for granting greater
credence to Molotov's subsequent denials than to Hitler's and Rib-
bentrop's asseverations.
In Asia: A minimum of the northwestern provinces of China,

including most of Sinkiang, Shensi, Suiyuan, Kansu, Chinghai,
Ninghsia and Sinkiang, with a population of over 20,000,000. A
maximum— provided there is a collapse and defeat of Japan— of
most or all of Manchuria.

Is the realization of so breath-taking a program guaranteed?

•We will no more allow a discussion of whether Lithuania belongs to us than
the United States would discuss the frontiers of California or New Mexico, argue
the Stalinists. The comparison is revealing. The southwestern states referred to
by the Stalinists were acquired by the classic methods of imperialist rapine! Do
the Kremlin and the Daily Worker mean to say that the Baltic states were
acquired in the same way? Moreover, states like California, New Mexico and
Texas, whatever their origin, have been an integral part of the U.S.A. for almost
a hundred years. They enjoy equal rights with all other states, and differ from
them in no important cultural, linguistic or political respect. In none of them
is there any movement or desire for "national independence." To compare them
with the three Baltic states is at once odious and stupid, i.e., Stalinistic. One
might wonder why the Stalinists do not make a really appropriate comparison,
namely, with the countries forming the colonial empire of France, England or
the United States, countries like Morocco, India, Hawaii and Panama. The an
swer is. They do! See, for example, Alter Brody, in the New Masses, June 15,
1943. His article is a magnificent example of the Stalino-imperialist mentality
and argumentation. We hope this footnote rescues it from undeserved oblivion.
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Let us underscore right here that we believe no such thing. Is it the
program of the Stalinist bureaucracy? This we most decidedly be
lieve. Is its realization possible? Yes, entirely possible, in our opin
ion—provided the Kremlin finds the circumstances favorable for it.
The circumstances are of two kinds: one, the weakness of the revo
lutionary socialist and nationalist movements; two, inability, for

any reason, of Russia's allies to stop her expansion.
What indications are there that this is the Stalinist program

and that steps have been taken in the direction of realizing it?

1. Stalin has successfully maneuvered a break with the Polish
"government-in-exile" in London. In Moscow, he has set up a com
pletely servile Polish National Committee, with a full-sized appa
ratus, including a radio station and, what is more important, a now
highly-trained, highly-mechanized Stalinist division of Poles, the
Kosciuzcko Division. How successful the agitation and organization
work carried on among Polish prisoners and deportees in Russia
has been, we do not know. But undoubtedly it has been intensive.
Stalin can appear in Poland tomorrow with a well-integrated force,
not only Polish, but backed by the vast apparatus (to say nothing
of the "Red" Army of the Kremlin). How much resistance will the
"government-in-exile" be able to offer? In any case, much more will
be offered by the rank and file revolutionary underground move
ment. Just how much, remains to be seen.
2. Finland seems to be just about at the end of her rope. The

fact that Stalin has remained ice-cold and silent to the recent all-

but-public appeal by the Finns for a "decent" peace, is significant.
Stalin is in no mood for a "decent" peace with the Finns. If the
military situation continues to improve for him, tomorrow will find
the Kremlin even more peremptory and exigent in its demands on
Finland. For Germany, it does not ask "unconditional surrender."
For Finland, it may very well ask just that. Meanwhile, somewhere
in the Kremlin files lies the easily-dusted-off "Finnish People's
Government" of O. W. Kuusinen.

3. In Yugoslavia, from all reports, the Stalinists have been
steadily gaining strength at the expense of the Greater Serbian
imperialist force of Mikhailovich. The "Partisans" do not seem to
be a Stalinist army, but the fact of Stalinist control (or at the very
least, Stalinist decivise influence) in it seems to be well established.
In one respect, the situation is more favorable in Yugoslavia for the
Stalinists than in Poland— in the former country they have a sub
stantial armed force right on the spot, with the only other armed
native claimant for power, Mikhailovich, increasingly discredited,
even though by no means a negligible force for that.
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4. In Bulgaria, in spite of the savage persecutions to which it
has been subjected for more than twenty years, the Communist

Party, whose strength is difficult to judge, nevertheless seems to be
the only organized force among the masses, apart from the army.
Among the population in general, and even in higher circles, in
cluding the military, a pro-Russian orientation has not only been
maintained but, it seems, strengthened. Bulgaria is not yet officially
at war with Russia and very likely will not be. A collapse in that
country, originating there or following a general European collapse,
would undoubtedly create conditions favorable to Stalinist control
or, at least, to decisive Russian political influence.
5. In Iran, something like half the country is already occupied

by Russian troops and the "Iranian government" is just about as
independent as the Slovenian government of Father Tiso. Although
the other half is formally occupied by the British, there are indica
tions that it is American influence and control that are growing in
the country. Oil has an attractive smell. Nevertheless, Stalin is there
and is fairly well entrenched. It is hard to believe that "after the
emergency is over," the Russian troops and commissars will simply
walk out of the country of their own accord and with a brief "Good-
by and thank you."
6. The Stalinists—Russian, not Chinese— have been dominant

in Sinkiang for several years now. Russian "advisers," who are to
be found everywhere in this Chinese province, pretty much dictate
all policy. Not only has the provincial army been built and trained
by Russian officers and equipped with Russian armaments, but
Russia has long maintained garrisons of her own troops in a num
ber of strategic Sinkiang cities. Freedom of speech is generously
allowed if you say nothing anti-Russian. How closely controlled
Sinkiang's political life is may be judged from the fact that the
"purges" in Russia are paralleled in the province. When the GPU
head, Yagoda, was shot in Moscow, his man, head of the Bureau
of Public Safety in Tihua, Sinkiang's capital, was shot immediately
afterward! You can get into Sinkiang only with the approval of
Moscow or the Russian diplomatic agent in Lanchow, and if any
foreigner has succeeded in entering in the last few years, the fact
is certainly not widely known.
The whole of Northwest China could be dominated without

too much difficulty from a series of very well equipped Russian air
bases, centering in Alma-Ata (where Trotsky was once exiled!),
which is just outside the Russian border from Sinkiang, and directly
related to the larger air bases built by the Russians, with Chinese
aid, at Lanchow, Ansi, Hami, Tihua and Hi, and largely manned
by Russians. It is hardly necessary to mention the independent
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and powerful Stalinist Eighth Route Army, which dominates Yenan
with reputedly 100,000 regulars and many times that number of co
operating partisans. For all its self-transformations and avowals of
loyalty, it has remained what it was, an arm of the Stalinist regime,
successfully exploiting the peasant discontent, and therefore a

permanent thorn in the side of the Chinese bourgeoisie. It is note
worthy that just recently the Russian Stalinist press made a special
point of its critical attitude toward the Chungking regime of
Chiang and his circle, as if to go out of its way to emphasize that
in China, too, Russia is intent on playing an independent r61e, by
no means confined to altruistic gfts of aid and best wishes to the

Chungking government.

• • •

Even if all this is granted, it does not yet take up the question
that has arisen recently to the top of people's thoughts, namely,
what are Russia's intentions toward Germany? No matter how much
importance is attached to such countries as Russia's border states,
they are not of world-deciding significance. A country like Germany
is.

Germany is the key to Europe. Will Russia be the key to
Germany? Does Stalin aim to "communize" Germany, as the bour
geois press would say? Can he? Or does he merely want a good,
strong, friendly, democratic neighbor in Germany? Just what is the
meaning of the mystery-creating "Free German National Com
mittee" set up in Moscow? Are Russia's difference with the Allies
over the question of Germany's post-war fate irreconcilable? If not,
along what lines may they be reconciled? What r61e may the Ger
man workers be expected to play in all this?
Obviously, these are vital questions. For Europe, they are be

coming THE vital questions, because at bottom Germany remains
what she always was—the key to the European (and therefore to the

world) situation. But to pursue our analysis along this line requires
another chapter, and we shall come to it in due course.

October 1943





Germany and the Control of Europe

"IT IS THEREFORE QUITE CERTAIN," WE WROTE
previously, "that the forthcoming meeting of the second-rank minds

(not the great statesmen themselves, but only their Foreign Sec

retaries) will produce nothing worth serious mention so far as solving
the fundamental question of Anglo-American-Russian relations is
concerned. They may some day get near to a patched-up solution, but
much time must yet elapse, many events take place, and many, many
more meetings be held before that is accomplished."
The almost universal enthusiasm with which the agreements at

the Moscow meeting of Hull, Eden and Molotov was hailed in the
press seems to refute this prediction.
"A great beginning has been made, and that Russia has shared

in the task is a further demonstration ... of Russia's willingness to
cooperate," said the New York Times.
"In Moscow was put together the four-cornered frame within

which the questions of the war and the peace must henceforth be
settled," wrote Mrs. Anne O'Hare McCormick.
"This is a happy day," exclaimed the leading Scripps-Howard

paper, the New York World-Telegram.
"The declaration of Moscow is a start from which a new age can

come," wrote Raymond Clapper, and his fellow-commentator, Wil
liam Philip Simms, spoke of "the momentous declarations of the
Foreign Ministers at Moscow." "What a victory for the United Na
tions and what a promise!" added Edgar Ansel Mowrer. "The
Moscow balance sheet is superbly profitable." And more of the
same from Miss Dorothy Thompson, and of course, much more, in
half-hushed awe, from Samuel Grafton.
However, the closest scrutiny of the main declaration of the

Moscow Conference makes all the delirious glee extremely puzzling.
Especially when it is borne in mind that the declaration says nothing,
or nothing that has serious meaning, about all the problems which
the now so jubilant commentators said, prior to the conference,
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would have to be settled firmly and clearly when the foreign sec
retaries assembled.

The key question— What is to be done about Germany?— is dealt
with only indirectly, vaguely, and ambiguously enough to allow of
several interpretations. The other key question, inseparably con
nected with the first—What is to be done about Europe's various
national boundaries?— remains just as obscure. These problems, after
all, sum up, or at least express most clearly, the main question of the
war aims of the Allies. That is the question that the Allies have not
agreed upon, and cannot agree upon to their mutual satisfaction.
Time was when Mr. Churchill could content himself by saying

that his war aim was—to win the war. This objective did not help
greatly to distinguish him from Hitler or anyone else who ever
fought a war. Now that the fear of Hitler victory has declined among
the people, Mr. Churchill's unenlightening declaration no longer
suffices. The demand for a clear statement of objectives grows stronger
among the people and in the needs of the objective situation. The
Moscow Declaration is a substitute for a clear statement, a stalling for
time, an agreement to defer consideration of an agreement.

There are, nevertheless, points on which agreement has been
reached, at least in so far as words mean anything on the scraps of
paper which imperialist diplomats sign and file for discardment at
any indicated moment.
First, there is agreement upon joint efforts to prevent or suppress

the coming revolution in Europe. On this score, Roosevelt, Churchill
and Stalin can agree with the fullest sincerity and with every deter
mination to keep their pledge. To the Stalinist bureaucracy, the
socialist revolution in Europe is not less a threat than it is to the u
bourgeoisie of England and the United States. Hence, there is real
unity among them on what the Declaration calls "the necessity of
insuring a rapid and orderly transition from war to peace" and
mutual consultation and joint action "for the purpose of maintain
ing international peace and security pending the reestablishment of
law and order."
There can be no two constructions placed on those classic words:

"law and order." The "rapid and orderly transition from war to
peace" means, of course, preventing the "disorderly" intervention
of the masses in the solution of their problems and the determina
tion of their fate. That is to be determined for them.
Second, there is agreement that the "united action" of the Big

Three "will be continued for the organization and maintenance of
peace and security" and that they "will act together in all matters re
lating to the surrender and disarmament of that enemy."
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It is this statement that really generated the enthusiasm. Out
of it has been read Russia's decision to remain on the side of the
United States and England throughout the war and the post-war
period. If such a declaration has been greeted with such obviously
hysterical relief, it is only because the prospects of Russia remaining
in the "democratic" alliance were secretly regarded as not very
bright before the Moscow conference took place.

England and the United States have been fearful of a separate
peace between Stalin and Hitler, which would give Stalin a good
deal of what he wants but would leave his whilom allies to face
Hitler alone. How concrete were the possibilities of a Russo-German
peace, is of course hard to say. Specific information on that score
is at a minimum, particularly information about the extent of the
differences between those in the upper German circles who regard
the war with Russia as a mistake and those who do not. But what is
indubitable is that Stalin played his hand for all it was worth, and
played it in a situation which made the hand worth a lot.
How did England and the United States counter this threat?

By an agreement, at least tentative, to give Stalin much of what he
wants in order that they shall not have to face Hitler alone, but
face him with the invaluable collaboration of Russia. Or, to be
strictly accurate, by an agreement not to deny Stalin what he wants.

In other words, if we discount the possibility of secret agree
ments in Moscow as being unthinkable in people as rectitudinous
and morally elevated as the spokesmen of Anglo-Saxon imperialism

(to say nothing of the Vozhd of all the Russian peoples), Messrs.
Hull and Eden may not yet have agreed to grant all of Stalin's im
perialist demands, but neither did they rule them out of the

question.

The problem still remains to be solved, and as we said, "much
time must yet elapse, many events take place, and many, many more

meetings be held before that is accomplished." At bottom, it will
be decided by superior force, by the power most favored by the

relationship of forces, and consequently the power in a position to
take what it wants and impose approval of its seizure upon "friend"
and enemy alike.

However, without for a moment wishing to reflect upon the

uprightness and candor of the delegates from Washington and
London— God forbid!—we are of the opinion that in so far as these
questions can be settled in the closed upper circles of imperialism
(the time for the masses to say their word is yet to come), they have
been settled far more in favor of the Kremlin than of England and
the United States. In the given situation, Stalin is in a better posi
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tion to dictate the terms of an agreement to his allies than they
are to dictate to him.

First, Stalin is determined to annex at least southern Finland,
all of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, all of the western Ukraine
and western White Russia that were formerly ruled by the Poles,
all of Bessarabia and Bukovina. Neither Roosevelt nor Churchill,
Hull nor Eden, have dared to say him nay. Any doubts on this
score that may have been propped up by the hopeful muddleheads
of the bourgeois press were promptly dispelled by the statement of
Stalin's Ambassador to Mexico, Oumansky, a few days after the
Moscow Conference.
Second, Stalin aims to place all the countries east of Germany

under the domination of the Kremlin. Such a policy already has the

support of responsible circles in England, which advocate the divi
sion of Europe into two parts, the western half under English con
trol and the eastern half under Russian. "Under the domination
of the Kremlin" means one of two things for eastern Europe, de
pending on circumstances and the strength of Stalinism:

1) Outright rule by the Stalinists proper. Toward this end,
Stalin already has his "National Committees" for Poland, for
Yugoslavia, recently, according to reports, for Greece and even for
Austria, under the leadership of the Stalinist Johann Koplenig.
2) If the more preferable choice of direct Stalinist rule, through

an open or concealed Stalinist party, backed by the Russian army
and the GPU, is not possible, then domination of these countries
by regimes entirely subservient to Stalin, that is

,
a system of vassal

states such as France established in eastern and southeastern Europe
after the First World War. On both these parallel-running roads,
Stalin has already advanced very far.
Third, whatever the success of his "maximum" program, Stalin

aims at the very least to maintain and even aggravate the "Balkani
zation" of Europe. Hitler sought to unite Europe, by reactionary
means, that is

,

inside a German jail. Stalin, who cannot expect to
unite all Europe within his jail, wants to keep it as split-up as
possible, also by reactionary means.
Europe's only hope for survival, to say nothing of progress; its

only way out of the barbarism into which it is sinking; its only
weapon against being exploited, disfranchised and degraded, either

by British, American or Russian imperialism, or a combination of
them— is the economic and political unity of the continent. Such^
unity is an essential necessity for the life of the Old World now.
It is realizable only in the form of a United Socialist States of
Europe. .
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Stalin, like Churchill, requires the splitting-up of Europe in
order to facilitate the domination of the peoples and the nations
that compose it. That, far more than any fear of an impossible
cordon sanitaire around Russia like the one set up after World
War I, is what makes Stalin adamant against any combination of
European countries. Along this line, Stalin has met with success
thus far. He has torpedoed the plan for a Polish-Czech alliance,
and is signing a pact with Benes to bring Czechoslovakia within
his own sphere of influence. What he intends to do with Czecho
slovakia and with Benes, is another matter. But no doubt he re
members that Bismarck said: "Whoever has Bohemia, has Europe."

It is control of Europe that is at stake. It is highly significant—
not to say astounding!— that at the Moscow Conference, which was

considering the fate of Europe, not a single continental-European
country was represented, except for Russia herself. Europe is not
to decide its fate; that is to be decided for it. When de Gaulle
warned, after the Moscow Conference, that "France thinks that any
European settlement and any major world settlement without her
would not be a good settlement," grief vied with impotence. And
if that is how de Gaulle, of once mighty France, speaks, it is easy
to imagine the thoughts of Queen Wilhelmina, King Peter, King
George of Greece, King Albert, to say nothing of King Victor
Emmanuel. The Powers grow fewer in number, the Pawns more
numerous.
Bismarck's aphorism about Bohemia is limited by its context.

More to the point— there is no control of Europe without control
of Germany. The converse is not less true— there is no control of
Germany without control of Europe. The Allies know the truth of
the first statement, just as Hitler knows the truth of its converse.
Hitler's days, however, are shorter in number than the days of the
Allies. The problem stands before the Allies.
What are the Allies going to do about Germany? All the dis

putes among them lead to this question. Assuming the defeat of

Germany, the United States and England have the general aim of
crushing Germany economically and politically, eliminating her as
an imperialist rival, and subjecting her to joint domination. As to
just how this is to be done concretely, there is the greatest uncer
tainty. The source of their uncertainty— leaving aside the danger of
a proletarian revolution in Germany which they count on smashing
without too great difficulty— is Russia.
What does Stalin want with Germany, or in Germany? In the

first place, he does not want a Germany ruled by England and the
United States. It is the greatest of absurdities to imagine that when
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the war ends Stalin will say to his allies: I now have Estonia; you
may take Germany. Failing a revolutionary victory in Germany,
the United States and England will have to share control of the
country with Russia. If the Hitlerite armies collapse, the Anglo-
American forces will march in from the West (and perhaps the
South), but the Russian army will not come to a halt at the eastern
frontier out of fear of violating Stalin's theory of "socialism in one
country"; it will march in, and meet its allies at an agreed-upon
point in Germany, much in the same manner as it met its German
ally in 1939 in Poland.
Does this mean that the two armed forces will face each other

in open hostility? Most likely not. Both have too much to lose by
such a conflict. It is far more likely that every effort will be made to
establish a "joint" occupation of Germany, and "joint" responsi
bility for it. But underneath this joint responsibility, the conflict
would nevertheless continue.
There are points of agreement on Germany, in the first place.

Czechoslovakia will be "restored," in one form or another. It has
already been announced by the Moscow declaration that Austria
will be separated from Germany, and that the Allies will seek to
maintain this head-without-a-body in much the same state of arti
ficial animation by which Russian scientists keep alive the severed
head of a dog, that is, by rigid control of its bloodstream. In the
West, there may be another attempt at what the French tried to
set up after the First World War, an "Independent Rhineland Re
public." In the East, the Russians may seek to "compensate" a con
trolled "independent Poland" by attaching to it the territory of
East-Prussia. But whatever else the Allies agree upon, Russia does
not want a completely dismembered and disemboweled Germany.

Germany crushed economically and politically means Anglo-
American domination of the continent, or at least of the most
important part of it. Anglo-American domination of most of Europe
means greater Russian dependence upon the United States after
the war. The war is bleeding Russia more than any other country.
After the war, she will be dependent to a great extent— the outside
world does not know to just how great an extent— upon foreign aid,
in the form of food and, above all, in the form of capital goods, for
the reconstruction of the country.
Where is this aid to be obtained? American imperialism counts

upon its tremendous economic superiority, and its indispensability
to Russian reconstruction, not only for a market in Russia but also
as a means of getting approval for its European political program
from the Kremlin. Guarded expressions of this expectation have
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already appeared in the American press. But this is precisely what
Stalin does not want. The difference between Stalin "not wanting"
and, for example, de Gaulle "not wanting," is that the former has

trumps to play whereas the latter is hunting desperately for deuces
and treys.
The only other important source of materials for the recon

struction of Russia is Germany. To escape dependence upon the
United States, Russia must have at least considerable control over
Germany. The official press (there is no other) in Russia has already
said: We have suffered most at German hands, we must come first
in reparations. By reparations is meant: German labor and the

products of German industry, the machine-tool industry especially,
to be used to reconstruct Russia. In this respect, Stalinist imperial
ism stands on the same plane as Clemenceau and Lloyd George in
1919.

How to appear before the German people as its despoiler and
plunderer, who makes it pay for the crimes of its ruling class, and
at the same time as its "liberator," who does not want it humiliated,

dismembered and crushed, as the other Allies do— that would of
course be a tremendously complicated problem for Stalin, and may
bring him more grief than glory. But he has instruments at his
disposal that Churchill and Roosevelt do not have. The chief instru
ment is a native political force, or one that operates as such, in the
capitalist countries, Germany included. That force is the Stalinist
movement, in all of its guises and transmutations.
The disguise now assumed by Stalinism in Germany is the

"Free German National Committee" in Moscow, plus its "Union
of German Officers," plus a network of affiliates in Sweden, England,
Mexico. Neither its significance nor its strength can be underrated.
The Stalinists have won over, by one means or another, the

vast majority of the politically active German emigres, social-
democrats included. Among the Germans taken prisoner in Russia,
a most intensive campaign of Stalinist agitation and organization
has been conducted for a long time, and not without success. The
literature issued by Moscow for German consumption is enormous,
and makes the efforts of the OWI look like a publicity campaign
to put across a Kiwanis convention. This is on the record. What
efforts are made behind the scenes to establish contact in Germany
with that element among the ruling classes, above all in the Junker
officer caste, which is for the "Bismarckian orientation," that is

,

an
alliance between Germany and Russia against the Western powers,

is only hinted at by the special efforts the Stalinists have directed at

gaining the allegiance of captured officers.
The propaganda of the Stalinists is concentrated against Hitler
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and his immediate circle, and promises immunity to all who break
with him. There is no end to its praise of Russia as the friend of
Germany, as her liberator, as the indicated partner in political and
economic collaboration after the war, as the "decisive guarantee of
the freedom and independence of Germany." Every printed page
recalls that Russia was always opposed to the Versailles Treaty,
and that without alliance with Russia now, Germany will get an
even worse treaty imposed upon her. Praise for Allied England and
Allied America is not even muted— it just isn't sung at all. Each
point in this propaganda speaks volumes.
Stalin may pledge himself, along with his partners, to ever-so-

democratic a regime in Germany after Hitler is overtuned. He has
already made such a pledge for Italy. But if every one of the seven
"guarantees for democracy" contained in the Declaration on Italy
of the Moscow Conference were to be repeated for Germany, Stalin
would have no difficulty in concretizing them in the form of a
"democratic" government, ranging from some of the "anti-fascist"

Junker officers to out-and-out Stalinists, with some democratic
figures in between. If a government of the monarchists and social-
democrats was possible in Germany in 1919, a government of gen
erals and Stalinists is certainly not out of the question for the
present-day Kremlin. Besides, is not Russia herself the world's
greatest democracy?
Would it merely be influenced by the Stalinists? Or dominated

by them? Or under their outright control? The answer lies entirely
in the realm of the relationship of forces, and has not at all been
decided a priori by Stalin. He will go as far as he can in gaining
control over Germany—and not a step less. The limits will be set
not by any reluctance on his part, but by the given strength of his
allies, on the one side, and the revolutionary resistance of the Ger
man proletariat, on the other. As for the German bourgeoisie itself,
without the support of England and the United States, or the sup
port of the people, it would not be a decisive force.
- This is what England and the United States fear, and no agree

ment has yet been reached to dispel their fear. Wherever Stalinist
Russia advances and establishes its domination, it inspires antagon
ism in the ranks of the bourgeoisie, whether momentary considera
tions make it expedient to express this antagonism or not. From
this point of view, those who see the conflict between Russia's
"nationalized property" and bourgeois "private property," are quite
right, even if they do exaggerate tremendously the weight of the
conflict.
But to point this out, and this alone, is to tell a half-truth

which is the. worst kind of falsehood and deception to the working
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class. A far greater conflict is produced by the advance of Stalinism
—the conflict between the conquering bureaucracy and the masses
it reduces to economic and political slavery. That Churchill is not
delighted at the prospect of Stalin annexing Poland, goes without
saying. It does not follow, however, that the class enemies of
Churchill, the proletariat of Poland and all other countries, should
be delighted at the prospect. For the working class, Stalinist domina
tion means a new totalitarian slavery.
Woe to those revolutionists and woe to those workers who fail

to understand this and to lay the necessary emphasis upon it.

The aims of the imperialists are not too difficult to understand.
The aims of Stalinist imperialism are no more mysterious. They are
ambitious and sweeping aims, for the Stalinist bureaucracy is not

only under great compulsions to expand and conquer, but has
gained a great self-confidence in undertaking the expansion.
IF the aims of all the imperialists were assured of realization,

a dark period would be ahead for all peoples. But while the im
perialists, the Kermlin gang in particular, take the masses into
account in working out their aims, their reckonings are based on
the assumption that the masses will not get into motion for their
own class interests and under their own class banner, or that if they
do, it will again be possible to traduce or crush them.
There is the real "flaw" in all the ambitious lusts of reaction.

The antagonisms and conflicts in its ranks have opened crevices
before, and the masses have poured through. That will happen
again and again. Churchill may dispose of de Gaulle as impotent;
but the masses at whose head de Gaulle formally stands are not
impotent, and they will yet say their word. Stalin will find that the
corruption and acquision of a few Nazi officers is one thing, and
the subversion and enslavement of the German proletariat another.
The imperialists have their aims. The working class has its own.
To clarify these aims is the task of the time. One of the most im
portant elements of that task is to gird the proletariat for the war
against Stalinism, to the bitter end.

November 1943





Seeds of a Third World War

THE IMPERIALISTS, MEANWHILE, ARE NOT INACTIVE.
If they offer nothing to the masses of the people, it is because they
have reserved everything for themselves. On this score, there are
no differences among them. The differences occur exclusively over
which of them is to get what and how much. These differences led
to World War I; they brought about World War II; they are laying
the basis for World War III.
The advance of the Russian army into former Poland is the

clearest case in point right now, not so much for what it is in itself
as for what it represents and symbolizes.
The war with Germany was justified by the Allied spokesmen,

among other things, on the ground that Hitlerism violates the
national sovereignty of nations and peoples, does not allow them
to live as they see fit and to rule themselves. There is no need to
prove this case against Hitlerism beyond the use of facts which are
known to every child.
Now that the Allies are beginning to speak of an early victory

over the Axis, the question arises: what is to become of the countries
overrun by the Nazis once the latter have been put to the sword?
Is their national sovereignty to be restored, at least to the extent
that they enjoyed it before the war began?
If we are to judge by the fight developing over Poland, there is

no reason to believe that the Allies hold out any such hope.
The fight over Poland is not just a battle over the eastern

territories of the former Polish Empire, it is a fight for that part of
Europe which is unmistakably and unchallengedly Polish by tradi
tion, common language and culture and all the other recognizable
traits of a nation.
So far as the eastern territories are concerned, the claims of

the government-in-exile are as notoriously fraudulent as they are
old. They are today's remnants of the old dream of a Greater Polish
Empire "from sea to sea"— from the Baltic to the Black. Inhabited
principally by non-Polish peoples— White Russians, Ukrainians,
Lithuanians and Jews—who have neither cultural, linguistic nor
even religious characteristics in common with the Poles, the only
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claim that the Polish Pans and their colonels ever had to rule over
them was the need to sate an imperialist greed. The persecutions
these peoples underwent from the day the Versailles map-makers
concocted an "independent" Poland constitute one of the cruellest
and bloodiest chapters in the annals of modern oppression. No
body can say exactly how many of the people in these lands were
murdered, how many sent to rot in prison. What can be said, be
cause it is common knowledge, is that the cultural aspirations of
these peoples were trampled under foot with the same cynicism and
the same methods employed in the days of the Romanovs, their
religious feelings and institutions were systematically offended (the
anti-Semitic outrages of the Polish ruling class preceded Hitler's),
their political rights were never taken off paper, and above all their
economic status was kept at the lowest possible level. Only the most
rabid Polish imperialist could expect any allegiance from these
peoples. The blusterings and stutterings of the government-in-exile,
a gang of authentic reactionaries and pupils of the colonels, plus a
handful of social-democratic house-pets, will be pointed out to
future generations as typical of imperialist effrontery and hypocrisy.
It does not follow in any way from this that the territories

properly belong in what is sardonically known as the "Soviet"
"Union." By virtue of what right? The fact that these territories
once formed part of the Czarist Empire? Or the fact that they once
were part of the Soviet Republics— without quotation marks— and
were wrested from the workers' state by the superior force which
Pilsudski's armies imposed upon the weak and exhausted Red
Army? Such a right would exist and be valid, provided the in
corporation of these territories into the Union meant the liberation
from oppression, or the beginning of such a liberation, of the people
inhabiting them. That would have been the case in 1920. It is in no
sense the case today.
The torments suffered by these peoples under Polish despotism

are so widely known that even the bourgeois press refers to them,
however discreetly. But they pale beside the organized, systematic,
centralized, totalitarian terror against the "blood brothers" of these
peoples who have lived for the past decade and more under the
rule of the Stalinist autocracy. The Ukrainian and White Russian
"Soviet Republics" are nothing but national fiefs of the Kremlin
bureaucracy. They have neither independence in the "Union" nor
autonomy. Their rulers are picked and unpicked by this bureauc
racy, whom they serve in the same capacity and with the same rights
and privileges as the Czar's governor-generals. Their economic
strength has been sapped so that the bureaucracy might fatten on
it; their economic position has been reduced to the status of serfs
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of the regime. The Polish knout stings no more brutally than the
Stalinist knout. The cemeteries of the Western Ukraine are no less
numerous than those of the "Soviet" Ukraine, filled as the latter
are with the corpses of millions of peasants condemned to death in
the Stalinist "collectivization drive" alone. It is not without sig
nificance that in their initial drive Hitler's legions encountered less
resistance from the native population of the Ukraine than from the
people of the northern part of the "Union."
The fact that "even" the Anglo-American bourgeoisie has given

its sanction to Stalin's demand, should cause only a shrugging of
the shoulders and not a bending Of the knees. What else could it
do? Stalin's "moral" position is flawless, from the imperialist stand
point. What could Churchill, for example, possibly say in reply to
a blunt accusation from the Kremlin statesmen: "You want us to
give up our Poland, but you cling to India like a leech." You want
your colonies? We want ours. You have your amusing elections in
India? We have our funny plebiscites in the border states. More
important than the "moral" position is the military position. Nei
ther Churchill nor Roosevelt has as much as a toe-nail on Polish
or ex-Polish soil. Mikolajczyk & Co. are better off only in so far as
the Polish underground gives them reluctant and suspicious sup
port. Stalin, however, not only has good, solid boots on more and
more Polish (or ex-Polish) soil, but has the power to extend a
friendly hand to Hitler if an Allied attempt is made to challenge
the rights of his boots.
Stalin is not, however, interested in Western White Russia and

the Western Ukraine alone. Those territories are taken for granted,
and he leaves it to Eden and Hull to find a convenient formula-
diplomatic archives are filled with all kinds of them, like the
"Curzon line," which can be tapped for each particular occasion-
to justify his seizures and to make the Mikolajczyk toe the mark—
or else. Stalin wants Poland as well, if he can—directly; if he cannot
—then indirectly. If he gits thar fustest with the mostest men,
Mikolajczyk might just as well retire to Cleveland, like the recently-
deceased Smetona of Lithuania. Then, finis Poloniee! There is no
question about it: the Polish government-in-exile is worried far
more about Poland itself than about her former eastern territories.
More accurately, its apprehensions over the eastern territories are
due to its apprehension over Poland.
Stalin's great advantage lies, as indicated, in the military force

at his disposal, and the position it has gained. But political prepara
tions are also at an elevated stage. There is not only a Polish armed
force in the Russian army, a force that has undoubtedly been po
litically organized and "worked on" for some time, but also a half
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government in the form of the Union of Polish Patriots. This im
maculate creation of the Kremlin is headed by Madam Wassilewska,
Fuhrerin of the so-called Polish Communist Party, who arrived at
this Kremlin appointment by standing by in prudent silence (or in
clamorous approbation?) while the finest heads and hearts of the
genuinely communist movement in Poland were stilled by pistols
fired in the cellars of GPU prisons. The latest Kremlin proposal on
Poland, which proposes some trifling wiggle of the "Curzon line,"
makes no mention of the government-in-exile but takes good care
to recognize the status of the Wassilewska Quislings.
Does this mean that if Stalin reaches Warsaw, the GPU will

install a Wassilewska government right off the reel? Not necessarily.
All sorts of mutations and transitional arrangements are possible
for Stalin. Everything depends upon the relationship of forces. It is
possible, for example, that Stalin may, temporarily, and under

pressure, reconcile himself to a "friendly" government in Poland,
that is

,
a government operating at one or another level of vassaldom

to Moscow. The most reluctant vassal would then find itself under
constant pressure to make room for the Wassileskas and other GPU
puppets, until the point is reached where the reluctant vassal gives
way entirely to the zealous and most subservient tool.
Is there a substantial flaw in the Stalinist scheme of imperialist

expansion? There is, but it is not to be found in the Anglo-American
allies. England is already orienting toward an acceptance of a divi
sion of Europe between herself and Russia. Her imperialist press
has spoken for some time in favor of such a partition, with an eye
toward excluding the dominant influence of die American colossus.
The London Times is in the forefront of this agitation, and its
strong advocacy of Stalin's "rights" in eastern Europe, especially in
connection with the fight over Poland, is neither accidental nor
isolated. So astute and influential an Empire statesman as Smuts
has recently spoken out bluntly in the same spirit. The imperialists
are carving up the Old World again, this time with even deeper
and bloodier incisions than ever before.
The "flaw" is—the Polish masses. Mikolajczyk has no power to

speak of, but the workers and peasants in Poland have a strength
and a determination to be free which not even the GPU could
easily master. What is more, they are organized into one of the best
and politically most advanced underground movements in Europe.

If Mikolajczyk & Co. should capitulate to Stalin, in the hope of gain
ing a few concessions that would make it possible to keep body and
soul together, this would in all likelihood have an effect upon the
underground movement opposite to the one calculated. Such a

capitulation would most likely result in deepening the gulf that
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divides the common people, whose aim is not imperialistic but

liberationism from the remains of the Polish bourgeoisie and its
social-democratic aides-de-camp. It would enhance the growing
realization in the ranks of the underground that the struggle for
national freedom is intertwined beyond separation with the struggle
for social freedom, and that the only worthy and reliable banner-
bearer of both is not Stalin or Churchill or Roosevelt or Miko-
lajczyk, but the Polish proletariat allied with the proletariat of the
rest of Europe.
The fight over Poland underlines what may be called the two

most important ideas of our time:
The struggle for national independence and freedom cannot be

conducted in a progressive spirit and with consistency and honesty
except by the proletariat and its peasant allies. The others are inter
ested in anything but national freedom for all peoples. Conducted
by the proletariat, the fight for national freedom much be linked
with the fight for social freedom, in which it would find its highest
realization. Its highest realization, finally, can come in Europe only
in the form of a Socialist United States of Europe, freely entered
and equitably and jointly ruled by the independent workers' gov
ernments that alone can save Europe from the disintegration, sub

jugation and chaos to which capitalist barbarism is dooming it.
And second, the seeds of the Third World War are being sown

already. World War II is not yet over, decidedly not yet, and the
conditions for speeding World War III are being laid. This idea is
not peculiar to the revolutionary Marxists. Many bourgeois under
stand it. Many even fear it, for the bourgeoisie does not want war,
and especially does it not want the revolutions that come with it.
But it is helpless to prevent it

,

as utterly and completely helpless
as it proved itself to be in 1939. The military struggle between the
two big camps is accompanied by a feverish political struggle inside
the Allied camp. The attempts made in it to come to an agreement
on the division of the spoils are condemned in advance to the
failure which the essentially temporary character of any imperialist
agreement bears from the moment it is adopted. They agreed be
fore, once, twice and ten times. Their very agreements contained
the germ of conflict. The agreement over Poland simply injects one
of the many germs of tomorrow's conflict.
The two most important ideas of our time are simply the

reverse of each other. The continuation of capitalism means war
and barbarism. The struggle of the proletariat, consistently devel
oped, means peace and socialism. The time for the choice was long
ago. But even now, it is not too late.

January 1944





PORTRAITS OF STALINISM





Trotsky's "Stalin"

THE EMERGENCE OF RUSSIA AS A POWER
of first magnitude is indissociable from the name of Stalin. Now
that Mussolini is gone, there is nowhere a government chief that
has ruled his country for so long a continuous period as Stalin, or
ruled it so completely. His mark upon the destiny of Russia and for
that matter of the rest of the world has certainly been deeper than
that of any other man alive today. Few other lives in a century
rampant with thunder and strife have been as stormy as his or have
aroused as much controversy. In the face of this, the paucity of
serious biographical literature about Stalin— as compared, let us say,
with the available literature on the life and work of Lenin or Hitler
or even Roosevelt— is astonishing.
This paucity is not so astonishing upon reflection, however.

Like all other outstanding personages, Stalin has both a personal
history, linked with his character, and a social history; he is at once
an individual and a social phenomenon. To treat of the individual
"alone" offers virtually no difficulties in the case of a Hitler or a
Roosevelt. Their lives are pretty much an open book and what they
have to conceal can be laid bare with a good sneeze. As social
figures the problem is no more difficult: each in his own way was
a child of a social order whose anatomy has long been familiar to
modern science. Not so in the case of Stalin. His true personal
history is not only obscure in large part, but it has been covered
up, nailed down and overlaid with a history manufactured and
disseminated on a scale that is utterly unprecedented, stupefying
and, for its purpose, effective. His true social history is, if anything,
far more baffling, for here we are faced not with a familiar but with
a new, unfamiliar, unpredicted, unanalyzed social order, of which
Stalin is both the child and the parent.
The biographer thus faces a dual handicap without equal in

history. Superficiality, glibness, gullibility, impatience, carelessness,
sensationalism, lack of a sympathetic understanding of the move
ment which nursed Stalin and out of which he rose, personal
animus, lack of scientific method, lack of scrupulous objectivity— all
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or many of these characterize the authors of the biographical at

tempts made up to now. Hence, even the best of them only come
abreast of the handicap but do not surmount it. No man of our
time had the qualifications for coping successfully with the dual
obstacle that Trotsky had. We know that he had to drive himself
physically, so to speak, to write his study of Stalin,* for the subject
is not very attractive. But he was able to bring to the work an
archaeological patience and thoroughness in digging past layer
upon layer of falsification to reveal the bare bones of truth; a direct
personal knowledge of the Bolshevik movement in its rise and
decline, of its protagonists big and small, of the country and the
conditions in which they lived and worked; a personal objectivity
which is all the more striking in a man whom Stalin rightly con
sidered his greatest and most dangerous adversary; and such a unify
ing and illuminating grasp of the riches of the Marxist method of
analysis and synthesis as the philistines of Marxism, let alone the
philistines in general, cannot possibly comprehend. (For them Marx
ism says: only classes exist, there are no individuals; man is made
by history but history is not made by man; politics is a passive,
automatic reflex of economics; man's actions are determined by the
amount of cash in his purse; and more of the pitiful same.) As for
Trotsky's universally-acknowledged literary qualifications, they need
to be mentioned at all only because they help sustain interest in
the narration and analysis of a life—Stalin's whole early period—
which would otherwise be unbearably tedious.
Trotsky was not permitted by his subject to complete the work.

He was murdered by a Stalinist gangster in the very midst of the
biography. Only parts of the book can be considered Trotsky's
finished product. To give greater coherence to the work, the trans
lator has interpolated sections of his own, carefully set off between
brackets, which, while based in large measure on notes and rough
outlines by the author, are nevertheless so written as to conflict (in
some places violently) with the thinking and the purpose of the
author himself. The reader will do well to be on guard against
this.f

"Stalin, An Appraisal of the Man and His Influence, by Leon Trotsky. 421 pp.
with appendix, glossary and index. Illustrated. Translated by Charles Malamuth.
Harper & Bros., New York, $5.00.

fBetween brackets, to be sure, and on his own responsibility, the translator per
mits himself such phrases as "the vaunted democracy of the Soviets" and "cen
tralization, that sure precursor of totalitarianism" and "the 'rule or ruin' atti
tude of the Bolsheviks," to cite a few. Trotsky never used and never could use
such phraseology, with all it implies, and would never have authorized their
use by his translator, even as bracketed-off interpolations. They are an offense
both to the author and the readers, and mar a felicitous translation.



The Rise of the Stalinist State 153

Bearing all this in mind, the net result is an outstanding and

durable triumph over the difficulties whose nature and dimensions

we have indicated. It is a first-rate success. If, in our view, a qualifi
cation must be added to this, it is for reasons we shall venture to
set forth as we go along.

Russian Czarism left its serious opponents no parliamentary
alternative to the organization of a conspiratorial revolutionary
movement. The historical peculiarities of Russia's backwardness left
consistent democracy no alternative to the struggle for proletarian

power and socialism. Bolshevism—with all that was singular about
it as well as all that identified it with the international Marxian
movement— can be understood only against the background of these

two circumstances.
To overturn Tsarism and lay the democratic foundations for

socialism, argued Lenin, to overturn this centralized, autocratic
monster which sprawled over vast and variegated lands and peoples,
over such economic, political and cultural backwardness, which
combined the refinements of contemporary imperialism with semi-
feudal anachronisms—required a trained fighting force having at its
command all the science and skill of modern class warfare. Lenin's
appeal was answered by the most advanced workers of the country,
and also by brilliant intellectual forces of the kind which, a century
or two earlier, had made up the vanguard of the revolutionary
bourgeois democracy of the Western countries.
In the Bolshevik Party Lenin fused these two elements by un

remitting efforts to raise the workers to the theoretical level of the
intellectuals who, by mastering Marxism, placed themselves at its
service, in order that they could unitedly raise the entire people to
the level of a thoroughgoing revolutionary struggle against Tsarism.
In one of the first of his writings that revealed him as standing high
above all his socialist contemporaries (What to Do), Lenin in
veighed against the prevailing looseness, dilettantism and amateur
ishness of the Russian social-democratic movement and developed
(far more broadly, profoundly, consciously and systematically than
anyone before him) the concept of the "professional revolutionist."
Among the young students who had joined the Social Democ

racy was Stalin (in Georgia, at the age of 18). In 1904, a year after
the split of the party into the Bolshevik and Menshevik factions,
and after some five years of revolutionary underground activity be
hind him, Stalin associated himself with the Bolsheviks. He became
one of Lenin's professional revolutionists, always at the disposal of
the party, working illegally from one town to another to spread
revolutionary ideas, to build up units of the party among the
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workers, to edit party periodicals and popular literature, to organize
unions and strikes and demonstrations—even "expropriations" of
Tsarist funds with which to finance the underground activity—and
to serve more than the usual number of years in Tsarist prison and
exile for his work.
For all that, we do not recognize the young Stalin in the Stalin

of today; there does not even seem to be a strong resemblance.

Trotsky marshals with meticulous attention to detail and over

whelming conclusiveness the facts that have been no secret for a

long time:
Stalin was not particularly distinguished in that large group

of intellectuals and workers turned Bolshevik professional revolu
tionists, with respect to grasp of theory, outstanding political ability
and independence, or even success in organization—hundreds equal
led him at his best and scores were his superior. Stalin was not

always an unwavering Bolshevik, if by that is meant a consistent
supporter of Lenin's views. Stalin, when he took a position "inde

pendent" of Lenin, only disclosed his own provincialism, theoretical
backwardness and political mediocrity. Stalin, even after years of
direct contact with Lenin and the party leadership, never con
tributed a positive original idea, never fully grasped the theories
and spirit of Bolshevism, was indeed organically alien to them.
Stalin was never really a leader of masses, feared and shunned

them in fact, and felt most at home in "committee meetings," in
intrigue, in cunning combinations and mean maneuvers. Stalin was
always devoid of idealism, nobility and a socialist passion for free
dom, but he is characterized by rudeness, trickiness, brutality, lack
of principle, vindictiveness and similar dark traits. More than that:
the last year or more of the life of Lenin, founder of Bolshevism,
the most authoritative and popular voice in the party as a whole,
in the party leadership and the country as a whole, was devoted to
increasingly stiff blows at Stalin, culminating in the rupture of all
personal relations between them and in Lenin's recommendation
that Stalin be removed from his most prominent position, general-
secretaryship of the ruling party.

Near the high point of Stalin's power, Trotsky insisted that he
was only the "outstanding mediocrity" in the party, and this opin
ion is reiterated in the biography. But to this must be added facts
such as these: the comparatively young Stalin was coopted, under
Tsarism, to Lenin's Central Committee; remained a member of that
Committee throughout Lenin's lifetime; was entrusted by Lenin
and the leadership with highly responsible tasks; was linked with
Trotsky by Lenin in his testament as one of the "two most able
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leaders in the present Central Committee"; was nevertheless crush-
ingly assailed by Lenin at the same time in the proposal that he be
removed from his post for rudeness, disloyalty and inclination to
abuse power; was opposed and combatted at one time or another

by virtually every well-known leader of the Bolshevik Party, yet
emerged victor over them and in possession of such power and
authority as probably no single individual has ever enjoyed in all
history.
We seem to be in the realm of irresolvable contradictions.

Trotsky did not set himself the mere pedantic task of tabulating
the record of a man. Among the aims of the biography is the resolu
tion, by analysis and explanation, of the contradictions, real and

apparent.
Against a backdrop of the times— the country, the people, their

social relations—Trotsky depicts for us, trait by trait, the personal
character of Stalin. More truly, he patiently scrapes away and
washes off the encrustation of false strokes and false colors with
which Stalin's court painters have concealed his original portrait.
That so much time and space should be devoted by a Marxist to
personal characteristics in the writing of a political history (Trot
sky's biography is nothing but a political history) must appear
strange and out of place to those whose "concepts" about Marxism
are vastly greater than their knowledge of it. Yet Trotsky is entirely
in the Marxian tradition and a master-hand with the Marxian
method. It was the old teacher Marx himself who once wrote in a
letter to his friend Kugelmann that world history would indeed be
of a "very mystical nature if 'accidents' played no role in it. . . .
But the acceleration or slowing-down [of the general course of
development] are very much dependent upon such 'accidents,'

among which also figures the 'accident' of the character of those
people who at first stand at the head of the movement."
In restoring the portrait, Trotsky gives us the anatomy of its

character. If we abstract each of its features and classify them (rather
arbitrarily, as we will see) into "the good" and "the bad" we find,
under one heading, firmness, courage, perseverance, will-power, and
under the other, rudeness, low cunning, vengefulness, theoretical
and political mediocrity, narrowness of horizon and lack of intel
lectual profoundity or breadth, and so forth. The trouble is pre
cisely the fact that these features of character simply cannot be
abstracted. In fact, once they are "abstracted," that is the end of all
sense in the study of Stalin.
Lenin valued Stalin for his characteristics— for most of them,

at any rate— and was able to utilize them in the interests of the
movement. And in this he was right. To appreciate this judgment,
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it is necessary to understand something about the class struggle in
general and about working-class politics, and it is of course neces
sary to live in this world and not in an imaginary one. Before Lenin
got to know Stalin personally— in 1913, during Stalin's first really
important trip abroad in Cracow and Vienna where he came into
intimate contact with the Bolshevik leader— he knew about him
from reports, correspondence or through the opinions of other

party men. Even if the views which Stalin ventured now and then
to express in opposition to Lenin's had impinged on the latter's
consciousness, they could not possible have made a very deep im

pression. Lenin undoubtedly made allowances for that. He held no
malice toward comrades who differed with him (after all, com
rades much more prominent than Stalin and much closer to Lenin
differed with him on countless questions of theory and policy with
out losing his esteem), and then Stalin was still a pretty young com
rade and only of local importance in the organization. Yet Lenin,
before really knowing him, successfully proposed his cooptation
into the Bolshevik Central Committee, in 1912, only a month after
the candidacy had been rejected at the party conference in Prague.
How could this happen?

The revolution of 1905 was followed by a deep and widespread
reaction. It was not long after its defeat that the whole social-
democratic movement, the Bolshevik faction included, began to

disintegrate. Those around Lenin who remained steadfast felt the
vise of isolation tightening around them year after year, with no
let-up until the resurgence began seven years later, in 1912. It
should not be too hard for our own generation, which has also seen
the consequences of defeats in the form of desertions, disorienta
tion, skepticism, to understand what the movement must have gone
through in Russia between 1906 and 1912. It does not, alas, sound
altogether unfamiliar when we read Trotsky's description of the
times:

Desertion assumed a mass character. Intellectuals abandoned politics
for science, art, religion, and erotic mysticism. The finishing touch on this
picture was the epidemic of suicides. The transvaluation of values was first
of all directed against the revolutionary parties and their leaders. . . .
News dispatches from local organizations to the party's central organ,

which was again transferred abroad, were no less eloquent in recording
the revolution's disintegration. Even in the hard-labor prisons, the heroes
and heroines of uprisings and of terrorist acts turned their backs in enmity
upon their own yesterdays and used such words as "party," "comrade,"
"socialism" in no other than the ironic sense.
Desertions took place not only among the intellectuals, not only

among those who were here today and gone tomorrow and to whom the
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movement was but a half-way house, but even among the advanced work
ers, who had been part and parcel of the party for years.
... In 1909 Russia still had five or six active organizations; but even

they soon sank into desuetude. Membership in the Moscow district organ
ization, which was as high as 500 toward the end of 1908, dropped to 250
in the middle of the following year and half a year later to 150; in 1910
the organization ceased to exist.

Bolshevik leaders were no absolute exception to the trend
Some turned Menshevik; some turned "God-Seekers"; more than a
few dropped out of the movement altogether, and if even the official
biographies of many of those who became prominent again after
the Bolshevik revolution say nothing about their activities from
1906 to 1912 (and sometimes to 1914 and even to 1916), it is because
there were no activities to record.
In such times, Stalin's characteristics were of positive value—

especially if the reader maintains simple historical balance and
remembers that the Stalin of 1946 is not the Stalin of 35-40 years
ago. Stalin was one of the not-too-many who did not flinch and did
not quit. His tenacity stood out. He continued without perturba
tion to risk his life and freedom. If it is said that there were others
like him even in those hard days, it is no less true that there were
far more unlike him. Lenin could see in him perhaps not an in
spired but a stubborn organizer, perhaps not a distinguished but a
persevering party man, taking prison life or exile in his stride, "
returning to his party work without a breathing spell. It is not
necessary to idealize the pre-war Stalin to understand this.

Such attributes of character as slyness, faithlessness, the ability to ex
ploit the lowest instincts of human nature [writes Trotsky] are developed
to an extraordinary degree in Stalin and, considering his strong character,
represent mighty weapons in a struggle. Not, of course, any struggle. The
struggle to liberate the masses requires other attributes. But in selecting
men for privileged positions, in welding them together in the spirit of the
caste, in weakening and disciplining the masses, Stalin's attributes were
truly invaluable and rightfully made him a leader of the bureaucratic
reaction. [Nevertheless] Stalin remains a mediocrity. His mind is not only
devoid of range but is even incapable of logical thinking. Every phrase of
his speech has some immediate practical aim. But his speech as a whole
never rises to a logical structure.

And again, in dealing with the reaction of the July days be
tween the February and October revolutions, Trotsky writes:

The mass movement had in the meantime weakened considerably.
Half of the party had gone underground. The preponderance of the ma
chine had grown correspondingly. Inside of the machine, the role of Stalin
grew automatically. That law operates unalterably throughout his entire
political biography and forms, as it were, its mainspring.
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It is hard to contest a single word in the sentences quoted. They
describe qualities which explain Stalin's rise not only in the post-
Lenin reaction, but his slower and much more modest rise during v
Lenin's lifetime. The incapacity for logical thinking prevented him
from developing as an independent political thinker, but he had a
quality which enabled him to repeat day in and day out, in his own
peculiar style, the simple, hammer-logical ideas of Lenin, and that
made him a sufficiently reliable party organizer. His quality of
vindictiveness was directed, in the pre-revolutionary days, primarily
against backsliders and all other opponents of the party, so that he
gave the impression, apart from isolated incidents and expressions
of which few could have been aware, of political firmness. Even his
quality of exploiting "the lowest instincts of human nature" must,
in those days, have taken the form, so far as was generally known,
of appealing to the popular hatred of Tsarism and its social
iniquities.
As for that law which Trotsky calls the mainspring of Stalin's

r61e and evolution— rightly, we believe— its operation, too, was dif
ferent at different times and under different controls. The period
of post-1905 reaction was not the period of mass action. It was a
period of trying to hold the party together, of preventing complete
disintegration. The party was reduced to its local committees, im
portant in general, exceptionally important in countries with an
illegal movement, trebly important in the days of reaction. In the
"committee" Stalin felt at home and probably discharged well the
task of tasks— imbuing others with tenacity, with contempt for the
deserters and liquidators, with contempt for bourgeois public
opinion about Bolshevism and especially about its then prevalent
"expropriations."
What held true before 1917 must have held true during and

after 1917.
Stalin, by himself, was and certainly is incapable of logical

thinking, let alone thinking in terms of revolutionary socialist in
ternationalism and of the Marxian scientific method. He could
repeat what Lenin said, not as well as some but better than many.
But for that he had to know what Lenin said or thought. When
Lenin's views were not yet known, during the first period after the
overturn of Tsarism, Stalin showed that he understood Bolshevism
to mean that the proletariat, once the autocracy is destroyed, sup
ports bourgeois democracy as a radical but more-or-less loyal oppo
sition. The socialist perspective was only a perspective and a remote
one. He supported the bourgeois Kerensky regime "in so far as it
is not reactionary"— the same formula that some self-styled Trotsky-
ists today use to support the Stalin regime.
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But his role before Lenin's return to Russia did not and could
not rule him out of the party leadership, in Lenin's eyes. Far more
prominent leaders of the party took a position not one whit better
than Stalin's and often worse. What's more, they maintained it
more persistently than Stalin. Stalin had made disastrous mistakes
from the standpoint of political leadership. But Lenin could not
make lasting reproaches for that. He did not regard him as an out
standing political leader in his own right, and consequently did not
apply to him the severe criteria to which others had to submit and
to which they were, so to speak, entitled.
You might almost say that it was Stalin's very lack of political

distinction, the fact that he laid no claim to independence of po
litical and theoretical thought, his very characteristic of reiterating
Lenin's thoughts (even if not very brilliantly), or of carefully
reducing his disagreements to brief brushes followed by silent but
prompt leaps on to the bandwagon—that made him valuable in the
leadership. This is not to be construed in the least as an apology
for political servility to the "party chief." It is simply that, polit
ically speaking, Stalin was most useful when he faithfully repeated,
as best he could, the ideas of Lenin. Not laying claim to being a
politician in his own right, his errors could all the more easily be
corrected.

So far— the negative. But positively, his usefulness in the days
of preparing for the insurrection and in the days of the civil war
that followed it assured him a place in the leadership, if not an
eminent place then a solid place nevertheless. He had a "hand that
did not tremble," and for those who are interested in the revolution
getting off the paper to which it is normally confined, this is not
a quality to sneeze at. By his very nature and bent, he was able,
better than many others, to get the cooperation of all the lower
ranks of the party machine— the committeemen of yesterday and

today— and to protect the interests of the party, which he identified
more and more with the party machine. Where a merciless hand
was needed— as it so often is in revolutionary times, the critical
observers to the contrary notwithstanding— his was always available,
often used and sure to be merciless. In negotiations and such-like
activities, he could more often than not be well trusted to represent
the interests of the revolution: he had will-power; he could not

easily be swayed by arguments of the adversary; his brutality could
easily appear as imperious insistence; his cunning and slyness as
effective ruse and guile in outwaiting and outwitting the enemy; his
penchant for intrigue and forming a clique around himself as a

sympathetic and tender ear for the woes and vicissitudes of the
misunderstood comrade.
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In the period of revolutionary rise and under the control of a
revolutionary party, not all of Stalin's characteristics were negative.
In the service of the revolution, many of them could be and were
put to such uses as explain without too much difficulty his specific
place in the leadership and Lenin's evaluation of him as a leader.
A leadership, not on paper, but at the head of a real revolutionary
party, cannot be made of men with uniformly high qualifications or
with qualifications equally applicable in all fields.
A leadership composed only of Lenins and Trotskys is an

alluring but utopian idea. With all things properly arranged, the
Zinovievs and Stalins and all other first-class second-raters also find
their place in the leadership and enrich its capacities You cannot
have an opera with only lyric sopranos in it, or a complex machine
of fine steel without bronze or brass or baser alloys in it.
Calling Trotsky and Stalin the two most able men in the

leadership was no mistake on Lenin's part. As we understand it, he
meant that either of them, by virtue of the qualities each possessed,
could hold the party together and lead it— each, that is, in his own
way. Zinoviev, Kamenev, Pyatakov, Bukharin— the only other men
Lenin mentions in his testament— were all leaders of the highest
caliber. All belonged incontestably in the leadership. But none had
the qualifications to hold the party firmly together and lead it. But
because Lenin was not concerned merely with holding it together
but with how it would be held together and by whom, he ended
his testament with the appeal to remove, not Trotsky, but Stalin
from his post and from his power. The appeal proved unsuccessful.
To explain the rise of Stalin and the unsuccess of Lenin's

appeal— which was at the same time an appeal for the restoration
and burgeoning of workers' democracy— Trotsky wastes little more
than a passing comment on the ludicrous and infantile assertion
that "Bolshevism leads to Stalinism" which has been popularized in
recent years by deserters from the socialist struggle who would like
to cover their retreat behind the cloud of a "theory," and by some

helpless and hopelessly disoriented victims of Stalinism who take
the odd revenge of supporting Stalin's claim to Lenin's succession.
One of these "anti-Stalinist" deserters, who, in quick succession,
abjured Bolshevism, Trotskyism and socialism itself, and then re
membered with such indignation that Marx could not make a re
spectable living for his family that he sped with unerring instinct
to a job which keeps him in the style to which his poetry did not
accustom him—now calls himself a "radical democrat."
Irony! If Lenin had not appeared in April, 1917, and if the

Bolshevik Party had not re-armed itself to make the Bolshevik
revolution; and if (what was most unlikely) bourgeois democracy
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had consolidated itself in Russia—it is more than likely that the
"disintegration of Bolshevism" would have taken the form of con
version into the mere left-wing opposition of bourgeois democracy,
into the party of "radical democrats," with Stalin most probably
that party's boss. That was how many Bolshevik leaders, Stalin

prominently included, practically conceived of Lenin's formula of
the "democratic dictatorship of proletarian and peasantry" that was

to be established on the ruins of Tsardom.
But Stalin's transformation from revolutionist to reactionary—

a not uncommon change, unfortunately, as Mussolini showed— did <-
not take place under conditions of the maintenance of bourgeois
society, or of its restoration. His transformation is unique. Hence
the complications; hence the mystery. To this transformation,
Trotsky devotes a long and, alas, the unfinished section of his book.
Enough remains of the draft, however, to preclude ambiguity about
Trotsky's views.
Trotsky seeks the cause of the change neither in the alleged

inherence of Stalinism in Bolshevism nor in the all-determining
power of Stalin's personal character. He looks instead for those
social and political factors which lent themselves to the actual
evolution of Stalin and Stalinism and which were, in turn, sig
nificantly influenced by this evolution. Risking misunderstanding
and vulgarization, Trotsky nevertheless does not hesitate to trace
the Stalinist type, in embryo, to the old pre-war Bolshevik militant,
the "committeeman."
We have often heard the argument made in the small revolu

tionary group: "How can we have bureaucrats among us? Bureau
cratism is a social phenomenon. There are bureaucrats in the trade
unions, because they have an economic base and a stake in capi
talism. But among us? Aren't our officials poorly paid—when they
are paid at all? Be a Marxist— show me the economic base for our
alleged bureaucratisml You cannot? Then be off with you, and let's
hear no more about bureaucratism in our little revolutionary
party !" This is sacred ritual in some radical circles. You are puzzled
to know if the argument is made out of village ignorance or know-
better demagogy. In either case, Trotsky smothers it— for good, we
hope— in a couple of paragraphs. He is speaking, understand, of
Lenin's Bolshevik Party, which was small, revolutionary, self-sac
rificing from top to bottom, and worse than poor.

The habits peculiar to a political machine were already forming in
the underground. The young revolutionary bureaucrat was already emerg
ing as a type. The conditions of conspiracy, true enough, offered rather
meager scope for such of the formalities of democracy as electiveness,
accountability and control. Yet undoubtedly the committeemen narrowed
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these limitations and considerably more than necessity demanded and
were far more intransigent and severe with the revolutionary workingmen
than with themselves, preferring to domineer even on occasions that called
imperatively for lending an attentive ear to the voice of the masses.

One of the keys, and not the least important one, to the mystery
of Stalin's rise, is in understanding of the relationship between the
bureaucratism and power of the "committeeman"— "the young rev
olutionary bureaucrat"— on the one side, and the activity of the
masses, their capacities at any given stage for effecting social changes,
on the other. It gives clearer meaning to what Trotsky calls the
"law" governing the change in role and evolution of Stalin.

Even the Bolshevik Party cadres [Trotsky continues elsewhere], who
enjoyed the benefit of exceptional revolutionary training, were definitely
inclined to disregard the masses and to identify their own special interests
with the interests of the machine on the very day after the monarchy was
overthrown. What, then, could be expected of these cadres when they
became an all-powerful state bureaucracy? It is unlikely that Stalin gave
this matter any thought. He was flesh of the flesh of the machine and the
toughest of its bones.

In the course of the decay of the Bolshevik revolution, these
bones acquired such flesh and muscles and flesh and mind and
social purpose as nobody expected or foresaw, not Lenin or Trotsky
and not even Stalin (in making this last point, Trotsky is entirely
correct).
The revolution will flower into socialism provided it is soon

followed by successful revolution in the more advanced countries
of the West. The very barbarism of Tsarist Russia made it possible
for the working class of that country to be the first to take socialist

power. In this respect, Trotsky's brilliant theory of the "permanent
revolution" was brilliantly confirmed in 1917. But the same bar
barism, to mention no other considerations, will prevent the reali
zation of socialism by national efforts alone. This, too, was con
firmed, not only tragically but in a unique and unprecedented way.
If the revolution in the West does not come, said all the Bolsheviks,
our revolution will perish. "Perish" simply meant: capitalism will
be restored in Russia; the outside capitalist world will lend its
overwhelming forces to the remaining capitalistic elements inside
of Russia and crush the workers' government and its ruling party
—all of it.
This did not happen. But the revolution did perish. Given the

continued failure of the proletarian revolution to win in the West,
the power of the working class was doomed in Russia—nothing else
could save it. But if the prospect of maintaining workers' power
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in Russia alone was hopeless, the prospect of restoring capitalism in
Russia was not hopeful. Fifty years earlier, the failure of the Paris
Commune meant its automatic replacement by capitalist rule. First,

the revolution that established the Commune was purely spontane
ous, unprepared and did not have the enormous advantage of the

directing brain and spinal column of a modern revolutionary po
litical party. Second and more important, capitalism everywhere
was still on the powerful upswing.
The Russian revolution, on the other hand, was planned, pre

pared for and carried through by an increasingly powerful and

integrated political machine, in the best sense of the word. It over
threw a putrescent regime and destroyed almost overnight a small
and economically feeble capitalist class, so that whatever capitalistic
elements remained in the country, the peasantry primarily, had no
important and strong urban counterpart and consequently, no na
tional class capable of giving it leadership in the struggle to restore
capitalism. Capitalism cannot be restored or established by the
"blind workings" of economy in general, but only by the living
classes that these "blind workings" create. The capitalist class of the
rest of the world, however— what of it? For reasons we need not
dwell on— the fact alone suffices for the moment— it proved in
capable of crushing the revolution by armed force in the early
years. In the second and, we think, more decisive place, the decay
of the revolution— what Trotsky calls the "unwinding process"—
took place simultaneously with the decay and agony of capitalist
society itself— a most significant conjunction of processes. Trotsky
is more correct than is explicit in his own views when he writes:
"The Russian Thermidor would have undoubtedly opened a new
era of bourgeois rule, if that rule had not proved obsolete through
out the world."
In agony itself, capitalism could not overturn the workers'

state. Yet the rule of the workers could not be saved. What could be
saved, and what was saved, and what was extended and expanded
and rooted as deeply as never before were the special privileges of *-
a new bureaucracy. It is in the course of this process that Stalin's
qualities took the form they did, for that is what they were best
suited to. In the process he emerged as traitor to the proletarian
revolution and socialism— but hero, and rightly so considered, to
the beneficiaries of the new regime.
For reasons already mentioned—more and even more cogent

reasons could be adduced without number— the counter-revolution
could not take place in the name of capitalist property or in its
interests. The reaction in Russia took the form of a vast weariness
of the masses. But if they were worn out in the rigorous struggle
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to maintain socialist power, they were not so worn out as to tolerate,
let alone welcome, a restoration of capitalist rule. They would not
surrender power to the classes they had overthrown in 1917. In
this determination, they were joined not only by the ruling party
in general, but by the party bureaucracy in particular. The restora
tion of capitalism would mean the crushing not only of the working
class, but of the bureaucracy as well, whether in its 1923 form or
in its form today. Whatever else the bureaucracy is ready to endure,
that is a fate that is too much like death; it in no way corresponds
to its aspirations or its evolution.

The counter-revolution could be carried through successfully
only in the name of the revolution and for its ostensible preserva
tion. What was really involved was the preservation and extension
of the privileges and power of the bureaucracy.
Here it is necessary to be most precise, to distinguish between

bureaucracy and bureaucracy, to avoid the imprecision which un
dermined Trotsky's analysis after a certain point. What must be
distinguished, and clearly, is the stratum composed of "the young
revolutionary bureaucrat" of the revolutionary and early post-
revolutionary period, and the present-day Stalinist bureaucracy.
The former was a working-class bureaucracy, or if you please, a
revolutionary working-class bureaucracy. Its fate was tied up, con
sciously and in fact, with the working class, its revolution and
its rule. In its struggle against the proletarian socialist opposition
(Trotskyism), it reflected, like every labor bureaucracy, the pressure
of hostile classes, but it was animated by the conviction that the
maintenance and consolidation of the power of the bureaucracy
was the only way in which to save the achievement of the socialist
revolution itself. In this case, Trotsky is quite right about Stalin
when he says that he did not "think through to the social sig
nificance of this process in which he was playing the leading role."
But even in this conviction, the bureaucracy was profoundly

mistaken. Quite unconsciously, in all probability, it identified its
r61e, mutatis mutandis, with the rdle of the bureaucracy in bour
geois society. In the latter case, it is absolutely true that, especially
as capitalist society decays, the only way the rule of capitalism can
be maintained is by the bourgeoisie surrendering its political power
to an all-pervading bureaucracy in order to preserve its social power
which is based on the ownership of capital.
The contrary is true in the transitional workers' state. There

the political power exercised democratically by the working class
can be replaced by a ruling bureaucracy, however beneficient and
well-meaning, only in the most exceptional circumstances and for
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the briefest of periods (civil war, for example), for the decisive
reason that the peculiarity of the rule of the working class lies in
the fact that if it does not have political power (i

f it is not the
"proletariat raised to political supremacy"), it does not have any
power whatsoever and is in no sense the ruling class.
For this fundamental mistake, the already not-so-very "young

revolutionary bureaucrats" paid the heaviest toll. After the opening
of the factional struggle in the Bolshevik Party, Trotsky repeatedly
declared that the party bureaucracy is opening the road to capitalist
restoration, is the channel through which capitalism was pouring.
This was popularly understood to mean— and Trotsky unfortunately
contributed to this misunderstanding by saying it explicitly on
more than one occasion— that the bureaucracy aimed at restoring
capitalism. Entirely wrong! It could be held to be true only in one
specific and limited sense: the bureaucracy was so undermining the

revolutionary resistance of the proletariat as to deprive it of the
strength with which to fight off the encroaching capitalist restora
tion which would enslave it as it would crush the power of the
bureaucracy itself. As is known, this is not what happened. The
bureaucracy could not rule for the proletariat. Consequence? It
could not rule for itself either!
By the bureaucracy here, we are referring primarily to the old

Bolshevik bureaucracy and not to its successors—and exterminators.
This cannot be overemphasized. For the proletariat to hold Russia
together required the world revolution which would assure a so
cialist development for Russia. Without the world revolution, the
bureaucracy which shouldered out the working class not only could
not assure a socialist development for Russia but could not hold

it together. That bureaucracy took several political forms: from the
"trinity" of Zinoviev, Kamenev and Stalin which began the open
struggle against "Trotskyism," i.e., workers' rule—down to the "all-
Leninist" bloc of Stalin-Bukharin-Tomsky. It continually weakened
the proletariat, undermined its will and power, and brought such
chaos into the country as threatened its very integrity. Again and
again, "the revolutionary bureaucracy" as a substitute for the pro
letariat could not hold the country together, could not give it any
kind of strength.
What was needed was a "new corps of slave-drivers" (as Trotsky

calls it in another book)—what we call the new ruling class in
Stalinist Russia, bureaucratic-collectivist Russia. The decaying
"revolutionary bureaucracy" contributed not a few members to this
new ruling class, but the two are by no means identical. That is

why the achievement and consolidation of power by the new
bureaucracy was preceded not only by the destruction of the work
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ing-class socialist opposition (Trotskyism) but also by the political
and physical destruction of all the Zinovievists, all the Bukharinists,

all the "conciliators," all the capitulators and virtually all the
original Stalinist cadres as well, that is, all the sections, wings,
tendencies, strata of the Bolshevik Party. This important fact is
obscured but not refuted by the accidental and purely personal

phenomenon of the presence in the leadership of the new regime
of a handful of the old revolutionists (that is, ex-revolutionists) like
Stalin, Molotov and a very few others, a phenomenon with little
more significance than the accidental presence in the leadership of
the fascist regime of ex-socialists like Mussolini and another hand
ful of turncoats like him.
The fact is symbolically but inadequately represented in a sig

nificant passage in Trotsky:

The bloc with Zinoviev and Kamenev restrained Stalin. Having un
dergone long periods of schooling under Lenin, they appreciated the
value of ideas and programs. Although from time to time they indulged
in monstrous deviations from the platform of Bolshevism and in viola
tions of its ideological integrity, all under the guise of military subterfuge,
they never transgressed certain limits. But when the triumvirate split,
Stalin found himself released from all ideological restraints.

The passage would be adequate if put in other terms. The
Zinovievs, and even the Bukharins (in another way), represented
the "revolutionary bureaucracy" and only deviated, however mon

strously, from Bolshevism, that is
,

from the concept of workers'
power and socialism. The Stalin of today and the class he defends
represent an irreconcilable break with Bolshevism, an anti-workings
class force in every respect, including the most fundamental.

To bring this new reactionary class to absolute power was

a task which, however unconsciously performed, coincided with
Stalin's personal ambitions and was enormously facilitated by his
personal characteristics. For this task, he was eminently indicated
and useful. Who could more easily lead in the destruction of Bol
shevism and the Bolsheviks in the very name of Bolshevism—an old
monarchist or Menshevik or an old Bolshevik? Who could more
lightly undo the basic achievement of the revolution— the estab
lishment of the working masses as the ruling class—than one who
felt organically alien to the masses, who saw in them nothing more
than an instrument for the revolutionary "committeemen" whom
he regarded as the only safe repository of what he understood b
y

socialism? To whom would socialist science and Marxian tradition
be a more superfluous burden when sailing before the winds of
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social reaction than to a man who never fully grasped them at his
best and who regarded them as the toys of intellectuals at his worst?
His very incapacity for logical thinking was invaluable in the
performance of his social task.
The rising bourgeoisie was capable of logical thought, of logical

presentation of its historic claims to the public and in the name of
progress. The rising proletariat, in its socialist form, is even more
capable of doing the same thing and under an even greater neces

sity to do so. The new ruling bureaucracy in Stalinist Russia need
not present an "independent program" in its own name, or in the
name of logic. In fact, it cannot, by its very nature, do so. Bastard
of history, it can do nothing but falsify history and falsify thought.
Given his character, it found in Stalin its eminently "logical" ex
ponent. Will-power to destroy a revolution in its own name, nerve
less brutality in the execution of as monstrous a task as history
knows, craftiness of the highest (lowest?) order in the successive
cutting down of one section of Bolshevism after another or in

getting one section to cut down another until there was nothing
left— these qualities were required in highly-developed form. Stalin
had them.
By himself he accomplished nothing, nor could he. He had

social winds in his sails. He was pushed— with what degree of con
sciousness on his part or theirs is hard to say— by a gathering and

powerful social force, the new bureaucracy. It saw in him, all things
considered, an ideal representative. It did not hesitate to use the
more-or-less capitalistic peasantry to destroy the power of the prole
tariat and the revolutionists. But not, by Heaven! for the sake of
the peasantry or any capitalistic claimant to power. Restore capi
talism? Why?
In his important appendix to the biography, Trotsky says, with

out any supporting argument (we do not think there is any) that
"the Stalinist bureaucracy is nothing else than the first stage of
bourgeois restoration." In the text, however, Trotsky writes dif
ferently and far, far more correctly. The struggle between the new
bureaucracy and the petty bourgeoisie "was a direct struggle for

power and for income. Obviously the bureaucracy did not rout the
proletarian vanguard, pull free from the complications of the in
ternational revolution, and legitimize the philosophy of inequality
in order to capitulate before the bourgeoisie, become the latter's
servant, and be eventually itself pulled away from the state feed-
bag." And further on: "To guard the nationalization of the means
of production and of the land, is the bureaucracy's law of life and
death, for these are the social sources of its dominant position."
A thousand times right! To understand it is to begin to intro
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duce the necessary corrective in Trotsky's old position which is
implicitly abandoned in the above passages. The "social sources"
of the bureaucracy's dominance are assured them, however, only by
virtue of their political power, their control of the state—just as

the nationalized means of production were the social sources of
the proletariat's dominance only when it was assured of political
power.
Political power, and therefore all power, to the bureaucracy is

what Stalin's triumph gave this new ruling class. More— far more—
than any other individual, he organized the "new corps of slave-
drivers" and its system of exploitation so as to build up the mighti
est (we do not say "the most durable" but only "the mightiest") of
Russian Empires and thus endowed the slavedrivers as a whole with
the greatest power and privilege a ruling class ever enjoyed.
What does this achievement, which it would be foolish to deny,

do for Stalin as an historical figure? The recent "controversy" over
the question: "Is Stalin a great man?" seems to us academic and
sterile, a semantic quarrel at best. Everything here depends on your
criteria. The English aristocracy still looks upon the great Napoleon
as nothing but a miserable monster; the French damn Robespierre
as a perverse gnome and— the Stalinists now glorify Ivan the Ter
rible. It can be freely admitted that Stalin was "underestimated" in
the past, but only because, in our view, the social capacities of the
new bureaucracy (which should not now, in turn, be overestimated)
on which he bases himself were underestimated.
Trotsky is right, we think, in arguing that even Stalin's rise to

a super-Caesaro-Papist totalitarian dictatorship is not due to his
"genius." He was pushed to power by the bureaucracy which has
no small share in the enjoyment of it. Yet the fact is that as he
moved toward his power, Stalin pulled the new bureaucracy along
with him, assembled it

,

gave it what self-confidence it has, codified
and assured its privileges and, in general, lifted it to power next
to his own throne.
To imagine that the bureaucrats look upon him as a mediocrity

is to imagine that they have greater intellectual and cultural capaci
ties than he, greater devotion to ideals in general or socialism in
particular. Nothing of the sort is true. The ruling bureaucracy
idealizes and worships Stalin with a certain enthusiasm and con
viction, to say nothing of gratitude. To them he is a great man,
perhaps the greatest in history, and according to their lights they
are not far from right. How many men can you find in history who
have been so ruthless and thoroughgoing in establishing and pro
tecting the power of a ruling class? Bukharin compared Stalin with
Genghis Khan. There is a big difference— the difference between
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primitive Asiatic despotism riding on Mongol ponies, as it were,
and modern totalitarian tyranny whose GPU rides tractors and
tanks. From the standpoint of the Stalinist bureaucracy, its Vozhd
is by far the greater of the two!
There is another standpoint. The great man is the one who

by thought or deed or both, and under whatever circumstances, by
whatever methods or for whatever class, helped lift mankind a few
feet closer to the light, helped it to acquire greater knowledge of
itself, greater mastery over nature and society so that it might more

^peedily free itself from subjection to nature and from all physical
and intellectual fetters. From this standpoint, it is doubtful if
Stalin qualifies even as the "outstanding mediocrity" of Bolshevism.
In measuring Stalin, Trotsky could not but employ the criterion
which is, in our times, if not the only one, then at least the over
whelmingly decisive one: What contribution has he made to ad
vancing the cause of working-class emancipation? Hounded into
obscure exile, isolated, writing in the shadow of an assassin in the
hire of the all-powerful victor, Trotsky gave his answer: "To me,

X in mind and feeling, Stalin's unprecedented elevation represents
the very deepest fall." We who continue to share the deepseated
socialist convictions which sustained Trotsky to the very end, share
this terribly just judgment and comprehend it to the full. No great
man ever wore to his death, as Stalin will, the brand of Cain and
the stigma of traitor.

October 1946





Bertram Wolfe on Stalinism

THE READER OF WOLFE'S BOOK
is at a certain disadvantage. The volume, Three Who Made a
Revolution, is only the first of a contemplated trilogy. It brings
the "historical biography" to the outbreak of the First World
War and ends abruptly with the quotation of Seven Theses on the
War which Lenin presented to a small group of Bolsheviks early
in September, 1914. The period of the war, the year 1917, the un
folding of the Bolshevik revolution and then the rise of Stalinism
are left for the two volumes to come. The author's views on the
basic problems of the Russian Revolution and counter-revolution
are therefore not set down as systematic conclusions from the main
events themselves. They are only indicated or suggested in the
parenthetical projections, so to say, which are made in comments
on the period in which these events germinated.
Through no fault of the author, who cannot be reproached

for not dealing in one book with all the questions that three books
are needed to cover, the reader is left with judgments not elabo
rated to the extent to which, presumably, they will be when the
final volume of the series is at hand.
But the parenthetical comments are as adequate for our needs

as they must have been for the author's. The indications and sug
gestions may not be rounded and complete, but the basic points
of his views are plain enough.
Wolfe sets forth his aim early in the book. Writing of the

effects of the first revolution of 1917 in loosening all the bonds of
the people, except the bond of war, he adds: "Why freedom did
not come to flower and fruit in that swift growth is one of the tragic
problems with which we shall have to deal." If that were the only
problem to be dealt with (actually, it is the only real problem
Wolfe deals with), it would justify not only one or three but a
dozen volumes and the work of a lifetime. It is not too much to
say that this is the problem of our time. Not one serious political
question but is relateH to it or dependent upon its solution— its
solution not in the realm of theory, or not alone there, but in
the realm of action.
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Only a gross incomprehension of the social problem can chal
lenge or deny the validity of this statement. As for ourselves, we
take it for granted. Socialism, human freedom, cannot advance
except at the expense of Stalinism; it can triumph only by de
stroying it utterly. Anything that contributes to clarifying the
socialist understanding of Stalinism, to helping in the socialist
struggle against it, is a welcome addition to our arsenal.
If, to take an extreme example, it would really be proved now,

looking back upon all the properly arranged facts with a fresh but
objective eye, that this totalitarian monstrosity has its natural

origins in Bolshevism or even Marxism in general, it would be in
sane fanaticism to cling to the ideas of Lenin or Marx. The socialist
movement does not exist to serve their ideas; they are worth de

fending only if they serve the socialist movement, but certainly
not if they serve only to usher us into a new slavery.
Man is not made for the Sabbath, the Sabbath is made for man.

But before we can even think of deserting the tradition and theo
retical structure of socialism to build a new one from cellar to attic,
we would have to see that proved, and thoroughlyl Up to now,
nobody has proved it. Nobody, we think, will. This notwithstand
ing, we unhesitatingly and unreservedly agree that, in view of the
present outcome of a revolution that was carried out in the name
of the ideas of Marx and Lenin, the whole history of the Russian
revolutionary movement (and not it alone) bears examination and
reexamination with a critical mind that eschews all hero-worship,
all blind subservience to tradition, all dogmas and ... all super
ficiality.
In the reexamination undertaken by Wolfe, the reader is im

mediately impressed— especially after a trip through the effluvia
of Duranty and Shub— by its serious scholarship. It is not ex
haustive and is not meant to be, but there is not, to our knowledge,
a single other work in the world that gives such an extensive and
detailed survey of the pre-1914 Russian revolutionary movement,
its ideas, its problems, its leaders and its conflicts. The immensity
of the research into original sources is matched by the carefulness
with which the important material is presented. Errors of fact are

very few in number and, on the whole, of minor importance. The
solidity with which the facts are mustered enables the author to
breach all sorts of myths and falsifications. The products of the
Stalinist lie-and-myth factory take especially heavy blows, for most
of which the author acknowledges his debt not only to Souvarine
but especially to Trotsky's autobiography and his unfinished
biographies of Lenin and Stalin. In passing, almost, other legends
receive the treatment they deserve. (For example, Alexinsky's in
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vention about Lenin's love affair with "Elizabeth K.," which Shub
swallowed so avidly, is dismissed in a contemptuous footnote).
Unfortunately, the gratification that should be felt about such

a work is vitiated by the method which the author employs in his
analysis. It results in a completely erroneous and misleading ap
praisal of the Russian revolution and leaves the reader no more

enlightened about the "tragic problem"— the rise of Stalinism—
than he is after reading Shub's book. It is a harsh thing to say about
a work which is so distinguished from the tawdriness and vulgarity
of Shub's, but to say less would be to say too little.
Wolfe describes the position taken before the revolution by

the Mensheviks, the Bolsheviks and by Trotsky. But, he adds:

What actually happened would not fully justify any one of the three
positions. History, a sly and capricious wench, would show that she had
yet other tricks up her sleeves. The unity of all oppositional forces would
indeed suffice to overthrow the Tsar and set up a democratic republic
(the formula of the Mensheviks plus Lenin). But Lenin, who in 1905 had
been in favor of entering a "provisional revolutionary government," would
refuse to enter; and the Mensheviks, who had regarded such a coalition
with the bourgeois parties as impermissible "ministerialism" or opportun
ism, would take a leading part in the Provisional Government. Further,
revolutionary will and a power-centered party organization would suffice
to overthrow the republic and set up a minority dictatorship (the for
mula of Trotsky). But it would not suffice to bring into being a world
revolution and a socialist society (the further expressed calculation of
Trotsky and Parvus, and the unformulated hope of Lenin). In short, His
tory—with that capital H which these men who knew her every intention
were prone to use—would decide neither for Axelrod-Martov, nor for
Trotsky-Parvus, nor for Lenin-Trotsky, but for yet another variant, un
dreamed of by any, the chief embodiment of which would be that third
one of our protagonists, Joseph Stalin, whom we are shortly to introduce
into our story.

This well serve to introduce us to Wolfe's style: the polite
mockery, the faint air of condescension, the misplaced irony, the
elderly skepticism toward the Russian Revolution and its leaders
which is so fashionable nowadays. Not unrelated to it, but more
important, is Wolfe's method.
We are struck in the above quotation, first of all, by the obvi

ous anachronism. If, as Wolfe goes into such special detail to show,
Trotsky, if not Parvus, was such a vehement adversary of Bol
shevism, from as far back as 1903, precisely because of the "power-
centered" character of its party organization, it could hardly have
been an element in his formula for setting up "a minority dictator
ship" or in his calculation of what would suffice for a world revolu
tion and a socialist society.
In the second place, neither Lenin nor Trotsky nor anyone

else in the Marxist movement could even have thought in the
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terms ascribed to them by Wolfe, terms which are, in a sense,

ridiculously meaningless. Revolutionary will, Lenin and Trotsky

always had. But it never occurred nor could it occur to them that
that would suffice to set up a dictatorship of any kind, let alone

bring about a world revolution and a socialist society. It would not
suffice even if it were coupled with a "power-centered party organi
zation," for Lenin, at least, had such an organization early in life.
If it is argued that Wolfe does not mean just any "power-

centered party organization" but only one which has, in addition
to revolutionary will, a certain amount of strength, then his case
is even worse off. For it should be obvious that to achieve this
strength (which would certainly have to be more-than-trifling for
so by-no-means-trifling a task as a socialist revolution in Russia and
throughout the world), the party organization would first have to
win the support of large social forces. And it should be no less
obvious that such support could be won only in times when social
developments reached a revolutionary tension that would impel
these forces to give their support to the avowedly "power-centered"
party.
That the quintessential and decisive importance of these social

forces for the revolution (bourgeois or socialist) was always obvious
and central to the thinking of Lenin and Trotsky is so clear from
the numerous quotations which Wolfe himself adduces from their
works that his reference to their views as to what would "suffice" is

incomprehensible. Rather, it is comprehensible only in terms of
Wolfe's own tendency to ignore the power and significance of broad
social forces, whose interests and conflicts make up history—with
or without a capital H, slyness or caprice. His attention is centered
almost exclusively upon disembodied ideas and programs, includ
ing those that were "unformulated."
In any case, we know now that the sly and capricious wench,

in playing tricks with the Russian Revolution, decided in the end
for the variant of Stalinism which was not even dreamed of by
any of the early revolutionists in spite of their absurd belief that
they knew her every intention. Let us allow that the reference is
an acceptable literary liberty and that it does not mean to say that
Stalinism is a product of historical caprice. The problem still stands
of "why freedom did not come to flower and fruit," and literarious
flourishes do not suffice for the answer.
Wolfe has an answer. His first volume already indicates it

clearly. The final variant was undreamed of, in one sense. But in
another sense it was dreamed of and predicted, even brilliantly
predicted. How? In the warnings that each of the three outstanding
leaders of Russian Marxism gave against the course of the others.
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Wolfe starts with Lenin and Trotsky, early in the century.
Lenin insisted upon the need of a highly-centralized party of pro
fessional revolutionists. It would introduce socialist consciousness
into the working class which, if left on the level of spontaneous
struggle, would be unable to rise above a mere trade-union con
sciousness. Against Lenin's "organizational principles," Trotsky
wrote the warning that "The organization of the party will take
the place of the party itself: the Central Committee will take the

place of the organization; and finally, the dictator will take the

place of the Central Committee."
Trotsky insisted that the tasks of the bourgeois-democratic

revolution in Russia could be solved radically only if the struggle
were led by the proletariat, supported by the peasant masses, but
that the revolution would encounter the hostility not only of the
Czarist bureaucracy and the landlords but also of the "liberal
bourgeoisie." In the struggle it would therefore pass over into a
socialist revolution in the very course of solving the tasks of the
bourgeois revolution. Against this theory of the permanent revolu
tion, Lenin put forward the idea of the "democratic dictatorship
of the proletariat and peasantry."

Just as Trotsky was concerned with democracy in the party,
Lenin was concerned with democracy in the country as a whole.
"The proletariat constitutes a minority. It can only command a
mighty overwhelming majority if it unites with the mass of the
semi-proletarians, the semi-property owners. . . . Such a composition
will naturally reflect itself in the composition of the revolutionary
government," Wolfe quotes Lenin as writing. And also: "Only
the most ignorant people can ignore the bourgeois character of
the present democratic revolution. Only the most naive optimists
can forget how little as yet the masses of the workers are informed
of the aims of socialism and of the methods of achieving it. And
we are all convinced that the. emancipation of the workers can
only be brought about by the workers themselves; a socialist revolu
tion is out of the question unless the masses become class-conscious,
organized, trained and educated by open class struggle against the
entire bourgeoisie* . . . Whoever wants to approach socialism by
any other path than that of political democracy will inevitably
arrive at absurd and reactionary conclusions, both economic and
political." These two warnings, concludes Wolfe, have an organic
connection with each other and contain the explanation for what

*This does not look very much like a belief that "revolutionary will and a
power-centered revolutionary party organization would suffice" for a world revo
lution, or even a socialist revolution in Russia. If, as Wolfe writes, this was
Lenin's hope, it was indeed . . . unformulated.
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actually happened years later, that is, the triumph of Stalinism.
He is worth quoting in detail:

Thus, in 1904 and 1905, did the two future collaborators solemnly
admonish each other of the dangers of minority dictatorship in the Party
and the State. Who can doubt in the light of subsequent events that each
of them at that moment had a brilliant prophetic vision of the dangers in
the other's approach? But when they joined forces in 1917, each withdrew
his warning against the other. Trotsky accepted Lenin's party machine;
Lenin accepted Trotsky's "absurd, semi-anarchist view that the conquest
of power for a socialist revolution can be achieved immediately," and
Trotsky's conception of a minority "proletarian dictatorship," or more
accurately, a single-party dictatorship. This fusion was the most natural
in the world, for there is an indubitable structural and psychological
connection between minority dictatorship in the Party and minority dic
tatorship in the State. Both are based upon the same assumption: namely,
that a self-selected elite or vanguard, propertly armed with expert knowl
edge (Marxism), and properly credentialed by a lifetime of experience
and devotion, can dispense with the toilsome and hazardous democratic
process, and still avoid the "absurd and reactionary conclusions," the dan
gers of "personal dictatorship," the pitfalls of totalitarianism, and the
corrupting potentials of absolute power.

One more segment is needed to complete the hub of Wolfe's

analysis, from which radiate all the important spokes of his argu
mentation, to which he tries to fit in as much of his documentation
as possible. This segment relates, again, to the Russian peasantry.
The Populists (Narodniks) and their successors, the Social-Revolu
tionists, represented an "indigenous peasant socialism." Lenin, it
is true, "was almost alone [among the Marxists] in his sensitivity
to the peasant question, and constantly engaged in thinking about
it." But Marxism, in Russia, at least, was apparently doomed to
anti-democratism because

. . . most important of all—according to Lenin and his co-religionists—
the mind of the Russian peasant was not "naively socialist" at all, but
"naively bourgeois," or rather, "petty bourgeois," the mind of a small
proprietor on-the-make. It was this distrust of, and unconscious antago
nism toward, the peasant majority of the Russian nation which would, in
the end, sterilize all Marxist protestations in favor of democracy. For, how
can you have democracy where there is no trust in the majority of those
who make up the nation?

This disastrous distrust of the peasantry led, or contributed to,
the ruin of the revolution. Yet, Wolfe discovers, this too was pre
dicted. At the Stockholm Congress in 1906 of the united Russian
Social-Democracy, the Menshevik program of municipalization of
the land was countered by Lenin's proposal for nationalization of
the land. Plekhanov took issue sharply with Lenin. He pointed out
that in the history of France and England,
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. . . the wide sweep of the revolution was followed by restoration. . . .
True, not the restoration of the remnants of feudalism. But in our country
we have something that resembles these remnants, to wit, the fact that
the land and the tiller of the soil are tied to the state, our own peculiar
form of "land nationalization"! And, by demanding the nationalization
of the land, you are making the return to this type of nationalization
easier, for you are leaving intact this legacy of our old, semi-Asiatic
order. . . .

Whereupon Wolfe observes:

Thus was lifted for a moment the curtain that obscured the future.
It was a prevision as brilliant as that of Lenin when he warned Trotsky
of the consequences of an undemocratic revolution and minority party
government, and that of Trotsky when he warned Lenin of the dangers
inherent in his hierarchical, centralized, undemocratic party structure.
They were like three blind men who grasped three different parts of an
elephant. Marxists contend that their method of sociological analysis
enables them to predict the future. If these three Marxists' prophecies
could but have been added together, and acted on together, they would
indeed have constituted a brilliant example of foresight and forewarning.

It is all very plausible, even ingenious—this explanation of
Stalinism. Elements of it have enjoyed their days of popularity
among all schools of anti-Bolshevism. Wolfe is superior to most of
them in that he has given his explanation a more rounded and sys
tematic character. But although he enjoys all the advantages of time
over the three blind men whom he chides for their lack of co
ordinated foresight, he makes lamentable use of the hindsight which
is within the power of anyone living almost half a century after the
blind ones uttered their speculations about the future.
For Wolfe's explanation is plausible only at first sight, and

even then only if the glance cast over it is speedy. It is specious and
flimsy from beginning to end, and shows that scrupulous scholar

ship does not always go hand in hand with analytical perspicacity.
Indeed, it is positively astonishing that in order to explain why
Stalinism and not freedom came out of the Russian Revolution, he
has selected and combined the very predictions that were not con
firmed by events, and did not even have very much to do with the
events that actually took place in Russia from 1917 to the present
day! Now that we know Wolfe's opinions, let us see what value
they have.

We will start with Lenin's "warning" against Trotsky's theory
of the permanent revolution.
The February (March), 1917, revolution took everybody by

surprise, Trotsky less— far less— than anyone else, but him too. If
the 1905 revolution is called a rehearsal for 1917, that is true only
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in the most general sense of the word. In 1905, the Soviets were
few in number, isolated pretty much from the peasantry, without
serious effect upon the army and navy. Above all, they were pitted
not against a bourgeois-democratic regime but against the Tsarist

autocracy. In 1917, the situation was radically different.
The revolution took place spontaneously, and embraced all the

toiling masses— workers, peasants and millions of both in uniform.
The bourgeoisie, its "democratic" wing included, did not lead the
revolution, but unlike the 1905 days, when it kept its lips closed
and its hands in its pockets, it sacrificed the Tsar in order to pre
serve the rule of the classes on which Tsarism rested, much as the

German bourgeoisie was to do with the Kaiser a couple of years
later. Once the Tsar was done for, the bourgeoisie sought to take
over the leadership of the revolution, not in order to carry it
through but to harness, domesticate and emasculate it. It did not
for a moment cut off its alliance with and reliance upon the
Tsarist bureaucracy, the Tsarist military machine, the Tsarist land
lord class. Was that inevitable? No, not in the American colonies
or in France at the crossing of the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. But we are dealing with semi-feudal Russia of 1917, to
which the old patterns of bourgeois revolutions did not apply.
From the start of the revolution, the Russian bourgeoisie faced

a new phenomenon for the first time in history, one that had been
only very dimly foreshadowed in 1789 and 1848: an advanced,
modern, compact proletariat, totally organized in new and very
remarkable formations, the Soviets; closely combined with a vast

peasantry organized in the same kind of formations; both com
bined in turn with millions of Soviet-organized soldiers and sailors
no longer automatically obedient to command; and this entire

huge mass in a triumphant revolutionary mood, confident about its
irresistible strength, convinced of the justice of its demands and
impatiently exigent about their speedy fulfillment. Their demands,
summed up, were: peace, land, bread, and a representative demo
cratic government that would guarantee them.
Every single one of these demands, invested with a power

and stormy passion that is generated only in revolutionary times,
ran counter to the interests and desires of the bourgeoisie. Add
together all the programs and predictions written about the coming
Russian Revolution before 1917 and multiply them many times,
and they are as nothing by the side of this decisive fact. To whom
else could the "democratic" bourgeoisie, itself so tiny and weak in
Russia, turn for aid and comfort against this turbulent mass than
to the reactionary forces in Russian society? If it is brilliant predic
tions we are interested in, the most important one for a historical
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biographer to note and underline is the one that was shared by
Lenin and Trotsky: the Russian bourgeoisie is not a revolutionary
class and the revolution will have to be carried out without it and
against it.

When the revolution actually took place, writes Wolfe, "Lenin
accepted Trotsky's 'absurd semi-anarchist view that the conquest
of power can be achieved immediately,' and Trotsky's conception
of a minority 'proletarian dictatorship,' or more accurately, a single-
party dictatorship." But elsewhere in his book Wolfe writes almost
eulogistically about "Lenin the democrat." He adds, "For, up to
his seizure of power in 1917, Lenin always remained by conviction
a democrat, however much his temperament and will and the
organizational structure of his party may have conflicted with his
democratic convictions."
What impelled this life-long democrat to abandon his convic

tions overnight and to swallow whole the "dictatorial" conception
he had fought for a dozen years? His temperament and will, the
will to seize power no matter what? But that temperament and
will he had in 1905 as well as in 1917. The organizational structure
of his party? But the party and its "structure"— the big bulk of the
articulate leaders of the party machine— opposed his new "Trotsky-
ist conception" in 1917, and Lenin had to fight his way through
in his own party for the policy he put forward after arriving in
Russia. Yet there is an explanation, even though Wolfe leaves us
without one, or at best, with the superficial kinds so popular among
"psychobiographers."
In 1917, all the theories about the Russian Revolution were

put to the most decisive test. By the side of the Provisional Govern
ment stood the Soviets, directly representing the revolutionary
people. Their authentically representative character was acknowl
edged almost universally; the Mensheviks and SRs referred to them
as the "revolutionary democracy"— no less! The demands of this
revolutionary democracy cannot possibly be called into question.
But it was precisely these demands that were continuously sabotaged
by the Provisional Government, which was tantamount to sabotag
ing the tasks which the democratic revolution was called upon to

perform. And the Mensheviks and SRs? They were part and parcel
of the Provisional Government. They shared responsibility for a
regime which succeeded only in arousing the hostility of the
workers, soldiers and peasants.
For years, Lenin argued that the revolution would establish

a "democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and peasantry." But
no polemical attack could compel him to be consistently specific
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about the relationships between these two classes in the democratic
dictatorship or about the relationships between the political parties
that would represent them in it.
When the revolution finally occurred, the formula proved to

be disorienting and worthless. The revolution took on an unex
pected form—not of a revolutionary provision government in con
flict with Tsarism, but of a revolutionary democracy (the Soviets)
in growing conflict with the Provisional Government run by the
bourgeoisie.
Lenin was no dogmatist. To the dismay of his own comrades,

he discarded his old formula. The most he would say for the
"democratic dictatorship" in 1917 was that it was "realized in the
dual power"— that is

,

in conditions of the antagonistic co-existence
of the Provisional Government and the Soviets— and even then only
"in certain forms and up to a certain point." But precisely because

a duality of state power is in its very nature precarious, creating

a state of tension, uncertainty and instability which society cannot
long endure, the living social forces, the classes, all of which are
at white heat in the revolution, are forced to intervene quickly
and decisively in order to tip the scales in one direction or the
other. In the person of Kornilov, the bourgeoisie sought to crush
the Soviets. The lash of the counter-revolution whipped forward
the revolution. With a final surge, the workers and peasants over
turned the discredited Provisional Government and established
the power of the Soviets.
In actual life, Lenin's old formula could not achieve the

purpose of guaranteeing the democratic revolution which he had
assigned to it. He saw that the dual power in which the formula
was partly realized meant in reality the subordination and thwart
ing of the aims of the revolution: the Provisional Government
was able to maintain its anti-democratic regime only by virtue
of the authority with which it was clothed by the collaborationist
representatives of the revolutionary democracy— or by crushing
the Soviets. The democratic revolution could be guaranteed only
by the Soviets taking over all power. The Bolsheviks led in this
taking of power, not because revolutionary will and a power-
centered party organization sufficed for that purpose, but because,
in addition, they won the freely-given support and leadership of
the Soviets. In championing the struggle for all power in the
Soviets, Lenin was indeed abandoning an obsolete formula, but
not by a hair's-breadth did he violate his democratic convictions.

The Bolshevik government which was set up was confirmed
by the two Congresses of the Soviets, representing the workers,
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soldiers and peasants. These Congresses adopted the decrees by
which the basic problems of the democratic revolution were for
mally resolved or by which the seal of approval was placed upon
the actions of the masses (the peasants in particular) who were
carrying out the revolution of their own accord. Again it was
Trotsky's analysis that was confirmed.
The most thoroughgoing measures to carry out the democratic

revolution were taken only when the proletarian party took over
the state power with the active support of the peasantry. It is
noteworthy that the Bolshevik regime did not immediately propose
any specifically socialist measures, and even though Lenin "accepted
Trotsky's conception" of a proletarian dictatorship, the regime did
not contemplate such measures. In fact, Lenin wrote specifically
against them throughout 1917. But the revolution itself is a fast
teacher that has little tenderness for formulas. The Mensheviks
almost ruined the revolution by their dogmatic insistence that the

bourgeoisie must be at the head of it and not be "alienated" by too
imperious demands of the people.
And long before the tragedy of Stalinism, it should be re

membered that there was the tragedy of Menshevism, whose loyalty
to the doctrine brought it into collaboration with a reactionary
bourgeois regime and into opposition against what it had itself
called the revolutionary democracy. If the Bolsheviks finally pro
ceeded to take socialist measures (confiscation and nationalization
of the means of production and exchange), it was because they
found these anti-capitalist actions indispensable to the defense of
the conquests of the revolution. Lenin accepted Trotsky's concep
tion only in the sense that he accepted the logic of the class struggle,
accepted it just as the bourgeoisie and landowners accepted it.
The latter launched an armed struggle against the Soviet power

not because it had already carried out a socialist revolution, but

precisely because it was carrying out the democratic revolution—
to be sure, with all the social implications that Trotsky had so
penetratingly foreseen.

The armed struggle aimed at depriving the peasantry of the
land which the Soviet revolution had conquered for them, to
destroy the Soviet power that guaranteed this conquest. The same
armed struggle picked up the banner of the Constituent Assembly,
not because it had or could become the watchword of democracy
in Russia but precisely because it could be nothing but a cover for
destroying the democratic conquests. Even the Mensheviks, or some
of them, came to understand this important fact, at least in words.
A year after the revolution they would formally acknowledge that
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even with new elections the Constituent would be converted into
a weapon of the counter-revolution and not of the revolution;
wherefore they formally abandoned the Constituent as an immedi
ate fighting slogan because it threatened the achievements of
the revolution.
To defend land to the peasants and peace to the land, both

of which were directly imperilled by the bourgeoisie and their
monarchist and imperialist allies, the Bolsheviks were forced to
take measures against them which, in their very nature, were
socialist. Lenin's earlier "warning" was not confirmed! His old
argument that the democratic revolution in Russia would not
weaken but strengthen the domination of the bourgeoisie, proved
to be wrong. His fear that if the revolution went over to a socialist
attack on capital, that would interfere with the democratic revolu
tion, proved groundless, and Trotsky was right in foreseeing that
only such an attack could protect the democratic revolution and
those it was in tended to benefit first and foremost— the peasantry.
Had the old Leninist theory that the revolution could (or should)
stay within the framework of capitalism and go no further, been
imposed— as the Mensheviks tried to impose it— the revolution
would not even have gone as far as bourgeois democracy.
But were not the Bolsheviks thereby obliged to establish a

"minority 'proletarian dictatorship,' or more accurately, a single-
party dictatorship," as Wolfe writes? Yes and no, depending on
what the question really aims to ask. Wolfe seems to be as aware,
today, of the equivocal and unrealistic character of Lenin's old
formula of a "democratic dictatorship" as Trotsky was from 1905
onward. He writes that Lenin's forecast "changes from page to
page and from article to article, becomes a restless spark leaping
up and back between the fixed points of his dogmas and his will.
It is no longer a formula but a series of rival hypotheses, competing
perhapses." The hypotheses simply did not materialize in the
revolution itself.

To carry through the democratic revolution to the end, the
Bolsheviks could not find a single political party with which to
share government power. The Mensheviks, like the "big" peasant
party, the SRs, were with Kerensky, and the peasants had to take
the land without them and against them. That is why the Novem
ber Congress of the Peasant Soviets, even though convened by
the right wing, endorsed the Bolshevik regime and turned down the
proposal for a coalition government with the SRs. There were,
it is true, the left-wing SRs. After the Peasant Congress, the Bolshe
viks unhesitatingly established a coalition government with them.



The Rise of the Stalinist State m

Jointly, they dispersed the Constituent Assembly. But shortly there
after the unstable nature of even the left SR party revealed itself.
The Bolsheviks decided in favor of signing the onerous peace

treaty with the Germans. The left SRs insisted on "revolutionary
war" in face of a peasantry that could not be mobilized for so
hazardous an enterprise. With colossal irresponsibility, the SRs

plunged into the adventure of trying to overturn the Bolsheviks

by armed force. They failed, and it was not long before they
vanished as a serious political movement. The peasantry was in

capable (not on the books, perhaps, but in the life of the revolu

tion) of producing a political party of its own at once independent
of the proletariat and of the bourgeoisie, let alone a party capable
of carrying through the revolution. In proving this again, the
Russian Revolution confirmed the analysis which Marxism made
of the peasantry in modern society, and which Trotsky in par
ticular applied with incomparable penetration to the position, role
and prospects of the peasantry in Russia.
Wolfe is familiar with Trotsky's analysis. He also gives, more

or less, the views of the Marxists and the Narodniks on the Russian

peasant. His own attitude is interesting. He asks: Were the Narod
niks right in regarding the peasant as a primitive socialist, or
were the Marxists right in regarding him as a petty bourgeois or
would-be property-owner? Wolfe himself does not answer his
questions! He does not take the sociological analyses made by the
Narodniks, or the Marxists in general, or Trotsky in particular,
and subject them to an analysis of his own, so that one or the other

may be confirmed or a substitute for both of them presented. In
face of the immense importance of the peasantry in the Russian
Revolution and in all the disputes which preceded it, this omission
is almost unbelievable, unless it is borne in mind that the concrete
analysis and juxtaposition of social forces, class forces, does not
seem to exist anywhere within the range of Wolfe's interests. When
he writes rather disdainfully about the Russian intellectuals that

they had "a common belief in the sovereign efficacy of ideas as
shapers of life," he is not far from describing his own belief, to
which must be added his belief that intentions and desires are
even more important than ideas.
With such an approach to the problem, it is not surprising

that he finds no need to base his examination upon social forces
or at least to relate it inseparably to them. He simply points out
that, given their views on the peasantry (the validity of which
remains untreated), the Marxists looked upon the peasants with
"distrust and suspicion," which opened the way for . . . Stalinism.
This "distrust and suspicion" did not, however, prevent the
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Bolsheviks from becoming the most vigorous leaders of the peasants
in the struggle for land. It did prevent them from entertaining
illusions about the peasantry. "Peasant" demagogues have played
upon the prejudices of the rural masses of all countries in order
to turn them against the socialist movement since the earliest

days of the Communist Manifesto. This game has never been
anything but reactionary. And all the sympathy, real or assumed,
which is extended to the peasantry does not change the social fact,

underscored again and again in all modern history (latest example:
China), that the peasantry is capable of tremendous contributions
to social progress but also of no less important contributions to
social reaction. The first, only if it allies itself and follows the
leadership of a progressive urban class. The second, when it follows
the leadership of a reactionary urban class. Nowhere has the

peasantry, by itself, acting independently, been able to take the

leadership of a nation, organize the life of society and keep the
reins of government in its own hands. For that, it is socially
incapable, as has been proved over and over not only in the modern
West but in the backward, overwhelmingly agrarian countries of
Asia as well. It simply suffers from a social position which
Marxism at any rate, did not create, but an understanding of which
is indispensable to the eventual elimination of all classes.
Without concealing their views on this score, the Bolsheviks

therefore appealed to the peasants for an alliance with the revolu
tionary working class in the Soviet regime. The appeal was
answered enthusiastically. But it was not an alliance between equal
classes and it could not be. Every worker, for example, had the
right to five times as many votes as the peasant. From the stand
point of formal democracy, this is surely indefensible. But from the
standpoint of the real struggle for the defense and preservation of
the revolution, it was entirely justifiable. (We say: justifiable, but
not necessarily justified, an important distinction we will deal
with later.)
To believe that the democratic revolution could have been

carried out and its achievements maintained against the hordes
of world reaction, or that the Russian nation could even have been
held together as an economic and political unit, if the peasantry
had been at the helm and charted the course, is to reveal a fixa
tion which, however democratic it may seem, makes for an extra
ordinary immunity to the influence of social reality. The leadership
of the proletariat could be replaced only by the domination of
the bourgeoisie and the landlords, and that meant death to the
aspirations of the peasantry. It was an exceptionally backward
peasant who failed to see this in 1917. That the leadership of the
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proletariat in the alliance involved a "minority dictatorship," is

incontestable. Equally incontestable, however, is the fact that the

peasantry, voluntarily and democratically, chose this leadership

and the party which most clearly expressed it.*

But how did this "minority dictatorship" lead to Stalinism? If
"single-party dictatorship" means nothing more than the fact that

the government administration is entirely in the hands of one

party, that is far from reprehensible in itself and does not make

the government a dictatorship in the invidious sense Wolfe gives it.

The Truman administration is one example of single-party rule;
the British Labour government is another. The principles of democ

racy are not violated in either case.
If Wolfe uses the term to mean that the party in office allows

no other party to exist legally, that is another matter. It is true
that after a few years in power, the Bolsheviks deprived all other

political parties of legal rights and existence. But that in itself

enlightens us very little. What we need to know is what prompted
the Bolsheviks to act as they did, and what action they should

have taken instead. On this score, the critics of the Bolshevik
revolution seldom go beyond angry but incoherent mutterings.

The Bolshevik regime was established by a revolution, the most

profound and convulsive in history. Yet it is hard to recall one

*This Wolfe cannot deny. He admits that "the land-hungry peasants, above all
the peasant-in-uniform, the peasant-under-arms, would assure victory on his

[Lenin's] side." He scoffs, however, at the idea that the Bolsheviks set up a dic
tatorship of the proletariat, referring with his misplaced irony to the fact that
the leadership of all the Russian unions was not won by the Bolsheviks till after
the revolution. "The 'dictatorship of the proletariat' had to be set up in 1917
against the will of the majority of the organized proletariat." This looks bad,
especially if it conjures up in the reader's mind the spectacle of the dictatorship
of the proletariat being set up in in the United States against the will of the
majority of the proletariat organized in the CIO, the AFL and the other unions,
a good 16,000,000 of them. However, it only looks bad, especially as Wolfe puts
it. The trade unions played a comparatively negligible role in both of the 1917
revolutions and in the period between them. The reasons for that require more
space than is here available. But the fact remains. At the beginning of 1917,
some weeks before the Czar was overturned, the combined membership of all the
unions in Russia was estimated at only 1385 members! After the February upris
ing, a big increase took place, but the trade-union membership as late as June,
1917, was just less than 1300,000 members. Even by January, 1918, the member
ship figure for the trade unions barely passed the 2,500,000 mark. In 1917, the
Mensheviks dominated many of the unions, perhaps most of them. But com
pared with the unions, the Soviets— the workers' Soviets— were ten times more
representative, ten times more democratic, a hundred times more active, impor
tant and decisive politically, for they embraced virtually the entire working class
and occupied a position which the trade unions could not hope to achieve
under the conditions. In the workers' Soviets, the Bolsheviks had gained the
decisive majority before October. To contest this, is impossible. To omit refer
ence to it is, however, quite possible, for how otherwise could a writer be ironi
cal in the wrong place?
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revolutionary government in all history that was more demo
cratically established, that received a more direct endorsement by
such authentically representative popular bodies as the Soviets.
Hardly set up, the new regime was assaulted by reactionary

armies, by calls for insurrection, mass disobedience and sabotage
against it. A revolutionary government, like any other, for that
matter, has both the right and duty to defend itself, just as every
individual has the right and duty to choose his side in an armed
conflict and to take the consequences of his choice. This defense
includes the right, exercized for centuries to the dismay only of

philistines, to deprive the armed opponents of political liberty. The
bourgeois parties took up arms against the Soviets and combined
openly with foreign foes of the regime who subsidized them with
arms and funds. So did most of the Mensheviks and the right-wing
S.R.s. The left-wing S.R.s and even some of the anarchists also
challenged the Soviet regime with arms in hand. Would the North
have allowed a Confederate Army sergeant to open a recruiting
office in New York in 1862? What should the Bolsheviks have done?
They placed these parties outside of Soviet legality. Should they
have wagged a reproachful finger at them instead? There were un
doubtedly many excesses and injustices and even outrages com
mitted against oppositional parties, as is the case in all revolutions.
But on the whole, the Bolsheviks had no choice, unless capitulation
is considered a choice. If, at the end of the most savage and
exhausting civil war in modern times, the Bolsheviks emerged not
only in power but as the only legal party, it is positively grotesque
to trace the responsibility for this condition to the Bolsheviks or
their "conception." It makes sense, on the contrary, to say that the
bitter opposition which the Mensheviks and the S.R.s offered to
the Soviet power—the handiwork of the revolutionary democracy
—created a situation in which the Bolsheviks were left to head
a "single-party dictatorship."
Our viewpoint is the very opposite of Wolfe's, and it is ours

that is borne out by the real course of the events in Russia—and
the rest of Europe. To Wolfe, the eventual tragedy of the Russian
revolution was caused by the very fact that the Bolsheviks led
the working class to the socialist seizure of power. To us, the
tragedy was caused by the fact that such violent and exhausting
attempts were made in Russia to undermine and torpedo the
socialist power and that the attempts to seize power in the more
advanced European countries failed.
However, as we pointed out a few years ago, since the non-

Bolshevik parties were outlawed because of the rigors and exigencies
of the civil war, that is evidence enough that no universal principle
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of revolution was involved. It is here that the Bolsheviks, before
the advent of Stalinism, made a crucial mistake. Necessity was

turned into virtue, imposed expediency into principle. Where they
had begun with the view that it was perfectly in order—as it was—
for one party to be in the government and the others in critical
opposition with all legal rights that would enable them to replace
the government party democratically, they shifted to the inde

fensible view that there was indeed room for all sorts of parties in
Soviet Russia—as Tomsky, we believe, put it—but with only one
in power and all the others in prison.
Looking backward now, it seems clear to us that the Bolsheviks

would have strengthened their position in the country, facilitated
the restoration of Soviet democracy, which was almost completely
crippled during the civil war, and enormously facilitated their work
among the socialist workers of Europe, if they had declared, at the
end of the civil war, when the regime had consolidated its position,
that all other political parties would henceforth enjoy all the
rights and privileges of political activity provided only that they
renounced counterrevolutionary activity and abided by the ele
mentary norms of Soviet legality. It should also be added that the
failure of the Trotskyist opposition to champion this policy
weakened its own fight for party democracy and workers' democ

racy more generally. What was permissible and necessary under
conditions of fierce and open civil war, became pernicious after
the civil war came to an end. And there is no doubt in our mind
that it contributed greatly to the withering away of the Soviets as
the democratic organs of popular rule and to the subsequent rise
of the Stalinist reaction.

But to see in this anything more than a contributing cause to
this rise, is to lose your sense of proportion. The main cause must
be sought in the conflict of big social forces and their respective
strength. By their own strength, the Russian proletariat, leading
the peasantry, was able to make the revolution and crush the forces
of imperialist and "democratic" counterrevolution. More than that
was not asked or expected of it by anybody. Left in isolation to
its own restricted resources, the proletariat had to decay, and with
it the revolution itself decayed. The exact nature of the degenera
tion, the forms it would finally take, were unclearly foreseen—
understandably so— by the Bolshevik leaders. But they were right,
alas, a hundred times over, in foreseeing that the revolution would
certainly degenerate if it remained isolated in Russia, left in the
lurch by the rest of Europe. Again, it is not the fact that the
workers took socialist power that produced Stalinism, but the fact
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that the other European workers did not take power. Is this a
singularly "Trotskyist" explanation of Stalinism, is it perhaps a
theory devised to whitewash the regime of Lenin-Trotsky? All that
Trotsky did was to invest this explanation with irresistible sweep
and unshakeable roots.
But it was not his alone. In his history of the Russial Social-

Democracy, the Menshevik leader, Theodor Dan, commenting on
the resolution adopted under Martov's leadership by the Menshevik

party conference in Russia in December, 1918 (that is, under the
elevating influence of the German revolution), writes these inter

esting words:

It [the Menshevik conference and its political resolution] nevertheless
did put forth the conception that the revolutionary development in
Europe also shows the Russian revolution a road out of the blind alley:
the Russian revolution and the immense economic resources of Eastern
Europe served as rear coverage for the European revolution; "on the other
hand, however, [Dan is quoting now from the resolution], with the rais
ing of the productive forces of Europe which would be achieved by a so
cialist reorganization, the Russian revolution would find a point of sup
port for its own natural resources and the reconstruction of its economy,
without having to pay for it by its economic enslavement and the impov
erishment of the masses of the people."

There is much to be said against the Mensheviks and even
against their 1918 resolution. But there is more wisdom and under
standing in the words we have just quoted than in ninety-nine
per cent of what is written nowadays to explain the phenomenon
of Stalinism, especially by latecomers to the ranks of anti-Bolsheviksl
Wolfe takes note of the fact that

Even in 1917, he [Lenin] countenanced a "temporary" minority dic
tatorship in Russia only because he was convinced that the Russian ex
ample in the midst of the war would end the war on all fronts by world
wide revolution, thereby solving the problems of Russia's backwardness
by a solution on a world scale.

But the note is brief, made in passing, not significantly related
to the further development of the Russian revolution. It is as
though the words were written down in half-sleep, without fore
thought or afterthought. Yet they give us the real key to what
happened. For if the European revolution did not solve the prob
lems of the Russian revolution, and the Russian working class
could not solve them with its own forces, the problem remained
to be solved by another social force.
By the bourgeoisie? Impossible! The urban bourgeoisie of

Russia, the authentic capitalist class, had been driven out of the
country or wiped out at home by the revolution and the civil
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war. Theoretically, such a bourgeoisie might have solved the prob
lem—if only it had existed; but its disappearance was not an acci
dent. The petty-bourgeoisie of the countryside, the peasantry? With
all due respect to it, it could not solve its own economic problem,
let alone the problem of the nation. And since the problem could
not be solved on a capitalist basis or on a socialist basis (the
socialist solution required international cooperation and still does),
it had to be solved on another basis altogether.
What is instructive and really illuminating is to trace the way

in which Stalinism actually rose. The Russian problem, so correctly
described in the Menshevik resolution, boiled down to the prob
lem of accumulation. Here we come to a paradox, not literary but

profoundly social: the workers' power in Russia, even in the already
attenuated form of a dictatorship of the Bolshevik party, stood as
an obstacle in the path of accumulation precisely because, on one
hand, genuine socialist accumulation was impossible under condi
tions of an isolated and backward country, and, on the other hand,
workers' power was incompatible with any other kind of accumula
tion. This power, then, had to be shattered.
Running through the whole history of Stalinism, which is

likewise the history of a tremendous economic accumulation (not
progressive, but reactionary), is an increasingly successful drive to
shatter the power of the Soviets, then the Soviets themselves; to
shatter the power of the Bolshevik party, then the party itself;
to shatter the power of the workers, then the workers themselves,
so that the reconstruction of the economy had to be paid for by
"economic enslavement, impoverishment" and political serfdom.
And what was the first big social force which the rising

bureaucracy enlisted in its drive to smash the workers' power? The
peasantry, particularly its upper strata! The first important period
of the rise of Stalinism runs from 1923 to 1929. It is precisely the
period of the mobilization of the peasantry against "Trotskyism,"
against the "permanent revolution," against the proletarian, inter
nationalist, revolutionary and democratic wing of the Bolshevik
party. If Trotsky's "conception'' of the permanent revolution led
to the victory of Stalinism, nobody noticed or noted it down at
the time, least of all the Stalinists. They were too busily engaged
in the reactionary campaign against the theory of the permanent
revolution and its proponents.
How will Wolfe explain, in future volumes, that it was under

the sign of the theory of the permanent revolution, to which he
ascribes such a doleful outcome, that the Russian people made the
socialist revolution and rose to the highest heights of democracy;
and that it was under the banner of struggle against the theory
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that the Stalinist reaction made its first public and sinister appear
ance in the country? It will be interesting to see if the explanation
rises at least a little above the level of ingenious juxtaposition of
ancient and irrelevant polemical quotations. Or, if there are to
be quotations, let them be concretely related to the social reality,
which is above all else the reality of social conflict.
The reality was this: In the fight "for the permanent revolu

tion," the peasants played a progressive role in Russia. They
followed the leadership of the revolutionists of the city, the prole
tariat, and thereby took a long step in their own economic and
political advancement. But in the fight "against the permanent
revolution," the peasants played a reactionary role; they followed
the leadership of the counterrevolutionists of the city, the Stalinist

bureaucracy; they helped it to crush the proletariat by first crushing
the revolutionary vanguard; and they had to pay for it with their
own subsequent enslavement on the land. The disfranchisement
and yoking of the peasantry was not a product of the "Trotskyist"
struggle for socialist power, but of the Stalinist struggle against
Trotskyism. Thus, in the very defeat of the "permanent revolution
ists" was the validity of Trotsky's analysis of the nature and
role of the peasantry confirmed again, confirmed tragically but
confirmed.
Lenin's "warning" in 1905, to which Wolfe attaches such

exciting meaning, proved to be irrelevant to the real march of
events from 1917 onwards. As an explanation of the rise of Stalin
ism, it is a patent absurdity.

WE HAVE ALREADY CONSIDERED THE FIRST
of three elements in Wolfe's explanation of the rise of Stalinism:
Lenin's prediction of what would happen to the Russian Revolu
tion if Trotsky's conception of it were followed. There remain the
other two "brilliant examples of foresight and forewarning":
Plekhanov on Lenin's program for the nationalization of the land
and Trotsky on Lenin's conceptions of party organization.
Plekhanov had the "truly brilliant premonition," writes Wolfe,

"that nationalization of the land would bind the peasant to the
state afresh, to any state that might hold in its hands the weapon
of overlordship of the soil, thus continuing the age-old servile
'Asiatic' tradition which had always bound the rural masses to the
ruling power. And if the peasant majority were bound, could the
urban population be free?" This somewhat dramatic disclosure
suffers from no less than three defects, any one of which is fatal
to the significance that Wolfe attaches to it:
First, in so far as it is Wolfe's formulation, it is decidedly not
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the one Plekhanov put forward, nor the thought that he could

possibly have had in mind. Second, in so far as it is Plekhanov's
formulation, it has nothing to do with the Bolshevik revolution
itself. And third, in so far as it is called upon to explain how
Stalinism arose, it is, to say the best about it, worthless.
Plekhanov did indeed argue against Lenin's proposal in 1906

that the Russian Social Democracy adopt the program of nation
alization of the land, and warn that its realization might bring
about a new kind of subjugation of the peasantry to the state. But
his argument was not related to "any state." The credit for this
belated "premonition" belongs entirely to Wolfe. It should not be
foisted upon Plekhanov, who did not and could not speak of "any"
state at that time, or even think in such terms. Let us briefly re
construct the discussion of 1906.
After the defeated revolution of 1905, the Bolsheviks felt con

firmed in their view that in the coming democratic revolution, the
proletariat would play the leading role; the peasantry, allied with
it, would play a revolutionary role, but the Russian bourgeoisie
would not and could not play a revolutionary role, even though
the revolution was regarded by all as bourgeois-democratic in
character.

The Mensheviks, on the other hand, while acknowledging the
revolutionary role that the working class was called upon to play,
insisted that the leadership of the democratic revolution would
have to be in the hands of the bourgeoisie. This viewpoint, despite
occasional lapses, was shared by Plekhanov. To him, therefore, the
revolution to end Tsarism would establish and consolidate a

bourgeois state. His warnings were therefore directed against a
nationalization of the land carried out under the rule of the

bourgoisie, and nothing else.
It is only on the grounds of this perspective that Plekhanov

made his argument. If it is the bourgeoisie that is to come to power,
we must guarantee ourselves against its acquisition of too much
centralized or centralizing power. Nationalization of the land would
not only contribute to such centralization of power but, given the
traditions of our country, it would facilitate (that is what Plekh
anov's references to the history of France meant) the triumph of
the anti-democratic, Bonapartist, tendencies in bourgeois society. It
is therefore better to advocate the division of the land among the

peasants as a lesser evil, or in any case to counterpose the idea of
"municipalization" (that is, the transfer of the large estates to
the "democratic organs of local self-government") to the idea of
nationalization which would be, in the words of Martov, a suitable
basis for fettering the peasant masses to every attempt at restora
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tion of the old order. That is how Plekhanov's argument ran. What
does that have to do with the nationalization of the land that

finally did take place— not under bourgeois but under proletarian
rule—or with the danger of restoration of the old order which
was not and, it is now plain enough, will not be restored?
Lenin argued that nationalization of the land would most

thoroughly undermine if not destroy the old ruling classes and
the last remnant of feudalism, even though it was not, in itself,
incompatible with the development of capitalist economy. Never
theless, he was fully aware of the validity, not of Plekhanov's con
clusions, but of the question he raised. That is why he spoke of
the nationalization of the land representing a huge step forward
only in connection with the most thoroughgoing democratization
of the coming regime. He connected his agrarian program with
such basic demands as the establishment of a republic, popular
election of all officials by universal suffrage, abolition of the stand
ing army, and the like. He added that the program of munici
palization would be harmful if such a consistently democratic state
did not exist. It is interesting to note what Plekhanov replied in
his concluding speech at the Congress.
Granted that the objection which he [Lenin] raised against Maslov

[the advocate of municipalization] is warranted, then . . . Lenin's own
draft is good only in case all the "ifs" presented to us are fulfilled. But
should these "ifs" not be given, then the realization of his draft would be
injurious.
From which it should be clear that Plekhanov, far from

warning against the nationalization of the land under "any state,"
rejected it under a bourgeois state only if the conditions attached
to it by Lenin were not realized. Otherwise we would have to con
clude that the socialist Plekhanov figured on the preservation of
private property in land under socialism; or better yet, that he
believed the socialist revolution would be guaranteed against
capitalist restoration by maintaining private land ownership.
Whatever else may be said against Plekhanov, such an accusa

tion is simply too absurd to be entertained. Especially when he
made it so perfectly clear, at that very Congress, that his opposition
to Lenin's program was based precisely upon his rejection of the
idea that the Russian proletariat could expect to take power.
Since the impending overturn can only be a petty-bourgeois one, we

are obligated to refrain from the seizure of power. . . . But if we reject the
seizure of power as impossible, the question arises of what must be our
attitude toward a program-draft which is bound up with the seizure of
power. If we reject the seizure of power, then we must also reject this
program. Those of you who stand on the standpoint of Marxism must
decisively repect the draft of Comrade Lenin. It falls together with the
conspiratorial idea of the seizure of power.- - -
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Plekhanov's "prevision" is therefore worth discussing at this

late date only in the terms to which he so rightly boiled down his

point of view, namely, not whether the Bolsheviks should have
nationalized the land, and not whether this nationalization pro
duced Stalinism, but simply this: should the Russian proletariat
have taken power in 1917? For, implicit in Plekhanov's position
is the view that if it were correct for the proletariat to take power
in the coming revolution, then the nationalization of the land
would unquestionably be high on its agenda. It is to be feared that
all of Wolfe's studies have brought him to the conclusion that
the "tragic problem" of the Russian Revolution is to be traced
to the fact that it took place. The conclusion does not gleam with
originality. The Russian people were warned against the Bolshevik
idea of taking power as early as 1917. However, in the most demo
cratic way imaginable, they did not heed the warnings of Kerensky,
the Mensheviks, right-wing SRs and Plekhanov.
There are two other reasons why Wolfe's discovery of land

nationalization as a cause of Stalinism is, so to say, startling.
First, Wolfe is familiar with the writings of Rosa Luxemburg,

whom he calls the "outstanding advocate of revolutionary policy
and the outstanding defender of democracy within the labor move
ment." Her posthumous work of criticism of the Bolsheviks dwelled
particularly on their land policy. As Wolfe knows, since he edited
the American edition of this work, she was steadfastly for the na
tionalization of the land and reproached the Bolsheviks for not
bearing in mind that "the direct seizure of the land by the peasants
has in general nothing at all in common with socialist economy";
that "it piles up insurmountable obstacles to the socialist trans
formation of agrarian relations"; that having seized the land, the
Russian peasant "has dug obstinately into his new possessions and
abandoned the revolution to its enemies, the state to decay, the
urban population to famine."
In his comments on Luxemburg's criticism, Wolfe, writing

exactly ten years ago, not only found the nationalization of the
land quite unworthy of mention as an error of the Bolsheviks—
let alone an error that led to Stalinism—but went out of his way
to defend Lenin's policy from Luxemburg:

On the land question, it was Lenin, who despite his previous doctri
naire misgivings, had recourse to the theory of stimulating the initiative
of the oppressed peasant masses for the democratic solution of Russia's
agrarian problem. Thereby he broke down at a single stroke the large-
landownership system that oppressed Russia. Thereby he destroyed the
power of gentry and czarism. Thereby he bound the peasants to the revolu
tionary government and even though other measures alienated them, yet
in the moments of greatest peril they still defended the government that
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had helped them take the land against the danger of landowner restora
tion. [And Plekhanov's warning?] She and Lenin were agreed in believing
that ultimately large-scale mechanized agriculture was desirable and pos
sible. But Lenin— despite occasional neglect of his principles under pres
sure of events— understood what she, in doctrinaire fashion, sought to
ignore: that such large-scale socialist agriculture would be possible only
after a material base had been created in the form of modern industry,
tractor plants, chemical fertilizer plants, and plentiful consumer factory
products, and then only by winning the peasants in democratic fashion
and convincing them through their own observation and experience that
the proposed methods were actually superior in technical and cultural
advantages and offered a richer and more attractive life. In this field,
neither Trotsky nor Stalin has been equal to the "discipleship" to which
each of them has pretended. Rather they have departed here from the
views of Lenin in the direction of those of Luxemburg. (My emphasis—
M. S.)

It would seem that since he wrote these lines in 1940, Wolfe
has modified his opinions of Lenin's agrarian policy and their
kinship to Stalin's (even if he has not modified his old habit of
bracketing as similars the Trotsky and Stalin who were so dis

similar). We will not say that Wolfe has no right to modify his
opinions about the Russian Revolution, even to the point of chang
ing them into their opposite. But he does not have the right to
change the facts on which he bases his opinions. Or does he wish
to suggest that Lenin's "democratic solution of Russia's agrarian
problem" led to Stalin's despotism on the land because Stalin some
how moved toward Luxemburgism? That would be a novel view
point!
Second, writing about the disputes between the Marxists and

the populists in Russia, Wolfe now makes the observation:

More than either of the two contendants realized, they were comple
mentary to each other, rather than irreconcilable rivals, since the popu
lists based themselves upon the rural masses, the Social Democrats on the
urban. Never could there be a truly democratic transformation of Russia
unless these two classes should join forces in mutual and equal partner
ship, and without either imposing itself upon the other.

As a formula, this is pretty loose-jointed and a little smug. But
in so far as it contains a realistic idea for the achievement of a
"truly democratic transformation of Russia," a better than reason
able facsimile of it was produced precisely by the Bolshevik revolu
tion and its agrarian program. No more legitimate heirs of the old
populists existed in Russia in 1917 than the left-wing Social
Revolutionists. Together with the Bolsheviks, they represented the
decisive majority of the workers and peasants and, above all, the
unquestionable aspirations of the overwhelming majority. It was
with the support of this majority that the revolution was carried
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out, and the Soviet regime established and consolidated. Lenin, in
order to cement a fraternity between the revolutionary workers

and the peasant masses, did not hesitate for a minute to take over,

promulgate and carry out the program of the SRs.

As far back as 1906, at the founding congress of the SR Party,
a program was adopted that called for the socialization of the soil

(the "maximalist" wing even called for the socialization of all plants
and factories). Plekhanov warned against such a program not only
in 1906 but also in 1917, and he was not the only one. But that
was one of the reasons why the workers and the peasants turned

their backs upon all these "forewarners" and chose the road of
the proletarian revolution. The Bolshevists made it possible that
"these two classes should join forces" by adopting the program of
the left SRs, making a coalition with them in the Soviet govern
ment, and therewith carrying out the "truly democratic transforma
tion of Russia" that Wolfe recommends. Therewith Lenin produced
"the democratic solution of Russia's agrarian problem" (despite
Plekhanov's "brilliant prevision"), assured the country "against the
danger of landowner restoration" (despite Plekhanov's "brilliant
warning"), and proceeded with the course of "winning the peasants
in democratic fashion" (despite Plekhanov's "brilliant premoni
tion").
What is there in this well-known record, so much of which is

established by Wolfe himself, that was bound to lead to the present
totalitarianism? Something must have supervened to lead to it, but
it was not the nationalization of the land by the democratic Soviet
regime.
That "something else" cannot be found in superficial literary

juxtapositions, in quotations from Plekhanov about the danger
from land nationalization by a bourgeoisie that never carried it
out in a revolution that never took place. It can only be found
in the actual course of the social development, of social conflict,
and of the fate of political ideas in this conflict.
Reference has been made to the fact that Lenin was not

unaware of the danger of restoration following the revolution. He
knew that as early as 1906; and after 1917 he spoke and wrote
about it dozens of times. In particular, he was aware of the role
which the peasantry, in its various strata, might play in the restora
tion of capitalism. To Lenin, as to any Marxist, there could be
an alliance, even a very close, mutually fruitful and lasting alliance,
between different classes— the proletariat and peasantry represent
two different classes— but not equality.
As is fairly well known, the peasants as a whole (even the

richer ones), looked with favor on the "Bolsheviks," because they
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had given them land and fought the civil war against the landlords
to preserve that revolutionary achievement. The same peasants,
however, looked upon the "Communists" with uneasiness, suspicion
and even hostility, because that term represented the long-range
program of the abolition of all private property, including private
exploitation of the land. And in this social attitude, historically
conditioned and economically sustained by the everyday life of the

peasant, Lenin saw one of the most powerful sources for the
restoration of the capitalist regime.
Lenin's fears were "unjustified." The Napoleon who con

solidated his power and almost conquered all of feudal Europe
with the support of the "allotment farmer," the small landed
peasant-proprietor of France, was not reproduced in Russia. He
was not reproduced, and capitalism was not restored, because there

.was no urban bour£eQU_class capable of successfully stimulating the l,
property instincts of the Russian peasantry, of organizing them
into a political fighting force and leading them to the overturn of
the Soviet power.
Two such classes were theoretically possible. One in the form

of the Russian bourgeoisie; but it was wiped out or dispersed to
the four corners of the earth during the civil war. The other in
the form of the international bourgeoisie; but although it at
tempted to play its role, it failed in the face of the Russian re
sistance to the interventionist wars, of the disunity which rivalry
introduced into its own ranks, and of the opposition of the working
class of the capitalist countries.

In his concluding speech on the agrarian question at the 1906
congress, Lenin discussed Plekhanov's arguments about the danger
of restoration in connection with the program of land nationaliza
tion in the following terms:

If it is a question of a real and genuine economic guarantee against
restoration, i.e., of a guarantee that would create economic conditions
under which restoration would become impossible, then one must say
that the only guarantee against restoration is a socialist revolution in the
West; there can be no other guarantee in the real and full meaning of
the term.

A writer who is looking for "brilliant foresight and fore
warning" about the Russian Revolution can find an excellent
example right there— an example which gives us the whole key to •»

Lenin's outlookl The socialist revolution in the West was not
victorious, but neither was the capitalist restorationist struggle in
Russia. Yet reaction did triumph. Because it was neither foreseen
nor forewarned against does not mean that inappropriate, ana-
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chronistic quotations relieve us of the task of examining in the
concrete its singular character.
Abstractly, the main social reservoir for capitalist restoration

in Russia was the peasantry, or rather what may be called the
most property-minded strata of the peasantry. However, for this

abstraction to become a social reality, this peasantry would have
to find an urban counterpart capable of organizing and leading
it. By itself, it could not go much' further than a series of localized
and ineffectual Vendues, such as were, indeed, as much a phenome
non of Russian Revolution as of the French. But this urban
counterpart, the Russian bourgeoisie, was completely wiped out
in the course of the civil war; and among those who helped to
wipe it out were the peasants themselves. This was due to the
fact that the Russian bourgeoisie appeared before the peasants as
the not-at-all accidental allies of the landlords who aimed to recover
their lands; and that the Bolsheviks appeared before them as the

champions and defenders of the land distribution.
The Bolsheviks had quite deliberately and wisely coupled the

actual distribution of the land to the peasants with the "juridical"
nationalization of the land. The former not only corresponded to
the vehemently avowed demands of the peasantry but won them
to the struggle against the restoration of the old landlords and
the old bourgeoisie. The latter was aimed not only at preventing
the rise of a new large-property-owning class among the peasantry
itself, but as the point of departure for the gradual socialization
of agriculture which alone can eliminate the "idiocy of rural life."
But this process of socialization could unfold only upon the

basis of the development of a modern socialist industry, at once
capable of assuring ample supplies of cheap goods to the peasantry
and of providing agriculture with modern machinery which would
release the land population from its sunup-to-sundown slavery to
the wooden plow and the ox. A modern socialist industry is precisely
what Soviet Russia could not establish by its own forces, but for
which it required the cooperation that could be provided only by
the working class brought to power by successful revolution in the
advanced West. For the benefit of cynics, it might be added that
these ABCs were not invented after the fact, so to speak, but were
loudly, even anxiously and, in any case, repeatedly proclaimed by
the Bolsheviks before, during and after the October revolution.
The principles of Soviet democracy, which were set forth by

Lenin in 1917 and 1918, especially in what will long remain the
classic work on the subject, State and Revolution, remain an un
assailable contribution to the socialist struggle for freedom. If the
Bolsheviks departed from them, as they undoubtedly did, they were
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driven to it by conditions imposed upon them by the delay in the
world revolution. The Western proletariat could raise the siege of
the isolated fortress that the Bolsheviks manned, but meanwhile
the latter had to defend it with the best means available to them, "

also against those on the inside who threatened its defense. Si

multaneously with the war to prevent the incursion of a world of
enemies from without, the revolution was forced to defend itself
from the beginning in one of the fiercest civil wars in history. It
is hard to recall another revolution that faced so super-human
a task, and yet managed to acquit itself so well.

But unarmed forces are sometimes harder to cope with than
armed forces. The peasants were an unarmed force. Actually, they
had gained more from the "Bolshevik" revolution, in material
terms, than the workers, and they acted upon an acknowledgment
of this fact in the civil war. But their appetite very naturally grew
and asserted itself when the civil war ended and the threat of a
landlord restoration was pretty conclusively laid. How could this
appetite be satisfied, especially when it increased with every im
provement in the harvest?
The wretched state of Russian industry in general, and of its

development as an efficient socialist industry, made it
, if not

impossible then at least exceedingly difficult, to satisfy the peasantry
in a way that would assure a harmonious evolution to socialism.
Again, that required the revolution in the West. In its absence, the
Bolsheviks were obliged to make great concessions to the peasantry
in the form of that controlled "state-capitalism" which was the
NEP. It was only a stopgap and that is all it could be. But under

it
,

the peasants, at least relative to the workers, made still more
material gains; at any rate, that was true of the better-situated
peasants. The appetite of the unarmed force continued to grow,
and the development of the socialist sector of industry did not keep
pace with it. In Trotsky's expressive image, the blades of the
scissors, representing the prices of industrial and agricultural prod
ucts, were drawing apart. That only foreshadowed— even accom
panied—the political drawing apart of the two classes upon whose
alliance the Soviet power reposed.

Tracing the rise of Stalinism, Wolfe asks:

And a police apparatus huge enough to police the planting and har
vesting all over vast, rural Russia, would it not tend to spill over into
the very organizatons of the advanced city workers who had sanctioned it:
into their state, their unions and their party?

The implication is clear, but the facts are not. In a certain
sense, that process did indeed unfold and it left its mark on other
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processes. But to say that, is to say something so general as to draw
our attention away from the process which was decisive in the rise
of Stalinism. The fact is that the end of the civil war and the
institution of the NEP, brought to a halt the system of military
rule and military requisitioning of peasant grain which was im
perative for the defense of the country during the grim days of
War Communism. The fact is that there began an enormous
relaxation of state ("police apparatus") controls over the peasantry.
And the fact is

,
further, that as the controls were more and more

relaxed over the landed population, they were, in almost the same
degree, tightened over the working class and over the Bolshevik
party itself. The process that proved to be decisive was almost
exactly the opposite from the one Wolfe describes!
That Wolfe did not understand the significance of the struggle

when it broke out in the Bolshevik party in 1923, is understand
able. How many did? That he should be so far from understanding

it a quarter of a century later is inexcusable. Unless we are to
descend to the level of the cretinism that is so popular in our
day, and repeat that Trotsky and Stalin were fighting each other
for personal power, we must assume that the contest involved great *-

social forces and principles. Trotsky based himself upon and
fought, well or not so well, for one; Stalin, well or not so well,
for another.
Trotsky appealed against the bureaucracy to the workers. Let

us allow all the criticisms made of him by those severe ones who
are so obsessed with small things that they cannot grasp the big
ones. Even with the most generous of such allowances, the big
things remain. Trotsky directed himself to the workers, to their «-
democratic traditions, feelings, aspirations; to their socialist convic
tions, ideals, hopes; to their spirit of internationalism; against the

growth of bureaucratism and its arbitrariness, its cynicism, its
falsifications, its privileges, its conservatism. In other words, he
appealed to those things that make up the socialist consciousness,
the self-reliance, the independence of the working class— its emanci

pating power.
In every respect, the bureaucracy, rallied by Stalin, made the

opposite appeal. And this opposite appeal— to which class was it

mainly directed, in which class did it find its most favorable
response? The one it was calculated to arouse against "Trotskyism,"
the peasantry, or to be precise, those of its strata who could easily
be mobilized behind the most property-minded element, the kulaks.

Trotskyism? asked the bureaucracy. That means, it answered,
underestimation of the peasantry; it means "permanent revolution"
which will throw us into futile foreign adventures that threaten
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a repetition of the sufferings endured by the peasants during the

intervention days; it means an end to NEP, to free trading on the
market by the peasant with his surplus, and the reintroduction of
War Communism.
The Stalinists openly charged that the Opposition wants to

"rob the peasantry"; that it wants to exploit the peasants for
socialist accumulation as the bourgeoisie exploited the colonial

peoples for capitalist accumulation; that it wants to squeeze the
peasants dry for its adventuristic "super-industrialization" plans.
It was from the Stalinists that came the watchword to the peasants,
"Enrich yourselves!" It was Stalin himself who made the first
tentative public suggestions, in 1926, for breaching the law on the
nationalization of land, and his Georgian commissar of agriculture
actually drew up a draft of a law to breach it.
In the Stalinist bureaucracy, the peasants (not they alone,

but they above all others in Russia) saw the "continuation of Bol
shevism" of 1917-1918, that is, not only the defenders of the land

they had acquired by the revolution but as the promoters of their

property-rights, of their economic rights and their right to expand
their economic power. In the Trotskyist Opposition, the same
peasants saw "the Communists," the international revolutionists,
the "selfish city-men," to say nothing of the "intellectuals" (and in
not a few cases, the "Jews"), the "socializers of property," the

people who had been in the saddle too long and who had to be
pulled up short, so that an honest, hard-working kulak could add
to his holdings, could increase the number of his workers, and
could sell his growing surplus to the city at an honest, that is

,

at

a stiff price.
It was on the basis of these social reactions that the bureauc

racy was able to win the fight against the Opposition. It was by
shrewdly arousing these reactions that it was able to win. It won
with the aid of the unarmed force that the huge peasant mass
constituted in Russia. And what Wolfe misses completely, it seems,

is that only by first mobilizing this unarmed force was the bureauc
racy able to establish firmly its rule, the rule of the "police appa- >

-

ratus," over the party, the trade unions, and the working class as

a whole. That is how it happened; almost exactly the opposite way,
as we noted, from the one Wolfe describes. Its significance alto
gether escapes him.
The original hopes of the Bolsheviks to reduce the dispropor

tionate social weight of the peasantry in order to assure the rule
of the working class, by giving the worker five times as high a vote
as the peasant, ultimately proved to be vain. In the struggle, it was
no longer a question of votes; it was not even any longer a question
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of the Soviet institutions, which the civil war had deeply under
mined. The social weight of the peasantry asserted itself against
the revolutionary proletariat in the period of the reaction, and
there was not enough strength left to withstand it.
That is how the reaction gained its first and, at bottom, its A

decisive victory in Russia. There was not in existence a bourgeoisie
'

to serve as the urban counterpart and political leader of the in
creasingly conservative and property-conscious peasants. Conse
quently, there was no restoration of capitalism. But the urban
leader was found in the form of the Stalinist bureaucracy. The
"alliance" was strong enough, in the general atmosphere of reaction
and declining self-confidence of the proletariat, to smash the
revolutionary regime, to overturn the workers' power, to crush the
Bolshevik party. But it did not follow that a "peasant" regime was
established.

Once again it was proved— as if it needed another proof!—that
the social nature of the peasantry is such that it cannot establish
a durable, independent regime of its own, but can only help estab
lish the rule of an urban class. When it supported to power the
progressive class in Russian society, it gained materially even as a
peasantry. The Stalinist bureacuracy was not progressive, but re
actionary. When the peasantry helped it to power, the inevitable
happened. Once in command of the state, and no longer fearing
the socialist proletariat it had crushed and subjected to a police
dictatorship, the Stalinist bureaucracy proceeded to extend the
police dictatorship over the peasantry. It consolidated its power
by reducing the peasant mass to the level of state serfs. ^
It was not, then, as we read the history of the events, the

nationalization of land—aimed at curbing the concentration of land
in the hands of agrarian property-holders— that facilitated the rise
of Stalinism. If anything, the bureaucracy "emancipated" itself
from the revolution with the aid of those who strove for such a
concentration. If Wolfe had merely wished to say that the centraliza
tion of land ownership in the hands of the state gave Stalinist
reaction a tremendous, even unparalleled, economic and therefore

political power over the people, after the reaction succeeded in

taking over the state, he would be saying very little.
In the first place, it would apply at least as much to the

decisions of the revolution which nationalized all the principal
means of production and exchange— factories, plants, mines, banks,
mills, railroads, etc. But in that case, it is not Plekhanov's "brilliant
prevision" that would be worth mentioning, not even in a footnote.
Wolfe would then be more consistent in referring to the "brilliant
premonitions" of every enemy of socialism from Herbert Spencer
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to Fredrick von Hayek. In the second place, it would be such a
commonplace that it would be worth mentioning only in a foot
note. Marxist or non-Marxist, no moderately intelligent person has

ever had the slightest doubt that the centralization of all economic

power in the hands of a reactionary state can have anything but
reactionary consequences so long as it remains in the hands of
that state.

The only interesting point is the one that Wolfe seeks to

suggest, namely, that the very act of nationalizing the land brought
Russia (and the Bolsheviks) from democracy to totalitarianism.
It is of interest because it is at the heart and core of the whole
reactionary struggle against the socialist movement and the socialist
ideal today. Only, where that struggle is conducted directly and not

by indirection, it does not confine its criticism, if we may so call it,
to nationalization of land, but extends it, as is only proper, to the
whole field of nationalization of the means of production and
exchange. It does not stop with Lenin but, as is still proper, goes
back to Marx and Engels and the whole idea of socialist freedom.
Whether or not the badly mismatched "prevision" of Plekhanov
was dug out of historical obscurity, where it was not unjustly
lodged, so that it might be used in this struggle, is a question that
merits treatment in a political biography of Wolfe, who is himself
contributing some not-unexpected chapters to it in the current
press, rather than in a political biography of the "three" who made
a revolution. If it is used, then the patrons of this struggle have
very little to congratulate themselves on in Wolfe's unsensational
disclosure. If it throws some light on the author's method of his
torical analysis, and on how superficial and unilluminating it is, it
throws none on the Russian revolution itself.

IT IS HARD TO SAY WHO HAS WRITTEN
more absurdities about Lenin's "organizational principles": the
Stalinists who seek to prove that their totalitarian party regime
conforms identically with the views set forth by Lenin or the
modern anti-Bolsheviks who argue that if the two are not quite
identical it is nevertheless Lenin's views and practices that led
directly to the present Stalinist regime. They represent comple
mentary and mutually parasitic parts of a division of labor which
has successfully devastated the thinking of millions of people, with
one saying that the totalitarian tyranny leads to (or is!) socialism
and the other that socialism can lead to nothing but this totalitarian u
tyranny.
Either as perpetrators or victims of falsification, both are so

thoroughly and extensively wrong that it would require volumes
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just to exhume and properly correlate the facts. It is not merely
a matter of setting the historical record right—that is of secondary
importance. It is above all a matter of resuming the lagging fight
for socialism, which a Stalin abandoned so completely to pursue
one reactionary course and a Wolfe has abandoned just as com
pletely to pursue a different reactionary course.

In Lenin's conception of the "party machine," of its role in
relationship to the working class, Wolfe finds (as what popular
writer nowadays does not?) "the germ of a party dictatorship over
the proletariat itself, exercized in its name," that is, the germ of
Stalinism. It is out of this feature of Bolshevism that Wolfe erects
the third pillar of his analysis. He reminds us that at the beginning
Trotsky warned against the inevitable outcome of Lenin's con

's ception:

The organization of the party will take the place of the party; the
Central Committee will take the place of the organization; and finally
the dictator will take the place of the Central Committee.

"Was ever prophecy more fatefully fulfilled by history?" ex
claims Wolfe. The truth is that if prophets had no better example
than this of how they are confirmed by history, the profession
would be in sorry shape. With due respect to Trotsky, it can be
said that to find in Stalinism a fulfillment of Trotsky's "Cassandra
like prevision" (Wolfe's phrase) of Lenin's conception requires a
well-trained capacity for superficiality assisted by an elaborate

ignoring— we will not say manipulation— of the historical facts. The
"prevision" was not fulfilled at all, and Trotsky himself was not
the last to understand this.
But before this is established, let us see what it is that makes

Lenin's views so reprehensible in Wolfe's eyes. Rather, let us try
to see, for on this score Wolfe is either ambiguous or obscure, or
just plain silent. He makes the task of the reviewer almost baffling.
Attentive reading of page after page of Wolfe fails to disclose
exactly what it was in Lenin's ideas about the "party machine"
that led to Stalinism.

Was it Lenin's conception of who is entitled to party member
ship? Wolfe describes the dispute at the party congress in 1903 on
the famous Article I of the party constitution. Lenin's draft defined
a party member as one "who recognizes the party's program and

supports it by material means and by personal participation in one
of the party organizations." Martov, leader of the Mensheviks-to-be,

proposed that the phrase in italics be replaced entirely by the
following: "and by regular personal assistance under the direction
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of one of the party organizations." Martov's formula was supported
by the majority of the delegates.
Wolfe describes Lenin's view unsympathetically, which is his

God-given right. But what was wrong with it? Wolfe's answer is
a significant wink and a knowing nod of the head, as if to say, "Now
you can see where Lenin was heading from the very start, can't
you? Now you know what Bolshevism was at its very origin. If you
really want to trace Stalinism to its historical roots, there indeed
is one of the sturdiest and most malignant of them."
But wink and nod notwithstanding, all that Lenin proposed

was a provision that had been and was then and has ever since
been a commonplace in every socialist party we ever heard of,
namely, that to be considered a party member, with the right of

determining the policy and leadership that the membership as a
whole is to follow, you have to belong to one of the units of the
party. That would seem to be, would it not, an eminently dem
ocratic procedure, to say nothing of other merits. ^
By Martov's formulation, the policy and leadership of the

party to one of whose branches you belong are determined for you
by persons who are given the title of party members in exchange
for "assisting" it without the obligation of belonging to any of its
established branches. It is the thoroughly bureaucratized bourgeois
political machines that are characterized by the kind of party
"membership" that Martov's draft proposed. It is one of the ways
in which leadership and party policy are divorced from control
by the ranks. But what socialist party, regardless of political
tendency, does Wolfe know that has ever adopted a party statute ^
such as Martov defended? The Social Democratic Federation of
August Claessens and Algernon Lee is not entirely corroded by
Bolshevism, it is said. But suppose someone were to advocate that
membership in the SDF be extended to persons who assist the
Federation under the direction of one of its branches without
actually joining a branch. These nonagenarians would immediately
summon every remnant of their remaining muscularity to crush
the hardy advocate as a madman who threatens the integrity of the
SDF and the "Leninist organizational principle" which they take
even more for granted than they do the atrocity-stories about the
history of Bolshevism.
Or suppose the roles had been reversed, and it was Lenin who

had advocated the Martov formulation in 1903. Just imagine the
speed with which heads would bob knowingly and eyes blink sig
nificantly, and how profound would be the conclusions drawn about
the sinister character of Bolshevism as far back as the date of its
birth! And the whole joke is that there was a reversal, at least on
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the part of Martovl Wolfe is oblivious to it. But in his history of
the Russian Social Democracy Martov reminds us that under the
influence of the 1905 revolution, the Mensheviks, at their Petersburg
conference in December of that year, "abandoned Paragraph I of
the old party statutes [that is

,

the Martov formula of 1903] which
weakened the strict party-character of the organization in so far
as it did not obligate all the members of the party to join definite
party organizations." So, about two years after the London debate,
the Mensheviks themselves adopted Lenin's definition of party
membership and there is no evidence that they ever altered it

subsequently. From then on, at least, Lenin's view was never really
in dispute. It is only in our time that it is splattered across the
pages of anti-Bolshevik literature, with all sorts of dark but always
undefined references to its ominous overtones, undertones and

implications.
Was it Lenin's intolerance toward difference of opinion within

the party, his conception of a party monolithism that allowed only
for obedience to a highly-centralized, self-appointed and self-per
petuating leadership, his autocratic determination to have his own
way regardless of the consequences, with a penchant for splitting
the movement when he did not get his way? These are familiar
charges against Bolshevism, and against Lenin in particular. Wolfe
might have made an original contribution to these charges by
providing some facts to sustain them. Instead he preferred to repeat
them, and more than once.
We feel neither the desire nor the need to canonize Lenin as

a saint, or to regard his works as sacred texts. He was the greatest
revolutionary leader in history, and that is more than enough to
assure his place against both detractors and iconographers. If we
knew nothing at all about him, it would be safe to assume that
he had his faults, personal and political. Learning about him only
confirms this innocent and not very instructive assumption. He
was devoted to the cause of socialist freedom and his devotion was
durable and passionate. As an adversary, Paul Axelrod, said, "there

is not another man who for twenty-four hours of the day is taken
up with the revolution, who has no other thoughts but thoughts
of the revolution, and who, even in his sleep, dreams of nothing
but revolution." This made him, in the eyes of dilettantes and
philistines, let alone defenders of the old order, a fanatic. It was
his strength. He was, in consequence, a passionate partisan of the
instrument he regarded as indispensable for the revolution, the
party, of the sharpness and clarity of its thought.
This necessarily brought him into conflict with others, and not

only with dabblers but with revolutionists no less devoted to so
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cialism than he. In polemic and in factional struggle generally
(neither of which was really invented by Lenin, and which can be
avoided only by eschewing politics altogether), he was resolute, self-

confident and uncompromising. It is easy to think of worse qualities.
But they were qualities that made him incomprehensible or in
sufferable in the eyes of tergiversaters and cobwebheads. If, as was
often the case, he exaggerated or overreached himself, it was gener
ally because nobody helped him by inventing a method of carrying
on polemical and factional struggle without risk of exaggeration.
(Reading Wolfe, for example, shows that such a method has still
to be invented.) But all this about Lenin, and a good deal more,
does not begin to prove the "standard" charges against him.
Take splits. Wolfe says that "in the matter of splitting, Lenin

was invariably the aggressor." It is a categorical statement— one of
the few made by Wolfe who generally prefers indirection. To
illustrate how much dehydrated bunk there is in the statement, we
can take the famous 1903 party congress which split the Russian
Social Democratic Party. There was a furious fight over the above-
mentioned Paragraph I of the party statutes. Lenin was defeated
after a two-day debate. But he did not bolt the congress or the
party. Earlier in the sessions, however, the delegates led by Lenin
and Martov, Axelrod, Trotsky and Plekhanov, overwhelmingly
defeated the position of the Jewish Bund on the question of

autonomy. The Bund, refusing to bow to the majority, split from
the congress. No sermon from Wolfe on the virtue of unity and
the vice of splitting.
Then the congress, Lenin and Martov included, voted against

the separate organization around the "Economist" journal, Rabo-

cheye Dyelo. Whereupon, two Economist delegates split from the

congress. Still no sermon from Wolfe. Then the congress, by a
slender majority but nonetheless a majority, adopted Lenin's mo
tion for an Iskra editorial board of Plekhanov, Lenin and Martov,
as against the outgoing board which had included old-timers like
Axelrod and Zasulich. Whereupon Martov announced his refusal
to abide by the decision— to serve on the board—and the split
between the now-named Mensheviks (Minority) and Bolsheviks
(Majority) became a fact. Conclusion? "In the matter of splitting,
Lenin was invariably the aggressor."
Of course Lenin was responsible for a split here and a split

there! To deny it would be absurd; to feel apologetic about it,
likewise. But it is interesting to see how Wolfe applies different
standards in different cases— so sternly moralistic toward the Bol- v
sheviks and so maternally tender toward their opponents. He
quotes Lenin as writing that he could not understand why the
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Bund split from the congress since "it showed itself master of the
situation and could have put through many things"; and then
observes with haughty severity:

Since, all his life, Lenin attached a feeling of moral baseness to
"opportunism," he found it hard to understand that these men of the
Bund and Rabocheye Dyelo could have firm convictions, principles of
their own, and, defeated on them, would not content themselves with
"putting through" what he regarded as opportunistic measures.

Happy Bundists to have so sympathetic an advocatel Lenin
found it hard to understand, but he, Wolfe, he understands. After
all, if people have firm convictions and principles, they will not, if
defeated in their own organization, consent to forego them just
for the sake of unity. They will not and they should not. Better
a split than that! All this applies to Bundists, Economists, Men-
sheviks and other opponents of the Bolsheviks. But not to the
Bolsheviks themselves. Even though their principles and convic
tions were no less firm, they deserve no such affectionate con
sideration. Why not? Because . . . because . . . well, because in the
matter of splitting Lenin was invariably the aggressor.

The tale of Lenin's "intolerance" toward opponents inside
the party has been told in a dozen languages. In the best of cases
(they are rare enough), the record is seen through the completely
distorting glasses of the present-day Stalinist regime; in the worst
of cases (that is, as a rule), the record is falsified in whole or in
part. At least nine times out of ten, Lenin's "intolerance" consisted,
for the opponents, in the fact that he refused to adopt their point
of view on a question.
The phenomenon is familiar to anyone who has been active

for any length of time in politics, especially in those working-class
movements where politics is not an intellectual pastime but is
taken most seriously. A man who puts forward a point of view
on some question, but adds that his opponent's view is probably
just as good if not better— there is a tolerant man for you. If he
says that it really doesn't matter much whether the organization
adopts his view or not— there's a tolerant man. If he is not so
impolite as to try vigorously to win supporters for his view and to
plan, with his initial supporters, on how to win a majority for it
—he is tolerant too. Or if his point of view miraculously wins the
support of, let us say, the organization's convention, and he then
announces that he is ready to concede the leadership to his
opponents who are against his position and who, with the best will
in the world, could not carry out the adopted policy with enthusi
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asm or understanding— there is a most tolerant man. He is not at
all like Lenin, granted. He differs from him in that he does not
take his views or his organization—or himself—very seriously. He is
in politics for a week-end, warmed by the sunny thought that after
he has returned to his normal pursuits he will have left behind a
memory unmarred by the tiniest Leninist stain.
The references generally made to Lenin's "intolerance" are

actually calculated to convey the impression that he imposed upon
the Bolsheviks a uniquely dictatorial regime in which his word,
or at best, the word of his Central Committee was law that could
be questioned only under penalty of the severest punishment. The
unforearmed reader tends to think of Lenin's organization in terms
of Stalin's—not quite the same, to be sure, but as an only slightly
modified version.
The comparison is utterly monstrous. Up to 1917, the Russian

revolutionary movement was an illegal, underground movement,

working under the onerous conditions of Tsarist autocracy. In
spite of that, the Bolshevik movement had, on the whole, more

genuine democracy in its organization, more freedom of opinion
and expression, a freer and healthier internal life, than at least
nine-tenths of the other socialist or trade-union organizations of

Europe, most of which enjoyed legality and other facilities beyond
the dreams of the Russians.This was true not only of the relations
between the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks when they represented only
contending factions within a more-or-less united party, but likewise
true among the Bolsheviks themselves, first as a faction and, after
1912, as an independent party. The hideous monolithism of Stalin's
regime was entirely unknown— it was not even dreamed of—among
the Bolsheviks. Political tendencies were formed without let or
hindrance, and if they dissolved it was not under compulsion of
any kind. The official leading committee always had its central
organ— the spokesman of the faction or the party— but time and
again periodicals would be issued on their own responsibility by
political groupings and even (or rather particularly!) inside the
Bolshevik faction (later, inside the Bolshevik Party) itself.
Even after the Bolsheviks took power, this tradition was so

strong and normal and deeply-rooted that, in the most perilous
period for the new Soviet regime, it was possible for groups of
dissident Bolsheviks not only to publish newspapers and reviews
of their own independently of the Central Committee but to attack
that committee (and of course Leninl) with the utmost freedom
and . . . impunity.
These separate organs of tendencies or groups or factions

discussed all questions of party theory, party policy, party organiza
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tion, and party leadership with a fullness, a freedom and an open
ness that was known to no other working-class organization of the
time and has certainly had no equal since the rise of Stalinism. The
idea of "secret" or "internal" discussion of political or theoretical
questions of the movement, introduced by Zinoviev and Stalin in
the period of the revolution's decline and now considered perfectly
good "Bolshevik" practice, alas, even by self-styled Marxist organi
zations, was simply not known among the Bolsheviks—mind you,
among the Bolsheviks even while they were an illegal, police-
hounded and police-infiltrated movement! Lenin's collected works,

which are composed largely of open "inner-party" polemics and
the files of a dozen different factional papers and pamphlets pro
vide inundating evidence of this rich, free and open party life. In
this respect, no other socialist organization of those days could even

equal the Bolsheviks.
Even in its best days, the German Social Democracy did not

have anything like so free and democratic an organizational-political
life, while it was an outlawed party or afterward in the period of
legality. Why, even Marx and Engels sometimes had to fight to get
their views published in the German party press and their fight
was not uniformly successful. Among the Bolsheviks, such a thing
was unheard of, and not just with respect to a Marx or Engels or
Lenin, but also to the spokesman of some unpopular grouping in
the party or faction.

Read, or reread, all the anti-Bolshevik histories or com
mentaries with the closest care, and see what facts are related about
how Lenin's "organizational principles" worked out in party prac
tise. You will find all sorts of hints, suggestions, innuendo, clouded
allusions, grunts, grimaces, pursed lips, winks and nods; you will
find gossip, chit-chat about factional excesses which are "normal"
in heated factional fights, titillating tales about the "dubious"
sources of Bolshevik funds calculated to shock the sensibilities of
our pious business and trade-union circles and of course a lot of
plain kiln-dried falsification without filler, shellac or varnish. But
it would be astounding if you found even one fact about the
regime in the Bolshevik party or faction that contradicts the record
cited here about what the regime actually was. And it is this regime,
as it really existed, that is supposed to have led to Stalinism! This
is the tradition that is said to have helped Stalinism appear and
triumph! Stalinism rests upon it exactly the same way a stiletto
rests on the heart it has stabbed.
Or just suppose that, in the search for facts about Lenin and

the old Bolshevik movement, Wolfe or any other anti-Bolshevik
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writer had discovered about them the things that are known about
other leaders and other political groupings. For example, in the
early Iskra days, Plekhanov, in order to assure his domination of
the editorial board that was evenly divided between the "old" and
the "young," was given two votes as against one for all the other
members! If that had happened to Lenin— then or at any other
time in his life—can you imagine the pages—no, the chapters-
filled with outrage in every line, that would be written to argue
that this was the very essence of Bolshevism, the core itself of
Leninism, the proof positive and irrefutable of how it was pregnant
with Stalinism from the day it was born?
Or take the party of Rosa Luxemburg, who was, writes Wolfe,

generously and rightly, "the oustanding advocate of revolutionary
policy and the outstanding defender of democracy within the labor
movement." Yet, she shared the theory of the permanent revolu
tion which, says Wolfe, led to Stalinism; her party was opposed,
and not on very democratic grounds, to the Soviets of Workers'
Deputies in the revolution of 1905; she and her party were opposed
to the democratic slogan of the right of self-determination and on
grounds that were, objectively, reactionary; her party (we refer to
the Social Democratic Party of Poland and Lithuania) was opposed
to the idea of mass, formally non-party trade unions and insisted
that the unions must declare their allegiance to the revolutionary
party; and in spite of her criticisms of Lenin's "organizational
principles," the regime in her own party in Poland was exception
ally factional, narrow, super-centralistically disciplined and far
more "bureaucratic" than anything the Bolsheviks were guilty of.
The anti-Bolsheviks, who have exactly nothing in common

with Luxemburg, ghoulishly drag her into court against Lenin,
but if that record were to be found in the history of the Bolsheviks,
can you imagine the uproar in twelve languages?
Or take the Narodniks (Populists) for whom Wolfe has such

an extravagant reverence. In their early days, these spiritual (and
political) ancestors of the Social Revolutionists, convinced but
primitive revolutionists, exploited—with the best intentions in the
world— the anti-Semitic pogrom feelings of the Russian peasants
and even issued leaflets spurring them on. Can you imagine what
the anti-Bolshevists professionals would make of such a thing if it
could be found in the record of the Bolshevists or their forebears?
Or what they would say if some Bolshevik argued that Kerensky's
role in 1917 "flowed from" the anti-Semitic aberrations of the Na
rodniks four decades earlier?
Such examples could be cited almost indefinitely— but not with

reference to Lenin and the Bolsheviks. If they and they alone are
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the targets today, it is not as a result of objective historical re
examination but because of the frenetic campaign against socialism

by a desperate and dying bourgeoisie and by disoriented and dis
illusioned ex-revolutionists. And by the same token, if we defend
the Bolsheviks today it is in the interest of historical objectivity
but also because we remain loyal to the emancipating fight for
socialism.

Wolfe does deal with two aspects of Lenin's "conception of
the party machine" that are indeed of decisive importance. He

separates them when they should be connected. Properly connected
and focussed, they would throw a most revealing light on Bol
shevism, the Russian Revolution, its decline and on the rise and

meaning of Stalinism. Right here, perhaps, is Wolfe's most glaring
failure.
First, Wolfe finds in Lenin's views on the interrelations be

tween the revolutionary movement, socialist consciousness and the

spontaneous struggles of the workers, as he expressed them early in
the century, the

. . . dogma, obscure as yet in its implications, [that] was at the very
core of "Leninism." From it flowed an attitude toward the working class,
toward its ability to think for itself, to learn from experience, toward its
capacities and potentialities for self-rule, toward its "spontaneous" move
ments such as might take place without orders and control from the party
of socialist theoreticians and professional revolutionaries. From it would
spring a special attitude toward trade unions, toward the impromptu
strikers' councils or Soviets, even toward two revolutions— in 1905 and the
spring of 1917— that would come not on order but by surprise.

Elsewhere, Wolfe finds something else that makes up "the real
core of 'Leninism,' separating them by an abyss from the Men-
sheviks, and blurring to the vanishing point the dogmatic line
which divided him from Trotsky." The "core" is this:

In short, Lenin's real answer to the question: what happens after we
get power? is Let's take power and then we'll see.

This "core" separated Lenin not only from the Mensheviks
but from Marx as well, and Wolfe argues the point with a brevity,
if not erudition, which merits full quotation:
To Marx it might have seemed that "the forms of the state are rooted

in the material conditions of life," that "the economic structure of society
. . . independent of men's will . . . determines the general character of
the social, political and spiritual processes," and that "no social order
ever disappears before all the productive forces for which there are room
in it have been developed." But to Lenin's political-power-centered mind,
for all his Marxist orthodoxy, such formulae were intolerable fetters un
less subject to the proper exegesis. And the exegesis literally turned Marx
on his head until the Marxist view that "in the last analysis economics
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determines politics" became the Leninist view that, with enough determi
nation, power itself, naked political power, might succeed wholly in deter
mining economics.

Wolfe has more to say about these two points, but very little
more.

Lenin's ideas about socialist consciousness and the struggle of
the working class were not invented by him nor were they uniquely
his own. They are nothing less than the intellectual underpinnings
of any genuinely socialist party, and it is inconceivable without
them. In an even deeper sense they underlie the very conception of
a rationally-ordered socialist society. No one developed these ideas
more sharply and profoundly, even if with polemical vehemence,
than Lenin, and that was his special contribution. But the ideas
themselves go back to the beginnings of the scientific socialist move
ment, back to Marx and Engels. A serious examination of Lenin
could not have failed to establish this fact and draw conclusions
that it indicates. Wolfe cannot help but know that Lenin's views
were an almost literal copy of those expressed earlier, just as the
century turned, by Karl Kautsky. And his present-day venerators
would be horrified to hear that, by virtue of what he wrote at that
time, he was the fountainhead of what was inevitably to become
Stalinism! Kautsky, before Lenin, wrote:

Many of our revisionist critics believe that Marx asserted that eco
nomic development and the class struggle create, not only the conditions
for socialist production, but also, and directly, the consciousness of its
necessity. ... In this connection socialist consciousness is presented as a
necessary and direct result of the proletarian class struggle. But this is
absolutely untrue. Of course, socialism, as a theory, has its roots in a mod
ern economic relationship in the same way as the class struggle of the
proletariat has, and in the same way as the latter emerges from the strug
gle against the capitalist-created poverty and misery of the masses. But
socialism and the class struggle arise side by side and not one out of the
other; each arises out of different premises. Modern socialist consciousness
can arise only on the basis of profound scientific knowledge. Indeed,
modern economic science is as much a condition for socialist production
as, say, modern technology, and the proletariat can create neither the one
nor the other, no matter how much it may desire to do so; both arise out
of the modern social process. The vehicles of science are not the prole
tariat, but the bourgeois intelligentsia: It was out of the heads of members
of this stratum that modern socialism originated, and it was they who com
municated it to the more intellectual-developed proletarians who, in
their turn, introduce it into the proletarian class struggle where condi
tions allow that to be done. Thus, socialist consciousness is something
introduced into the proletarian class struggle from without, and not some
thing that arose within it spontaneously. Accordingly, the old [Austrian]
Hainfeld program quite rightly stated that the task of Social Democracy
is to imbue the proletariat with the consciousness of its position and the
consciousness of its tasks. There would be no need for this if consciousness
emerged from the class struggle. (Kautsky's emphasis.)
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To this should be added: neither would there then be any need
for a distinct, separate political movement of socialism— a socialist

party— except, perhaps, to fulfill the not very useful function of

passive reflector of the welter of ideological and political confusion
that, to one extent or another, will always exist in the working
class, at least so long as it is a class deprived of social power and
therewith of the means of wiping out its own inferior position in
society. It is kept in this inferior position under capitalism by
force— but only in the last analysis, only at times of crisis. As a rule,
be it under democratic or even under fascist capitalism, the ruling
class maintains or seeks to maintain itself by ideological means.
The whole of capitalism's "head-fixing industry," as one Marxist

wittily called it, is directed toward keeping the working class in
ignorance or confusion about its social position, or rather about
the purely capitalist reasons for its position, toward concealing
from the working class the emancipating historical mission it has
and the road it must travel to perform it. So long as the workers
do not acquire an understanding of their social position and their
social task, their battles against the ruling class, be they ever so
militant or massive, can only modify the conditions of their eco
nomic subjugation but not abolish them. Indispensable to their
abolition is the socialist consciousness (an exact mathematical
formulation of which is neither possible nor necessary) of the work
ing class, which means nothing more and nothing less than its
realization of its position in society today, of its power, and of its
obligation and its ability to reconstruct society socialistically.
Now, the dispute over the ideas of Kautsky-Lenin on the sub

ject boils down to this: either the working class, organized in its
elementary trade-union organizations or not, acquires this con
sciousness by spontaneous generation in the course of repeated
struggles for the improvement of its conditions— or in its decisive
section, it acquires it, in the course of these struggles, to be sure,
with the aid of those who already possess this socialist consciousness
and who are banded together (in a group, a league, a movement,
a party— call it what you will) in order more effectively to transmit
it, by word of mouth and by the printed page, to those whose minds
are still cluttered up with bourgeois rubbish, that is

,

the products
of the "head-fixing industry."
Between these two, there is not a single person today who calls

himself a socialist of any kind and who would venture to defend,
flatly and frontally, the former conception. All you get from the
anti-Bolsheviks is, as in Wolfe's case, murky reference to the
"special attitude" that flowed from Lenin's formulation of the
position, in which the only thing definite is a sneer at the very
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conception of a socialist party— the "socialist theoreticians and pro
fessional revolutionists." The reformists who distinguish themselves
from Lenin by saying that while they too are for a socialist party,
they look upon it as a "servant" of the working class and not as
its "master" or "dictator"; as a means of the "socialist education"
of the working class in whose "ability to think for itself" they
devoutly believe and not for the purpose of "ordering and con

trolling" it from above— are either hypocritical or inane. Their
daily practice, inside the labor movement and in politics generally,
would indicate that it is less the latter than the former.
The question of socialist consciousness which Lenin developed

has wider implications. Wolfe sees in it only the source for estab
lishing a new slavery for the working class, the Stalinist tyranny in
the name of the "dictatorship of the proletariat." The truth is not
merely different, but in this case it is the exact opposite!
Workers' democracy and, indeed, that complete realization of

democracy which inaugurates the socialist society, are not only
inseparable from Lenin's ideas on socialist consciousness but, with
out them, become empty words, unattainable hopes, illusions
at worst.

What was the obvious meaning of Lenin's insistence that the
specific role of the socialist movement was to "introduce" a socialist
consciousness into the working class? What, for example, was the
clear implication of Lenin's "Aside from the influence of the Social
Democracy, there is no conscious activity of the workers," which
Wolfe quotes as a sample of that "dogma [which] was at the very
core of 'Leninism' " and from which "flowed an attitude toward
the working class"? It should be obvious. The "party of socialist
theoreticians and professional revolutionaries" was not assigned
thereby to trick the incurably blind and incurably stupid workers
into lifting it to power so that it might establish a new kind of
dictatorship over them. That makes no sense whatsoever. It was
assigned the job of making the workers aware of the fundamental
reasons for their exploited and subjected position under capitalism;
of making the workers aware of their own class strength and having
them rely only upon their class strength and independence; of
assembling them in a revolutionary party of their own; of making
them aware of their ability to free themselves from all class rule
by setting up their own government as the bridge to socialist free
dom. Without a socialist consciousness, there would be working-
class activity but the workers would continue to remain the ruled
and never become the free. For the workers to rule themselves
required conscious activity toward socialism.
What is Wolfe trying to convey with his suggestive prose? That
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Lenin dwelled so emphatically upon the need for the party to instill
socialist consciousness or stimulate it in the working class because
he did not believe in "its ability to think for itself, to learn from
experience"? Or because he was skeptical about "its capacities and
potentialities for self-rule"? Did Lenin expect to imbue the unable-
to-think-and-lead proletariat with socialist conceptions by intra
venous hypodermic injections? Or is Wolfe just a little . . . careless
with his innuendoes?
Let us go further. Lenin knew— he referred to it often enough

and nowadays it is especially necessary to emphasize and elaborate
it— one of the most basic and decisive differences between the bour
geois revolution and the socialist revolution. One of the outstand

ing characteristics of the former was that it could be carried through
without a clear ideology, without an unequivocally-formulated
consciousness on the part of the bourgeoisie whose social system it
was to establish. In fact, not only could it be carried out in this way,
but generally speaking that is how it was carried out.
The greatest bourgeois revolution, the French, was carried out

by plebians, without the bourgeoisie and in part against it; and it
was consolidated by Napoleon, in part without the bourgeoisie
and in part against it. In Germany it was carried out, that is, the
supremacy of capitalism over feudalism was assured, in the Bis-
marckian or Junker way— again, in part without the bourgeoisie
and in very large part against it. The passage from feudalism to
capitalism in Japan is only another example of the same phe
nomenon. Yet, in all these and other cases, including those where
the bourgeoisie was not raised to political power, the bourgeois
revolution was nevertheless effected, consolidated, guaranteed.
Why? As Lenin once wrote, in 1918:

One of the main differences between the bourgeois and the socialist
revolution consists in this, that for the bourgeois revolution which grows
up out of feudalism the new economic organizations, which continually
transform feudal society on all sides, gradually take form within the womb
of the old society. The bourgeois revolution faced only one task: to throw
off and destroy all the fetters of the former society. Every bourgeois revo
lution that fulfills this task, fulfills everything that is demanded of it: it
strengthens the growth of capitalism.

But if the bourgeois fetters upon production are thrown off
and destroyed, that alone does not and cannot assure the growth
of socialist production. Under capitalism, production is assured by
the irrepressible tendency toward accumulation of capital which is
dictated primarily, not by the will of the capitalist, but by the
blindly-operating market as the automatic regulator of capitalist
production. Socialist production is incompatible with market re



216 The Bureaucratic Revolution

lations. It is production for use and therefore planned production,
not automatically regulated by a blind force. Given a certain level
of development of the productive force available, everything then

depends upon planning, that is, upon the conscious organization
of production and distribution by human beings.
Now, under capitalism, what and how much is produced is

determined by the market, and the distribution of what is produced
is determined basically by the relations between the class that owns
the means of production and exchange and the class that is divorced
from them. Overturn capitalism, and it is found that there is no
market to determine what is produced and in what quantities, and
there is no class that owns private property.
Until the distant day when all classes are completely abolished

and socialism fully established, the conditions of production and
distribution must necessarily be determined by politically-associated
human beings— no longer by the blind market but by the state.
In other words, where the state becomes the repository of all

the means of production and is in complete control of them, econ
omy is for the first time subject to planned and conscious control

by those who have the state in their hands. In this sense, politics
determines economics! This may sound startling to Wolfe, as well
as to all sorts of half-baked half-Marxists. But if this simple and
irrefutable fact is not understood, then the whole idea of the
working class taking power in order to organize a socialist society
becomes absurd and even meaningless. In revolution, but above all
and most decisively in the socialist revolution, the relationship
between economics and politics is not only reversed, turned upside-

"'

down, but it must be reversed!

But if politics now determines economics (again, within the
limits of the given productive forces), or to put it differently, if the
conditions of production and distribution are now determined
by politically conscious individuals or groups, the question of the
nature of the determining politics is immediately thrown open.
What assurance is there that the politics will be socialist in nature,
so that production relations are socialist or socialistic (by which is
meant socialist in tendency or direction) and that distribution
corresponds to them, so that what is produced is for the use of the
people and not of a small privileged group?
To rely for that on the good will, the honorable intentions or

the socialist past or professions of faith of a group of planners who
hold the state power to the exclusion of the rest of the people, is
naive, where it is not reactionary. In any case, it is not a socialist
idea and certainly not Lenin's. A socialist development of the
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economy can be assured only by those who are to be its principal
beneficiaries, the working class, and only if it has the power to
make the decisions on production and distribution and to carry

them out, hence only if it holds the power of the state. For politics
now determines economicsl And it cannot acquire this power or
wield it unless it is permeated by a socialist consciousness, which
means, among other things, an understanding of the decisive role

it has to play in the new state, and therefore and only by that
means, the role it has to play in assuring a socialist direction to
the operation of the economy.
That is why Lenin, in distinguishing between bourgeois and

socialist revolutions, underlined the fact that the Bolshevik revolu

tion "found at hand" not socialist economic relations that had de

veloped under capitalism as capitalist economic relations had

developed under feudalism, but rather a democratic political factor:
"victory depended solely upon whether already finished organiza
tional forms of the movement were at hand that embraced millions.
This finished form was the Soviets." The same thought was in his
mind when he urged that every cook should become an admin
istrator, so that with everyone exercising the power of "bureaucrat"
no one would be a bureaucrat. And the thought was even more
pregnantly expressed in his famous saying that "Soviets plus
electrification equal socialism." (It is impossible even to imagine
Lenin saying that a totalitarian prison for the workers plus na
tionalized property equals a degenerated workers' state!)
The Soviets, before the Bolsheviks took power, were acclaimed

by every Menshevik and Social Revolutionist as the "revolutionary
democracy." That was right. What is more, the Soviets were a mag
nificent example of a spontaneous movement of the workers and
peasants themselves, not set up by order of any party or according
to its plan. Wolfe finds that from Lenin's "dogma" about socialist
consciousness "flowed" an attitude toward the working class which
was uncommendable because, it would seem, it was most un
democratic and even contemptuous toward the working class, in
cluding "its 'spontaneous' movements such as might take place
without orders and control from the party. . . ." Like the Soviets of
1917, for example? Then how explain that every party in Russia,
except the Bolsheviks, fought to keep the Soviets (the "revolution
ary democracy") from taking over all power, and worked to keep
them as a more or less decorative appendage to the never-elected
but self-constituted Kerensky regime?
True to Lenin's "dogma," the Bolsheviks alone strove to imbue

the Soviets with a genuinely socialist consciousness, which meant
concretely that the workers (and even the peasants), more dem
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ocratically and representatively organized in the Soviets than ever
before or ever since in any other movement in any country of the
world, should take command of the nation and therewith of their
own destiny.
This example of what really was the "attitude" of Lenin and

his party toward the "spontaneous" movements of the workers,
their ability to think and learn for themselves, and their capacities
and potentialities for self-rule— not in some thesis or polemical
article or speech, but in one of the most crucial periods of history—
is so outstanding, so overshadowing, so illuminating about Lenin's
"conceptions" that Wolfe passes it by. We will not ask what this
historian would have said about Lenin's "dogma" if the Bolshevik
attitude toward the "revolutionary democracy" in 1917 had been
the same as, let us say, that of Kerensky. But we wonder what he
will say in succeeding volumes about the Menshevik and SR
"attitude" toward the Soviets and the "dogma" from which it
"flowed."
The revolution of 1917 was the decisive test for all political

parties and groups. In spite of conservative trends in the ranks (all
parties tend toward conservatism about some of their "dogmas"),
Lenin showed that he had been able to build and hold together
a party which proved, in this most critical hour, to be the only
consistent champions of revolutionary democracy and revolution
ary socialism, and the only "political machine" ready and able
to lead both to victory. This is what brought Trotsky to the side
of the Bolsheviks and caused him to "forget" his "Cassandralike

prevision" about how "the dictator will take the place of the
Central Committee" and the party itself.
If Wolfe finds that Trotsky's prediction was "fatefully fulfilled

by history," it is primarily because of his method of separating the
history of the conflict of social forces from specific political events,
or worse, of simply ignoring the former. The fact is that whatever
grounds there may have been or seemed to have been in 1903-04
for Trotsky to utter his warning the main tendency of the devel
opment of Lenin's group or party, particularly from 1905 onward,
was in an entirely opposite one from that feared by Trotsky. The
apparatus did not replace the party, nor the Central Committee the
apparatus, nor the dictator (Lenin!) the Central Committee. The
inner party democracy and freedom of opinion and discussion of
the Bolsheviks as an illegal movement, it is worth repeating, can be
matched, without apology, against the regime of virtually every
other working-class organization, legal or illegal, that ever existed.
Here, too, the decisive test was 1917 itself. At least, you would

think so, on the basis of almost universal experience in such mat



The Rise of the Stalinist State 219

ters. A working-class movement which is suffering from a fatal
disease—opportunism, let us say, or bureaucratism—does not usually
reveal it, not clearly, at any rate, in normal periods, in periods of
social calm or political decay. It shows it, and most disastrously for
itself and its followers, in the most critical and troubled periods of

society, above all in the crisis of war and the crisis of revolution.
But precisely in the critical period of 1917, the Bolshevik party
passed the test, and so well that Trotsky found it possible to
abandon his early apprehensions about it.
Now why didn't Lenin's conception of organization, which was

one of the "roots of Stalinism" manifest itself in 1917 in a way that
would cause the Bolshevik party to play a conservative or reaction

ary role in the revolution, to be a brake upon the workers and

peasants? The question is of first-rate interest. Therefore, Wolfe
passes it by.
Did the Bolshevik party measure up to its task early in 1917?

Of course not! But that was not because Trotsky's prophecy about
Lenin's conception of organization had been fulfilled, fatefully
or otherwise. It was an entirely different prophecy of Trotsky's that
was fulfilled— or almost. Years earlier, Trotsky had written that
the Bolshevik formula of "democratic dictatorship of the proletariat
and peasantry" had its revolutionary side, as opposed to the Men-
shevik conception of a revolution in which it would be the role of
the proletariat to bring the bourgeoisie to power. But, he added,

if the Bolsheviks persisted in this formula, the coming revolution
would reveal its reactionary side, that is

,

that which inhibited the
proletariat from carrying the democratic revolution through the

proletarian power and the inauguration of socialist measures.

Steeped in Lenin's old formula, most of the party leaders in 1917
adopted a position which paralyzed the revolutionary possibilities
of the party. It took a furious fight by Lenin, after his arrival in
Russia in April, to effect that "rearmament" of the party which
finally assured the victory in October. But, this "prophecy" of
Trotsky's— or rather, Lenin's rearming of the party in the direction
of Trotsky's theory— is regarded by Wolfe as one of the three sources
of . . . Stalinism!

Important is the fact that Lenin did not replace the Central
Committee as dictator in any sense indicated by Trotsky. He en
joyed, justly, immense authority among the Bolsheviks, but he had
won it and kept it to the end of his life by his intellectual ability
and character as a leader and not by any dirty manipulation or
usurpation.
In 1917, most of the party leadership opposed his famous

"April Theses." He was not only unable to dictate to the others,
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but did not dream of it. He won them over, one by one, partly by
the pressure of the party ranks whom he convinced and partly by

convincing the leaders as well. In 1917, or before, when his point
of view won, it was not because the dictator had replaced the
Central Committee; and when his point of view lost, as was more
than once the case, it was not because the apparatus had replaced
the party.
Yet, the Bolshevik party did degenerate; Soviet democracy was

replaced by a unique Bonapartist dictatorship. But the process did
not conform with Trotsky's prediction, which Wolfe transforms
into an abstraction raised to the nth power. Reading Wolfe, you
would think that the Bolshevik party was a sort of supra-mundane
substance evolving out of some purely internal mechanism, un
affected by the strains and influences exerted by terrestrial forces.
It is only necessary to read what the Bolsheviks said and wrote

in the period of the revolutionary upsurge to see what their real
attitude was toward Soviet and socialist democracy, what ideas of
working-class self-rule they sought with all their strength to instill
into the Russian people. The bureaucracy rose not because of these
ideas, but in spite of them. The revolution was soon plunged into
a fierce civil war, and if it had not been for the Bolsheviks, in
cluding their "machine," the Soviet power would not have lasted
48 hours, to be replaced, in all likelihood, not by bourgeois-
democrats but by the czarist reaction which Anglo-French imperial
ism was sponsoring.
Civil war, unfortunately, is not the ideal culture for the growth

of the democratic bacillus. The days of War Communism were
harsh and stringent. At the front and at home, command inevitably
took the place of free discussion and voting. The tendency to
bureaucratic command gripped and held not only Bolshevik leaders,
but rank-and-file militants, Bolshevik and non-party as well.
Even so, Soviet democracy could have been restored after the

civil war if the accursed backwardness of Russia had been overcome
rapidly by the aid which a successful revolution in the advanced
West could have contributed on a grand scale. It could have been
maintained if

,

to start with, more of the Mensheviks and SRs had
allied themselves with the "revolutionary democracy" in the civil
war and not with the monarchist reaction. A Russian Populist of
the old days once exclaimed: "Never will history forgive the
autocracy for making terrorists out of us." With far more justice
the Bolsheviks might have declared: "Never will history forgive
the Mensheviks and Social Revolutionists for joining the war
against the Soviets and forcing us to substitute our party for the
Soviets."
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Soviet democracy might have been restored by another road,
the redemocratization of the Bolshevik party itself. And here it is
interesting to note that the big fight for party democracy was
launched by an outstanding section of the Old Bolsheviks who
rallied to Trotsky's position; in fact, by the time Zinoviev broke
with Stalin and joined the Trotskyists, it can be said that the bulk
of the militants who had been most thoroughly trained in the old
school of Bolshevism and in Lenin's "conception of organization,"
lined up against the Stalinist bureaucracy, which was represented
primarily by comparatively recent members or by obscure person
ages who had never played an important part in the life of the
party. Well or badly, consistently or not, the old Bolshevik cadres
resisted the rise of the new Stalinist bureaucracy. If they failed, it
was not due to the overpowering force the Lenin's organizational
principal, but to an overpowering force of a radically different kind.

In passing, Wolfe writes:
Nineteen five and nineteen seventeen, the heroic years when the

machine was unable to contain the flood of overflowing life, would bring
Trotsky to the fore as the flaming tribune of the people, would show
Lenin's ability to rise above the confining structure of his dogmas, and
would relegate Stalin, the machine-man by antonomasy, to the background.
But no people can live forever at fever heat and when that day was over
and Lenin was dead, the devoted machine-man's day would come.*

Just in passing! But these two sentences contain more insight
than can be found in any two chapters of Wolfe's book. Revolutions
are periods of turbulence precisely because the people are so free
to choose their course and their leaders for themselves and so hard
to control by any machine. Wolfe merely sets down these two deeply
significant sentences and then goes on as though they were no more
than a chance collection of words. He seems to shy away from
matters and statements of social importance spontaneously, with
out special effort, as if by instinct. But the sentences are important
regardless of Wolfe. When the masses were free to choose demo
cratically in the revolution of 1917, Trotsky and Lenin were
lifted to power. (Their names can be used here as representative
of Bolshevism as it really was.) And it is only when the masses were
exhausted or apathetic or prostrate, that is, when revolution was

*Then why the title "Three Who Made a Revolution"? Up to now, only Stalin
ist forgers have presented Stalin as one of those who outstandingly led the revo
lution. The facts presented by Wolfe show this to be a falsification and the
above quotation confirms it. The title he gives his book is therefore utterly mis
leading. It would of course be very awkward to load a book with a title like
'Two Who Made a Revolution and One Who Made a Counter-Revolution," but
one merit it would have: it would be accurate.
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succeeded by reaction, that the Stalinist counter-revolution could

triumph over the masses and over the Bolshevik party.

There is the "core of Stalinism," indeed! The Stalinist bureauc
racy did not grow out of an organic evolution of the Bolshevik

party, as was implied by Trotsky's "prophecy." Its growth paralleled
and required the destruction of that party— and its destruction, root
and trunk and leaves and branch, until absolutely nothing is left
of it today except the plagiarized name. This fact, too, is of such
capital importance that the anti-Bolshevik writers pass it by.
Destroyed: the principles of Bolshevism, its program, its tradition,

its history, its personnel down almost to the last man, including

(how significant this is!) even those Bolsheviks who tried to capitu
late to Stalinism, and yes, including even the big bulk of the
original Stalinist faction of the old party! Preserved: the name of
the party and a few renegades from the second and tenth ranks of
the old Bolshevik party— that and nothing more.
The destruction of the Bolshevik party meant the destruction of
socialist consciousness. The measure of the growth of the Bolshevik
party was the growth of this consciousness among the workers it
influenced; and in turn it grew among the workers to the extent
that the party remained attached to the ideas which Lenin most
conspicuously advocated. It is of tremendous interest that for the
Stalinist faction to extend its initial victory inside the party ap
paratus (that's where its first victory occurred) to a victory inside
the party generally, it had to flood the party.
The first big public step, so to speak, taken by the Stalinist

bureaucracy was the notorious Lenin Levy organized right after
Lenin's death. Hundreds of thousands of workers were almost
literally poured into the party. Who were they? Generally speaking,
the more conservative workers and employees, people who had not
shown any interest in joining the party in the tough days of the
revolution and civil war but who could, in 1924-25, be persuaded to
join it now that its power seemed consolidated, now that member
ship seemed to guarantee employment, privileges, a career. Almost
to a man they could be counted on by the bureaucracy in the fight
against the Opposition, against the Bolsheviks, their principles,
their revolutionary and socialist and democratic traditions. It was
Stalin's first and not least important step in literally dissolving
Lenin's "machine" in order to substitute a despotic police regime
that was utterly alien to it. This first step was typical of those
that followed.
There is as much justification, then, for the theory that Stalin

ism was rooted in the Bolshevism which it extirpated, as there is,
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for example, in the kindred theory that the socialist movement, its
methods and its theories in general form the roots of the fascist
movement and its methods and theories. The anti-Bolshevik dem
ocrat would feel outraged at seeing the latter argument put forward.
He would declare indignantly that to explode such nonsense,

nothing more is needed than the fact that Hitlerism crushed the
socialist organizations, imprisoned or killed their leaders, outlawed
their ideas, and so on and so forth.
Yet the argument that Hitlerism had its authentic roots in the

German Social-Democratic Party is advanced in all coolness by so
eminent an anti-socialist as Frederick von Hayek, and with the same
reasoning, with the same analogies, with the same cavalier attitude
toward decisive facts as is displayed by those who argue that Stalin
ism is rooted in Bolshevism. Hayek is a defender of the capitalist
status-quo-ante-state intervention and a sworn foe of socialism, and
he has his means of discrediting its good name. The aim of the
democratic or reformist anti-Bolsheviks is somewhat loftier, as it
were, but the means they employ to discredit Bolshevism are in no
essential different from Hayek's.

The reader is due an apology for the extraordinary and un
foreseen length to which this review of portraits of Stalinism has
stretched out. He must be asked to indulge his patience a little
longer, for there remains the tragic work of Isaac Deutcher to deal
with. In extenuation, only the crucial importance of the subject
matter can be pleaded. We consider ourselves defenders of a cause
who have an elementary duty to perform. On the flyleaf of his book,
Wolfe quotes, for his motto, the noble words of Albert Mathiez:

The historian has a duty both to himself and to his readers. He has
to a certain extent the cure of souls. He is accountable for the reputation
of the mighty dead whom he conjures up and portrays. If he makes a "
mistake, if he repeats slanders on those who are blameless or holds up
profligates or schemers to admiration, he not only commits an evil action;
he poisons and misleads the public mind.

Mathiez devoted much of his great work to defending the great
French Revolution and its Jacobins from detractors. The socialist
today has the duty to defend the great Russian Revolution and
its Jacobins in much the same spirit. As to how faithfully Wolfe
has heeded the injunction of Mathiez, the reader of his book will
judge for himself.

July, 1950





Isaac Deutscher's "Stalin"

WE COME FINALLY TO ISAAC DEUTSCHER'S
biography of Stalin. The author's credentials entitle him to a
serious hearing for a serious work. He was a militant in the old
Polish Communist movement, then in the Polish Trotskyist move
ment which he seems to have left either just before or after the

outbreak of the second world war. He is obviously at home in the
history of the Russian revolution and of the revolutionary move
ment in general. His book is free of those bald errors, grotesque
misunderstandings and falsehoods which swarm over the pages of
most of the current literature about the Bolshevik revolution. His
appraisal of Stalinism does not aim, as do most others written

nowadays, to discredit that revolution and with it the fight for
socialism.
He refuses to regard the Bolshevik revolution as the Original
Sin from which all the evils of our time flow, and endeavors to
present an objective sociological, even Marxian, analysis of Stalin
ism, free of the primitive diabolism which is generally substituted
for analyses. Deutscher's analysis really comes to grips with what
has become the key question of our time.

What is Stalinism? Deutscher finds the basis for understanding
it in what he sets forth as the fundamental development that "has
been common to all revolutions so far." This, essentially, is the
development:

Each great revolution begins with a phenomenal outburst of popular
energy, impatience, anger, and hope. Each ends in the weariness, exhaus
tion, and disillusionment of the revolutionary people. In the first phase
the party that gives the fullest expression to the popular mood outdoes
its rivals, gains the confidence of the masses, and rises to power. . . . Then
comes the inevitable trial of civil war. The revolutionary party is still
marching in step with the majority of the nation. It is acutely conscious
of its unity with the people and of a profound harmony between its own
objectives and the people's wishes and desires. It can call upon the mass
of the nation for ever-growing efforts and sacrifices; and it is sure of the
response. In this, the heroic phase, the revolutionary party is in a very
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real sense democratic, even though it treats its foes with dictatorial relent-
lessness and observes no strict constitutional precept. The leaders implicitly
trust their vast plebian following; and their policy rests on that trust.
They are willing and even eager to submit their policies to open debate
and to accept the popular verdict.

But this relationship hardly survives the civil war. The party
emerges weary and the people wearier. "The anti-climax of the
revolution is there." The fruits of the now secured revolution ripen
too slowly to permit immediate fulfillment of the promises made
to the people by the party.

This is the real tragedy which overtakes the party of the revolution.
If its action is to be dictated by the mood of the people, it will presently
have to efface itself, or at least to relinquish power. But no revolutionary
government can abdicate after a victorious civil war, because the only
real pretenders to power are the still considerable remnants of the de
feated counterrevolution. . . . The party of the revolution knows no
retreat. It has been driven to its present pass largely through obeying the
will of that same people by which it is now deserted. It will go on doing
what it considers to be its duty, without paying much heed to the voice
of the people. In the end it will muzzle and stifle that voice.

The chasm between the rulers and the people widens, without
the former having a full understanding of what is happening as
they "acquire the habits of arbitrary government and themselves
come to be governed by their own habits." The party divides in
two.

Some of its leaders point in alarm to the divorce between the revolu
tion and the people. Others justify the conduct of the party on the ground
that the divorce is irremediable. Still others, the actual rulers, deny the
fact of the divorce itself: for to admit it would be to widen further the
gap between the rulers and the ruled. Some cry in alarm that the revolu
tion has been betrayed, for in their eyes government by the people is the
very essence of revolution— without it there can be no government for the
people. The rulers find justification for themselves in the conviction that
whatever they do will ultimately serve the interests of the broad mass of
the nation; and indeed they do, on the whole, use their power to consoli
date most of the economic and social conquests of the revolution. Amid
charges and counter-charges, the heads of the revolutionary leaders begin
to roll and the power of the post-revolutionary state towers hugely over
'the society it governs. . . .
It is in this broad perspective that the metamorphosis of triumphant

Bolshevism, and Stalin's own fortunes, can best be understood.

That, according to Deutscher, is the law of revolutions, it is
the "general trend of events; and this has been common to all great
revolutions so far." To make his analysis more specific and to round
it out, we must go further with Deutscher. Although Stalinism
represents a "metamorphosis of Bolshevism," it is not its negation.
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In Stalin, there is still the Bolshevik, but no longer in the more
or less pure state, as it were. His puzzled opponents ask: "What is
Stalin, after all? The architect of an imperial restoration, who
sometimes exploits revolutionary pretexts for his ends, or the

promoter of Communist revolution, camouflaging his purpose with
the paraphernalia of the Russian imperial tradition?" Deutscher

answers: Both! Stalinism is revolutionism and traditionalism, strand

ed in strange interplay; or as he puts it elsewhere, in Stalin there
is the "conflict between his nationalism and his revolutionism."

As a result of this duality (in Stalin or Stalinism), he carried out,
five years after Lenin's death, Soviet Russia's "second revolution."

It is true that

The ideas of the second revolution were not his. He neither foresaw
it nor prepared for it. Yet he, and in a sense, he alone, accomplished it.

It is likewise true that the cost was "the complete loss, by a
whole generation, of spiritual and political freedom," but the
"rewards of that revolution were astounding"— namely, the rapid
industrialization, the modernization of agriculture, the reduction
of illiteracy, the bringing of Asiatic Russia nearer to Europe even
while European Russia was detached from Europe. Yet the Stalinist
revolution differs from the Bolshevik revolution, and the most

important difference

. . . lies in the method of the revolution. Broadly speaking, the old
Bolshevism staked its hope on the revolutionary momentum of the inter
national labor movement. It believed that the Socialist order would result
from the original experience and struggle of the working classes abroad,
that it would be the most authentic act of their social and political self-
determination. The old Bolshevism, in other words, believed in revolu
tion from below, such as the upheaval of 1917 had been. The revolution
which Stalin now carried into eastern and central Europe was primarily
a revolution from above. It was decreed, inspired, and managed by the
great power predominant in that area.

The movement connected with his name, "at once progressive
and retrograde," shows Stalin to be of the "breed of the great
revolutionary despots, to which Cromwell, Robespierre, and Na
poleon belonged" (elsewhere Deutscher adds: Bismarck and Czar

Alexander).

Like Cromwell as Lord Protector or Napoleon as Emperor, Stalin
now remained the guardian and trustee of the revolution. He consolidated
its national gains and extended them. He "built socialism"; and even his
opponents, while denouncing his autocracy, admitted that most of his
economic reforms were indeed essential for socialism.

But the fact that Stalin can take his place by the side of
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Napoleon and Bismarck is not accidental. Here Deutscher finally
rounds out his analysis so that the conclusions are clearly implicit
in it. Stalin's role

. . . results from one peculiar parallelism between the bourgeois and
the Socialist revolution in Europe, a parallelism that has come to light
only since the Second World War. Europe, in the nineteenth century,
saw how the feudal order, outside France, crumbled and was replaced by
the bourgeois one. But east of the Rhine feudalism was not overthrown
by a series of upheavals on the pattern of the French revolution, by explo
sions of popular despair and anger, by revolutions from below, for the
spread of which some of the Jacobins had hoped in 1794. Instead, Euro
pean feudalism was either destroyed or undermined by a series of revo
lutions from above. Napoleon, the tamer of Jacobinism at home, carried
the revolution into foreign lands, to Italy, to the Rhineland, and to
Poland, where he abolished serfdom, completely or in part, and where
his Code destroyed many of the feudal privileges. Malgre lui-meme, he
executed parts of the political testament of Jacobinism. . . . The feudal
order had been too moribund to survive; but outside France the popular
forces arrayed against it were too weak to overthrow it "from below"; and
so it was swept away "from above." It is mainly in Napoleon's impact
upon the lands neighboring France that the analogy is found for the im
pact of Stalinism upon eastern and central Europe. The chief elements of
both historic situations are similar: the social order of eastern Europe
was as little capable of survival as was the feudal order in the Rhineland
in Napoleon's days; the revolutionary forces arrayed against the anachro
nism were too weak to remove it; then conquest and revolution merged in
a movement, at once progressive and retrograde, which at last transformed
the structure of society.

Now the reader has all he needs to know about Deutscher's
analysis of Stalinism. It is not identical with Trotsky's analysis, but
only because it is an extreme and one-sided presentation of it. Yet
the similarity between the two leaps to the eye. To the extent that
Trotsky incorporated it into his own analysis, he drove himself,
toward the end of his work, into a theoretical and political blind
alley, in which his sightless followers have since milled around
with such calamitous consequences. Deutscher himself does not
follow the practice that his theory entails, for reasons that are not
clear but which cannot possibly be objective. His book ends with
a tentative sort of advocacy of what Trotsky called the "supple
mentary revolution" against Stalinism. But this half-hopeful note
does not even modify the fact that Deutscher has worked out the
theoretical basis for a socialist capitulation to Stalinism. To the
extent that the working-class and socialist movement shares this
theory, any progressive struggle against Stalinism is doomed and
with it the struggle for socialism itself. The socialist movement can
rise again to a full consciousness of its problem and how to resolve
it only—we stress it again: only— if it understands the root-falsity
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of the theory to which Deutscher has given such utterly tragic and

disorienting expression.

The crux of Deutscher's disaster lies in his "peculiar parallel
ism" between bourgeois and socialist revolutions. Historical anal
ogies are by their very nature seductive. There is especially good
reason for comparing the socialist revolution with the great bour

geois revolutions of the past two centuries. Indeed, unless they are

compared, and their similarities established, the socialist revolution
becomes incomprehensible or, at best, is cast back to the utopias of

pre-scientific socialism. But this is no less important: unless they
are contrasted, and the fundamental differences between them
clarified, the socialist revolution becomes impossible! Deutscher's
treatment of the two revolutions suffers from two defects, but those
two suffice: he does not deal with their differences at all, and he
presents them as similar precisely in those respects where they are
and must be different, decisively different, so different that they
cannot be compared but only contrasted to one another.
The aim of every bourgeois revolution was simple: to establish

the economic supremacy of the market, of the capitalist mode of
production. These already existed to one degree or another under
feudalism. But feudalism impeded their full unfoldment, it "fet
tered" them. Its outlived laws, customs, traditions, regulations,
estate-ish and geographical divisions, privileges— all blocked off the
"primitive accumulation of capital" required for the full expansion
of the new mode of production; all were constricting clamps upon
the winding and unwinding of that mainspring which is the stim
ulator and regulator of capitalist production, namely, the free
market. The removal of these fetters, blocks and clamps was all
that was essentially required for the triumph of the bourgeois
revolution, and not necessarily the complete destruction of feudal
ism in all its forms or even of the feudal lords themselves. Indeed,
in many (i

f not most) countries where the fetters of feudalism were
finally broken, the new mode of production could and did co-exist,
either at home or within their world empires or both, with the
old feudalists and their economic forms, intact or more or less
capitalistically transformed.
But because social progress required the victory of the bour

geois revolution, it did not follow that the bourgeoisie was every
where the organizer and leader of the revolution. In our Marxist
literature, the bourgeoisie of the period in which feudalism was
generally replaced by capitalism is often referred to as having been
"a revolutionary class" or "the revolutionary class." This is true,
but only in a very specific, distinctly limited sense. The capitalist
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mode of production, even in its incipiency under feudalism, to

say nothing of its post-feudal days, was inherently of a kind that
constantly required expansion, and was therefore an intolerant

rebel against the feudal fetters upon it. The bourgeoisie was
revolutionary primarily and basically only in the sense that it was
at once the agent, the organizer and the beneficiary of capital; in
the sense that it was the bearer of the new mode of production
which was irreconcilable with the supremacy of feudal backward
ness and stagnancy. But never—more accurately, perhaps, only in
the rarest of cases— was the bourgeoisie revolutionary in the sense
of organizing and leading the political onslaught on feudal or
aristocratic society. That would have required either a radical
break with the feudalists for which it was not prepared, or the
unleashing of "plebian mobs and passions" which it feared— or both.
The Great French Revolution was great— the greatest of all the

bourgeois revolutions, the classic among bourgeois revolutions—

precisely because it was not organized and led by the French bour
geoisie! It was the work of the Jacobins, of the lowly artisans and
peasants and tradesfolk, the plebian masses. The Cromwellian
revolution was far more the work of the small independent land
lord, the artisan, the urban tradesman than the work of the then
English bourgeoisie— in fact, Cromwell's Puritans had to fight
bitterly against the Presbyterian bourgeoisie. Napoleon, who ex
tended the bourgeois revolution to so many lands of feudal Europe,
based himself not so much upon the bourgeoisie of France as upon
the new class of allotment farmers. In Germany, it was not the
bourgeoisie that unified the nation and leveled the feudal barriers
to the expansion of capitalism, but the iron representative of the
Prussian Junkers, Bismarck. He carried out the bourgeois revolu
tion in the interests of the feudal Junkers, and made his united
Germany a powerful capitalist country, but without the bourgeoisie
and against it. Much the same process developed in distant Japan.
As for that late-comer, czarist Russia, the bourgeoisie remained a
prop of the semi-feudal autocracy to the last, and the bourgeois
revolution was carried out in passing by the proletariat and only
as an episode in the socialist revolution.
Yet in all the countries (except of course in Russia) where the

bourgeois revolution was carried out— always without the bour
geoisie, often against the bourgeoisie—it did not fail to achieve its
main and primary aim: to assure the social rule of the bourgeoisie,
to establish the economic supremacy of its mode of production.
This was all that was needed to satisfy the fundamental require
ment of bourgeois class domination.
It cannot be underlined too heavily: Once the fetters of
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feudalism were removed from the capitalist mode of production,
the basic victory and the expansion of the bourgeoisie and its social
system were absolutely guaranteed. Once the work of destruction
was accomplished, the work of constructing bourgeois society could

proceed automatically by the spontaneous expansion of capital as
regulated automatically by the market. To the bourgeoisie, there
fore, it could not make a fundamental difference whether the work
of destruction was begun or carried out by the plebian Jacobin
terror against the aristocracy, as in France, or by the aristocracy
itself in promotion of its own interests, as in Germany.
Neither the revolutionary French plebians nor the Napoleonic

empire builders could replace feudalism with a special economic
system of their own, or create any social system other than bour
geois society. In Germany, no matter how exclusively Bismarck was
preoccupied with maintaining the power of the Prussian king and
the Junkers, with modernizing the nation so that it could defeat
its foreign enemies, the only way the nation could be united and
modernized was by stimulating, protecting and expanding the

capitalist order. A prerequisite for this was of course the removal
of all (or most) feudal and particularist obstacles in its path.
If Bonapartism and Bismarckism prevented the bourgeoisie

from exercising the direct political influence that, ideally, it pre
fers, this was more than compensated by the fact that they sup
pressed or curbed an infinitely greater threat to the rule of the
bourgeoisie— the plebeian and later the proletarian masses. And if
the bourgeoisie gives up or allows the curbing or even destruction
of its own representative parliamentary institutions, under a Bona-

partist or Bismarckian regime, or under its most decadent mani
festation, fascism, it only admits, to quote the famous passage from
Marx, "that in order to preserve its social power unhurt, its po
litical power must be broken; that the private bourgeois can con
tinue to exploit the other classes and rejoice in 'property,' 'family,'
'religion' and 'order' only under the condition that his own class
be condemned to the same political nullity of the other classes."
But its social power is preserved "unhurt" just the same, and the
evidence of that is the prosperity that the bourgeoisie enjoyed
under Napoleon, Bismarck and Hitler.
When, therefore, Deutscher stresses the fact that east of the

Rhineland the "popular forces arrayed against it [moribund
feudalism] were too weak to overthrow it 'from below'; and so it
was swept away 'from above,'

"
he is as wide of the mark as he can

possibly be if this fact is adduced to show the similarity between
"the chief elements of both historical situations," namely, the
spread of Bonapartism and of Stalinism.
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The absurdity of the comparison is clear if we bear in mind
the equally incontestable fact that whether feudalism was swept
away "from above" or "from below," the difference in the result
was, at the very most, secondary. In both cases the victory of capi
talist society was secured and its growth guaranteed. Once the
feudal fetters on capitalism were broken—whether by Cromwell's
Ironsides or Napoleon's Grand Army, by Robespierre's Jacobins
or Bismarck's Junkers— capitalism and only capitalism could be

solidly established.
According to Deutscher, feudalism could be swept away and

the rule of capitalism installed by a revolution carried out, from
above or below, by the plebian masses, the petty bourgeois masses,
the bourgeoisie itself, even by feudal lords themselves (and even

by the modern imperialist big bourgeoisie, as we know from their
work against feudalism in some of the colonies they penetrated).
For the comparison to be less than ludicrous, it would have to be
demonstrated that today "moribund capitalism" can also be swept
away and the rule of socialism also installed by a revolution carried
out by the petty bourgeoisie, the bourgeoisie, and any other class,
as well as by the proletariat or as an adequate substitute for it.
It would also have to be demonstrated that, just as it made no
essential difference to the bourgeoisie how its revolution was ef
fected, so today it makes no decisive difference to the proletariat
whether it makes its own socialist revolution or the revolution is
made by a GPU which enslaves and terrorizes it. To demonstrate
that would be difficult.

The socialist revolution does not even lend itself to the kind
of comparison with the bourgeois revolution that Deutscher makes.
The emancipation of the working class, said Marx, is the task

of the working class itself. To which we add explicitly what is there
implicitly: "of the conscious working class." Is this mere rhetoric,
or a phrase for ceremonial occasions? It has been put to such uses.
But it remains the basic scientific concept of the socialist revolution,

entirely free from sentimentality and spurious idealism.
The revolution which destroys the fetters of feudalism, we

wrote above, assures, by that mere act, the automatic operation and
expansion of the new system of capitalist production. (We stress
the word "new" to distinguish capitalism in the period of its rise
and bloom from capitalism in its decline and decay, when the auto
matic regulators of production break down more and more fre
quently and disastrously. But that period is another matter.) Con
scious direction of the capitalist economy plays its part, as does
the nature of the state power; but at most these are secondary or,
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better yet, auxiliary to what Marx calls the "self-expansion of
capital."
It is altogether different with the socialist revolution. In this

case we cannot say that regardless of what class or social group
destroys the fetters of capitalism, the act itself assures the auto
matic operation and expansion of socialist production. Socialist

production and distribution will take place automatically, so to
speak (each will give what he can and take what he needs), only
decades (how many we do not know or need to know) after the
revolution itself has taken place, only after civilized socialist think

ing and behavior have become the normal habit of all the members
of the community.
But immediately after the socialist revolution takes place, pro

duction and distribution must be organized and regulated. The
bourgeoisie can no longer organize production, since it has just
been or is about to be expropriated, and thereby deprived of the

ownership and control of the means of production. The market
can no longer regulate production automatically, for it has been
or is being abolished along with the other conditions of capitalist
production; in any case, it disappears to exactly the extent that
socialist production advances.
Unlike capitalist production, socialist production (that is,

production for use) demands conscious organization of the economy
so that it will function harmoniously. It is this consideration and
this alone that requires of the new revolutionary regime the na
tionalization, sooner or later, of all the principal means of pro
duction and exchange. And it is this centralization of the means
of production that makes possible, to an ever-increasing degree,
the harmonious planning of production and distribution.
Planning, in turn, implies the ability to determine what is

produced, how much of each product is produced, and how it is
distributed to the members of the community (limited only by the
level of the available productive forces)— to determine these things
consciously, in contrast to capitalism which produces according to
the dictates of the blindly-operating market and distributes ac
cording to glaring class inequalities.
Now, what assurance is there that the masses, who have made

the revolution in order to establish a socialist economy, will be the
main beneficiaries of the planned decisions that are taken and
executed? (We say, cautiously, "main" and not sole beneficiaries,
for obviously, in the first stage of the new society the economy will
necessarily be encumbered by "parasitic" specialists, military house
holds and bureaucrats.) Only one assurance: that the decisions on
what and how much is produced and how it is distributed are taken
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by the masses themselves, concretely, through their freely and

easily elected— and just as freely and easily recallable— representa
tives. Otherwise, there is no assurance whatever that those who
make the decisions on how the economy shall be organized will
make them in conformity with the economic principles of socialism,
or principles that are socialist in type, socialist in direction.
In other words, the economic structure that replaces capitalism

can be socialist (socialistic) only if the new revolutionary regime
(the state) is in the hands of the workers, only if the working class
takes and retains political power. For, once capitalist ownership
is destroyed, all economic decisions are necessarily political de
cisions—that is, decisions made by the state which now has all the
economy and all the economic power in its hands. And if the work
ing class then does not have political power, it has no power at all.

Here we come to another basic difference between the two so
cial systems, and not their similarity, as Deutscher says. It relates
to the question of how social power is exercised in each case.
The bourgeoisie's power over society rests fundamentally upon

its ownership of property (the means of production and exchange).
That ownership determines, in Marx's excellent phrase, its mastery
over the conditions of production, and therefore over society as a
whole. Any state, any political power, which preserves capitalist
power, is a bourgeois state, is indeed the "guardian and trustee" of
the social power of the bourgeoisie. This holds for the state of
Napoleon, Bismarck, Roosevelt, Ramsay Macdonald or Hitler.
Deutscher understands that well enough, for he writes that "when
the Nazi facade was blown away, the structure that revealed itself
to the eyes of the world was the same as it had been before Hitler,
with its big industrialists, its Krupps and Thyssens, its Junkers, its
middle classes, its Grossbauers, its farm laborers and its industrial
workers." The social power of the bourgeoisie was and remains its
property ownership, its economic power.
It is exactly the other way around with the proletariat! It is

not a property-owning class and it cannot be—not under capital
ism, not under the revolutionary regime that separates capitalism
from socialism, and certainly not under socialism itself, which
knows neither property nor proletariat. The revolution which
expropriates the bourgeoisie does not turn its property over to the
workers (this worker or group of workers now owns a steel mill;
that one a railroad; the other a bank, etc.). That would indeed be
a revolution-for-nothing, for it would merely create a new type of
capitalist, property-owning class. No, the revolution nationalizes,

immediately or gradually, all social property, turns it over to the
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new regime, the revolutionary state power. That is what happened
in Russia in 1917, when the revolution was carried out "from
below" (the "old Bolshevik" method). Every politically-educated
person knows that it was a socialist revolution, that it raised the

proletariat to the position of ruling class, that it abolished capitalist
property and established socialist (socialistic) property in its place.
In that case, wherein lies the fundamental difference between

that revolution and those carried out "from above" by Stalin

throughout the Balkans and the Baltic? The bourgeoisie was ex

propriated, politically as well as economically, its property was
nationalized and turned over to the new state power.
According to Deutscher, there is no basic difference, no class

difference, so to say. Just as Napoleon carried the bourgeois revolu
tion to Poland, so Stalin carried the socialist revolution all the way
to Germany. The "orthodox" (Oof!) Trotskyists are reluctantly but
irresistibly drawing closer to the same monstrous conclusion. Their
embarrassment over Deutscher is due entirely to the fact that he
has anticipated them.
Yet there is a difference and it is fundamental. The Communist

Manifesto stresses (and how much more emphatically should we
stress it in our time?) "that the first step in the revolution by the
working class, is to raise the proletariat to the position of ruling
class, to win the battle of democracy." It is not just some new
political power in general that will socialistically expropriate the
bourgeoisie, but the new proletarian power. As if in anticipation of
present controversies, Marx underscores the point, at the beginning
and at the end: "The proletariat will use its political supremacy, to
wrest, by degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to centralize all
instruments of production in the hands of the state"— what state?
to make sure he is understood, Marx adds: "i.e., of the proletariat
organized as the ruling class." The test of this "formula" for the
socialist revolution (to say nothing of a dozen other tests) was passed
precisely by the Bolshevik revolution.
Nothing of the sort happens in the case of the Stalinist "so

cialist revolution," the revolution "from above." The proletariat
is never allowed to come within miles of "political supremacy."
What the new state "wrests" first of all, and not very gradually,
either, are all the political and economic rights of the proletariat,
reducing it to economic and political slavery. The difference be
tween the revolution "from below" and the revolution "from
above" is not at all a mere matter of difference in "method" but
one of social, class nature. It might be compared to the difference
between cropping a dog "from the front" and "from behind." By
one "method," the tail is cut off, and the dog, according to some
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fanciers, is healthier and handsomer; but if the other "method"
were employed and his head were cut off, we would not have a

"bureaucratically-degenerated dog" but a dead one. Like all com
parisons, this one too has its limitations: Stalinism does not cut
off the head of the socialist revolution only because it does not
allow that revolution to grow a head.
Yet Stalin, while depriving the proletariat of all political

power, did maintain state property in Russia, did extend it vastly,
and did convert capitalist property into state property in Poland,
Rumania, Czechoslovakia and elsewhere. Because the Bolshevik
revolution established state property, and Napoleon's extension of
bourgeois property seems to lend itself to analogy, Stalin becomes,
to Deutscher, the representative of those rulers who, "on the whole,
use their power to consolidate most of the economic and social

conquests of the revolution," and even to extend these revolu
tionary conquests at home and abroad. The formula, alas, is
originally that of Trotsky, who wrote that the Russian workers "see
in it [the Stalinist bureaucracy] the watchman for the time being
of a certain part of their own conquests." If that is true, so much
the worse for the Russian workers. In any case it does not reduce
the magnitude of the error.
By what it says and implies, this formula tells us that the state

is socialistic (a proletarian state) because the economy is nation
alized, statified. The nature of the state is determined by the prop
erty form. That is indubitably true in all societies where private
property exists. But it is radically false when applied to a society
where the state owns the property. The exact opposite is then
true, that is, the nature of the economy is determined by the nature
of the state! That it is necessary to argue this ABC of Marxism and
of evident social reality today, is one of the indications of the
sorry state of the radical movement.
The theory that the economy is socialistic simply because the

state owns it was originated by Stalinism. It was needed by Stalin
ism to help achieve its counter-revolution. It constitutes to this
day the quintessential theoretical basis for its worldwide mystifica
tion. As early as 1925, almost coincidental, significantly enough,
with the launching of the theory of "socialism in one country," the
Stalinists began to put forth, cautiously but unmistakably, the

theory that Deutscher has so uncritically taken for granted. As

cautiously as the one but not so uncritically as the other, the then

Leningrad Opposition (Zinoview and Kamenev) took issue with the

theory and warned against it. Kamenev's speech on the question of
the nature of the economy in Russia, delivered at the 14th party
congress toward the end of 1925, is therefore of prime interest:
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Do we perhaps doubt that our factories are enterprises of a "con
sistently-socialist type"? Nol But we ask: Why did Lenin say that our enter
prises are "enterprises of a consistently-socialist type"? Why didn't he say
directly that they are genuinely socialist enterprises?
What does this mean: enterprises of a consistently-socialist type? It

means that these enterprises are essentially socialistic enterprises. They
are socialist in what are called property-relations. The factories belong to
the proletarian state, that is, to the organized working class. . . .
The correct conception of our state industry consists in this, that our

state enterprises are really enterprises of a consistently socialist type, inas
much as they represent die property of the worker's state, but that they
are far from being complete socialist enterprises because the mutual rela
tions of the people engaged in them, the organization of labor, the form
of the labor wage, the work for the market, represent no elements of an
unfolded socialist economy.

At this point, it is worth noting, the congress minutes report
an interruption from one of the hostile Stalinist delegates: "You
have discovered America!" In those early days, the Stalinists did not
dare challenge, directly and openly, the simple ABC ideas Kamenev
was expounding. His ideas are clear. The property, the economy,
can be considered socialist-in-type (not even socialist, but as yet only
socialist-in-type) only because "they represent the property of the
workers' state," only because "the factories belong to the proletarian
state, that is

,

to the organized working class." The character of the
economy is determined by the character of the political power, the
state!

The Stalinists needed the very opposite theory in order to
cover up and justify their destruction of the political power of the

working class and therewith the workers' state. Where Kamenev,
and all other Marxists, declared that the property is socialist only
because it is owned by a workers' state, "that is, the organized work
ing class" in power— the Stalinists declared the state is socialist
simply because it owns the property. This theory is now canonized
as constitutional law in all Stalinists lands and all arguments
against it are promptly and thoroughly refuted by the GPU.
The theory is a Stalinist invention from start to finish. The

finest-toothed comb drawn through all the writings of every Bol
shevik leader— Lenin, Trotsky, Bukharin, Zinoviev, Kamenev—will
not find so much as a phrase to sustain it. Until Stalin turned the
Marxian view upside-down, every one of the Marxists, without
exception, repeated literally thousands of times that because the
state is in the hands of the proletariat, therefore the economy is

proletarian (socialist-in-type). They never argued that because the
economy is in the hands of the state, therefore the state is prole
tarian—never!

How could they? The proletariat, not similar to the bourgeoisie
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but in contrast to it, establishes, asserts and maintains its social
power only when it gets and holds political power. As the bour
geoisie is nothing without its economic power, its ownership of

property, so the proletariat is nothing without its political power.
Only political power can give it economic power, the power to
determine the "conditions of production."

Deutscher's theory, or rather his adoption and adaptation of
Stalin's, leads him to downright apologetics for the new tyranny—
all very objectively put, to be sure, for there seems no doubt about
his personal antipathy toward the abominations of the regime.
There is, first of all, the law of revolutions which Deutscher

sets forth, as we have quoted it above. It is superficial; it is false
and misleading. Certainly all the old revolutions and their leaders
made promises to the masses that they did not fulfill. But that is a
"law" of all bourgeois revolutions and is absolutely characteristic
of them. Bourgeois revolutions are made under the sign of ideologies,
using that term strictly in the sense in which the early Marx used
it, namely as a synonym for false consciousness or as we would say
after Freud, for rationalization. They think and say they are fighting
for Freedom. "They" includes, as Marx wrote, not only men like
Danton, Robespierre, St. Just and Napoleon, "the heroes as well as
the parties," but even "the masses of the old French Revolution."
But no matter what they think or what they say or what they do,
the revolution does not and cannot go beyond the "task of their
time: the emancipation and the establishment of modern bourgeois
society." At bottom, all that Freedom can mean in the bourgeois
revolution is . . . freedom of trade.
That's why the bourgeois revolutions could not keep their

promises to the masses, why they often had to establish the most
dictatorial governments over and against the masses in the post-
revolutionary period. But since Deutscher has tried the impossible
task of formulating a law of all revolutions, when he might have
known that every different social revolution develops according to
different laws, the most important fact has escaped his attention:
the bourgeois revolutions did fulfifill their promises to the bour
geoisie. The plebian masses were crushed after such revolutions,
but that was only in the nature of the revolution: while it may
have been made by them, it was not and could not have been made
for them. It was made for the bourgeoisie and the bourgeoisie
prospered under it. Which is why it deserves the not-at-all-dishonor-
able name, bourgeois revolution!
Deutscher, however, gives Stalin's overturns the distinctly

honorable name, socialist revolution, and adds with a refined shrug,
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if the masses suffered all sorts of horrors, cruelties and oppressions
after this revolution, if the promises made to them were not kept,
why, "this has been common to all great revolutions so far."
Preposterous conclusion: while the bourgeois revolution does

keep its promises to the bourgeoisie for whom it is made, the
socialist revolution does not keep its promises to the masses for
whom it is made.
Correct conclusion: the Stalinist revolution is not a socialist

revolution in any sense and therefore is not intended to make good
its promises to the masses; it is a revolution of the totalitarian
bureaucracy and it most decidedly does keep its promises to this
bureaucracy!
There is

,

in the second place, Deutscher's weird justification
of the "follies and the cruelties" of Stalin's "second revolution,"
the industrialization of Russia. We have listened with sheer amaze
ment, in recent times, to the same justification on the lips of British
socialists who are not abashed at abusing the name of Trotsky by
assuming it. Now we see it in print under Deutscher's signature.
Stalin's "follies and cruelties" we read, "inevitably recall those of
England's industrial revolution, as Karl Marx described them in
Das Kapital." He continues:

The analogies are as numerous as they are striking. In the closing
chapters of the first volume of his work, Marx depicts the "primitive
accumulation" of capital (or the "previous accumulation," as Adam Smith
called it), the first violent processes by which one social class accumulated
in its hands the means of production, while other classes were being
deprived of their land and means of livelihood and reduced to the status
of wage-earners. The process which, in the Thirties, took place in Russia
might be called the "primitive accumulation" of socialism in one coun
try
In spite of its "blood and dirt," the English industrial revolution-

Marx did not dispute this—marked a tremendous progress in the history
of mankind. It opened a new and not unhopeful epoch of civilization.
Stalin's industrial revolution can claim the same merit.

The comparison is so microscopically close to being an outrage
as to be indistinguishable from one, and it shows how Deutscher
has literally lost his bearings.
The period of the old Industrial Revolution was a brutal one,

but a harsh social task faced society and it had to be performed.
By whom? The feudal aristocracy could not perform it; the foetus
of a proletariat was not yet able to perform it. There was left only
the young, lusty, callous bourgeoisie. It proceeded to concentrate
property and capital in its hands in sufficient quantity to develop
the forces of production on a vast scale and at a breath-taking pace.
Who suffered the hideous cruelties and horrors of this accumu
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lation? The little people— small peasants, the yeomanry, tradesfolk,
the artisans and their social kith and kin. Who were the bene
ficiaries of these horrors? The bourgeoisie. Moral indignation apart,
the process unfolded as it had to unfold, given the times, given the
class relationships. It was a question of the primitive capitalist
accumulation.
Accumulation is a need of all societies, the socialist included.

Indeed, fundamentally the problem of a socialist accumulation was
the economic rock on which the ship of state of the Russian Revolu
tion foundered (a subject that requires the special study that it

merits). The problem was not unknown to the leaders of the
revolution. They debated it often and warmly. In the early
Twenties, Preobrazhensky devoted a special work to the subject,
which soon evoked a violent controversy. He pointed out that in
the past, every social order achieved its particular accumulation
at the expense of ("by exploiting") earlier and inferior economic
forms. Therefore, continued Preobrazhensky:

The more economically backward, the more petty-bourgeois, the more
agricultural is the country that is passing over to a socialist organization
of production, the slighter the heritage that the proletariat receives for
the fund of its socialist accumulation at the time of the social revolution—
the more the socialist accumulation will have to base itself upon the ex
ploitation of the presocialist economic forms and the lighter will be the
specific gravity of the accumulation derived from its own basis of produc
tion, that is, the less will this accumulation be based upon the surplus
product of the worker in socialist industry. (The Basic Law of Socialist
Accumulation, in the Herald of the Communist Academy, 1924.)

Although the Trotskyist Opposition, of which Preobrazhensky
was a prominent leader, did not endorse his views, the Stalinists
let loose a hue and cry against Preobrazhensky that echoed for
years. In his restrained way, Stalin denounced these views because
they would "undermine the alliance between the proletariat and
the peasantry" and shatter the dictatorship of the proletariat— not
less— for Preobrazhensky's views so easily lent themselves to the
interpretation that the peasantry as a whole had to be exploited
to build up the fund for socialist accumulation.
But what if someone had merely hinted, in the most delicate

way, that the socialist accumulation fund would have to be built up
not only by exploiting the peasantry, which is not, properly speak
ing, a socialist class, but also by exploiting the proletariat, which
is the socialist class; and that the socialist accumulation would
have to proceed along the same barbarous lines as the primitive
capitalist accumulation in England? If he were not hooted out of
sight as a crude defamer of socialism, it would only be because
everybody else would be stricken with dumbfounded silence.
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That Stalin's "second revolution" did start a process "by which
one social class accumulated in its hands the means of production,"
and along the lines of the primitive capitalist accumulation, is
absolutely true. But his accumulation, like the English, was directed
against and paid for by the popular masses. It had nothing in com
mon with socialism or socialist accumulation. It was not the "second
revolution"; it was the counter-revolution.
"Marx did not dispute this," Deutscher reminds us. He did not

dispute that the industrial revolution "marked tremendous progress
in the history of mankind," but only for the reason given above:
there was no other class but the bourgeoisie to carry it out and it
carried it out in the class way characteristic of it. To have looked
for the proletariat to carry out the old industrial revolution was
Utopian, because whatever proletariat existed then in England or
Europe was utterly incapable of performing the mission which
therefore fell to the bourgeoisie.

It only remains to ask: is it likewise utopian to expect the
present proletariat to carry out the modern revolution for the so
cialist reconstruction of society? Or, since capitalism today is mori
bund and cannot be reinvigorated by man or god, must the work
of dispatching it be left to a social force that puts in its place the
most obscene mockery of socialism and social progress ever devised
by man?

Deutscher gives no direct answer, to be sure. But implicit in
his theory, in his whole analysis, is an answer in the affirmative,
even if it is accompanied by shuddering resignation.
He writes movingly about those tragic figures, the great cap

tains of the revolution, who were paraded through the prisoner's
dock of the Moscow Trials by a new ruling class installed in the
"second revolution." He explains—rightly, on the whole, we think—
what brought these once indomitable revolutionists from recanta
tion to capitulation and capitulation to recantation until they
finally allowed themselves to be used for the nightmarish indignities
of the Trials. Deutscher's appraisal of the revolutionary capitulators
is noteworthy:

Throughout they had been oppressed by the insoluble conflict be
tween their horror of Stalin's methods of government and their basic
solidarity with the social regime which had become identified with Stalin's
rule.

Insoluble conflict? Right. But especially right if we under-
stand that all of them had abandoned any belief in the possibility
of a proletarian revolutionary movement independent of Stalinism.
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That only removed the last barrier to an already indicated capit
ulation. They believed that the Stalinist regime represented at
bottom a socialist or proletarian state, and horror over its methods
could not eliminate the feeling that it was the regime of their class
and by that sign also their own. So long as they thought, as Trotsky
also did for a long time, that Stalinism represented a return to
capitalism, they fought it openly and vigorously. They were wrong
in that analysis and Stalin was not long in proving them wrong.
When it became perfectly clear that Stalinism mercilessly crushed
capitalism wherever he had the power to do so, that he preserved
and extended the realm of statified property, they simply equated
his anti-capitalism with the defense of socialism. Their "basic
solidarity with the social regime which had become identified with
Stalin's rule" decided, if it did not guarantee, their capitulation
to Stalinism.
And really, from the standpoint of Deutscher's analysis, why

not? The German bourgeoisie may not have been enthusiastic over
all the methods of Bismarck, of Wilhelm II, and later of Hitler.
But they were "in basic solidarity with the social regime which had
become identified," successively, with those three names. They
never fought these regimes; they never rebelled against them, ex
cept, perhaps, for an inconsequential handful of bourgeois and
military plotters against Hitler. In their way, they were certainly
right: "It is our regime, the regime of our class."
"In his exile," writes Deutscher, after the words we quoted

above, "Trotsky, too, wrestled with the dilemma, without bending
his knees." True. We do not believe that Trotsky would ever have
capitulated to Stalinism, and that not only because of his unsur
passable personal qualities as a revolutionist. To the extent that
he shared the fatal theory that Stalinist Russia is a workers' state
and that the Stalinist bureaucracy is still a sort of watchman over
some of the conquests of the revolution, the same must be said of
him as that said of Deutscher; the course of most of his followers
since his death bears witness to this.
But everything within limits. In the first place, Trotsky intro

duced a radically modifying "amendment" to his theory, in a small
but increasingly invaluable section of his ten-years-ago polemic
against us which has proved so much more durable than those
remaining sections which should be mercifully consigned to the
archives. The amendment did neither less nor more than allow
that events might prove that the Stalinist "workers' state" was only

*
a new class system of totalitarian collectivist exploitation, the state
of neo-barbarism. In the second place, he replied unhesitatingly
and confidently in the affirmative to the key question he posed
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there: "Will objective historical necessity in the long run cut a
path for itself in the consciousness of the vanguard of the working
class?"

These views, despite his internally-contradictory theory about
Stalinist Russia, enabled Trotsky to remain the active and dreaded
mortal enemy of Stalinism. Because he could write that the one
and only decisive standpoint for the revolutionist was the enhance
ment of "the consciousness and organization of the world prole
tariat, the raising of their capacity for defending former conquests
and accomplishing new ones," he remained the greatest con

temporary champion of the proletarian socialist revolution, that
"revolution from below" which alone is socialist. It is these views
that mark the chasm between their upholders, on the one side, and
those who, out of despair or panic or premature fatigue, have
retired from the struggle for socialism or gone over to an enemy
camp.
Let them go. But those still resolved to carry on the fight must

rid themselves and all others of the last trace of the view that, in
some way, in some degree, the Stalinist neo-barbarism represents
a socialist society. The view is disseminated, for different reasons
but with similar results, by both the bourgeois and the Stalinist
enemies of socialism. It has become the curse of our time. Of that,
Deutscher's book is only another and saddening proof. Its value in
the fight against Stalinism can only be to startle some people into
thinking and re-thinking the problem of Stalinism and seeing it
for what it is. For it is a problem about which we can say with
Jean Paul: "Wenn Ihr Eure Augen nicht braucht, um zu sehen,
so werdet Ihr sie brauchen, um zu weinen"—li you do not use your
eyes to see with, you will need them to weep with.

December, 1949





THE END OF SOCIALISM

A BIOGRAPHY OF LEON TROTSKY,
written by an author who understands that his life was nothing
more than his political ideas and political activities, is of necessity
a political document. The fact that this biography* is written by
Isaac Deutscher gives it more than ordinary importance. He brings
to his work the extensive knowledge of his subject acquired through
active participation in the revolutionary movements with which
Trotsky was so prominently associated and through earnest research
into materials not easily available to others. He knows he is writing
about a man of heroic gifts and attainments, of such stature that
it seems society must rest up for generations before being able to
produce his like again.
Deutscher has performed a precious service, in general to all

those who are interested in historical truth and accuracy and in
particular to those who are interested in the revolutionary move
ment. Although this book is actually only the first part of the
biography he planned to write—it covers the period from Trotsky's
birth in 1879 to about the mid-period of his life, in 1921, leaving
the remainder of his life to be dealt with in a second volume called
The Prophet Unarmed— it already supersedes, in respect to docu
mentation on the life of Trotsky, everything else that has been pub
lished, not so much in particular as on the whole.

A political writer does not have to speak in the first person to
reveal his views; they appear even when he speaks in the second
and third. Deutscher does not announce his conceptions in his own
name, as it were, but they are announced nevertheless. It would
appear from his writings, then, that he still regards himself as an

opponent of capitalism, a supporter of socialism and not of the

*The Prophet Armed—Trotsky: 1879-1921. By Isaac Deutscher. 522 pp. Oxford
University Press. New York, London. $6.00
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more conservative school but of the more radical, and, on the

whole, a Marxist. But it is precisely in this last respect that the
results are nothing less than a disaster. After you rub your eyes
with your knuckles to make sure you have read what you have read,

you ask the question: what was this man doing all those years in
the communist and Trotskyist movements (above all in the Polish
movement which always had so high and serious a regard for Marx

ism), that allows him to end up with theories that are at once super
ficial, preposterous and downright reactionary, even though they
are put forward in the name of socialism? To try to answer would
lead us too close to aspects of life which are not our field. It will
have to do if we say that by the side of exceptional talent in the
exhaustive work of bringing together the facts and documents, of
honorable contempt for the small-minded carper and the forger, the

picayune adversary and the "tomb-robber," of writing skill which
is most unusual in a second language, Deutscher discloses a paucity
and shallowness in the theoretical domain which is startling by
comparison. And it has invariably been a grave weakness in this
domain that has proved to be the obstacle to reaching an under

standing of Stalinism—and worse than an obstacle.
Take, as one example, the disagreement between Lenin and

Trotsky during the First World War on the question of "revolu
tionary defeatism." Deutscher disposes of the matter in a paragraph.
It is not a matter of terseness that is involved, although the writer
devotes far more space to matters of far smaller importance and
greater transparency. It is, however, a matter of the very great
theoretical importance of Lenin's position during the war and of
its political implications and consequences, at the very least from
the standpoint of the historian, not to say the enlightener of
readers. To Deutscher, "actually, the difference [between Lenin and
Trotsky] was one of propagandist emphasis, not of policy. . . . Each
attitude had, from the viewpoint of those who held it, its advantages
and disadvantages." This is pious enough, especially from one who
proclaims himself "free from loyalties to any cult," but it does not
even mar the surface below which lie rich ores for the theoretical
or historical assayer.
What makes matters worse, is that he does not anywhere pursue

the subject to its obvious conclusion, namely: what relation did
Lenin's conception or slogan of "revolutionary defeatism" and
Trotsky's conception that "the revolution is not interested in any
further accumulation of defeats," have to the actual defeats at the
end of the war, if not in general then at least in Russia? What
relation did they have to the actual revolutions at the end of the
war, at least to the Russian revolutions in March and November?
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Worthwhile if limited generalizations can be drawn from such an
examination. To conclude the subject, as Deutscher does, by saying
that "In 1917 these two shades of opposition to war merged without
controversy or friction in the policy of the Bolshevik party," is

simply to state a truth that has no great relevance to the controversy
in question. After all, Deutscher might have used the same phrase
with regard to the pre-1917 dispute over the "permanent revolu
tion," but nobody has yet argued that the dispute on this question
between Lenin and Trotsky represented "two shades" of opinion.

The other example is precisely the dispute over Trotsky's
theory of the "permanent revolution" and Lenin's formula of the
"revolutionary democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the

peasantry." The theory which is Trotsky's distinctive contribution
to Marxism and to the course of the Bolshevik revolution itself,

which is, so to speak, the head and heart of his entire political life,
is given surprisingly cursory treatment here. The reader gets a
fifth-carbon copy of Trotsky himself, uninspiringly presented, which
is a matter of taste, but also uncritically presented, which is some

thing else again.
Why did Lenin combat Trotsky's theory so persistently, not to

say violently? Why did he cling so long and so doggedly to his
own formula? Were the differences serious, or primarily the product
of a misunderstanding on Lenin's part, or of his failure to read
Trotsky's elaborated version of the theory— a possibility suggested
by Trotsky at one time and repeated by Deutscher? Deutscher gives
his view of Lenin's position and summarizes the dispute in these
words: "Lenin's formula of a 'democratic dictatorship of the pro
letariat and the peasantry' seemed broader and more cautious than
Trotsky's 'proletarian dictatorship,' and better suited for an asso
ciation of socialists and agrarian revolutionists. In 1917 events in
Russia were to confirm Trotksy's prognostication."
To reduce the dispute to these terms is an all but incredible

feat. We are here altogether uninterested in the monstrous inven
tions and falsifications concocted by the Stalinists. Nevertheless,
the fact remains that the dispute hinged on two radically and
irreconcilably different views about the character of the Russian
revolution and the nature and prospects of socialism in Russia-
least of all on whether Trotsky would "prejudge [the] potentialities"
of the peasantry and Lenin "would not," and not at all on whether
one view was "broader and more cautious" and the other narrower
and more reckless. It is hard to believe that an ex-socialist like
Bertram Wolfe (in his Three Men Who Made a Revolution) pre
sents a far more comprehensive and well-documented picture °^
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the conflict as seen by the two protagonists (regardless of Wolfe's

own arbitrary conclusions from the conflict) and even grasps it
better than Deutscher does.
As for the second statement— about the confirmation of Trot

sky's views in 1917— that is good enough for an article or a popular
pamphlet, or it is good enough "on the whole." As an unqualified
assertion in a critical biography of Trotsky it is inadequate. A
critical evaluation or re-evaluation of Trotsky's conception of the
permanent revolution, without detracting an inch from its remark

able theoretical power and insight into the actuality of future

developments, would nevertheless add some observations as to

exactly where the "1917 events in Russia" did not confirm Trotsky's
prognostications. It would become clear exactly how important,
indeed, vitally important from the standpoint of the concrete po
litical struggle during a decisive period in the development of the
revolution, this error in the theory would have turned out to be, if
Trotsky had not been so free from dogmatism. Trotsky himself
has provided the clue to the error and it would not require too
great an effort to make it plain, specific and instructive for the
political problems of today.
Here again, Deutscher is either indifferent to theoretical ques

tions or incapable of finding his way among them, even when the

political consequences that clearly follow from them are of im
mense and active importance. It may as well be added that, on the
basis of the theories he propounds about Stalinism, the latter is
more likely the case. It is a pity. Where he should have his greatest
strength, there lies his most glaring weakness. The weakness, we
shall see, is not less than fatal. At the least, it is fatal to the entire
conception of socialism as a revolutionary movement and as a social
objective that was set down in the name of science by Marx and
Engels, and supported for a hundred years thereafter by all those
who professed their views to any substantial degree.
Deutscher does not set forth his own conception about the

development of the Russian revolution and its relationship to the
socialist goal in any forthright way or as any sort of systematic
theory. One might say that he is under no obligation to the reader
to do so, that he is satisfied to let the reader draw his own con
clusions from objectively presented facts of history. Whatever may
be said about such an assertion— and we regard it as absurd— the
fact nevertheless remains that in one way or another, Deutscher
does draw conclusions of his own along the lines of his own theo
retical and political views. If one is to express an opinion about
these conclusions and views, it is necessary first of all to do what
Deutscher fails to do, that is, to bring them together from the
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various parts of his work in which they are loosely scattered and
give them the maximum cohesiveness that they allow for, to make
them succinct and explicit to the greatest extent that this is made

possible by the diffuse, ambiguous innuendoism and the even ir
responsible way in which they are often stated.
To Deutscher, the Russia of Lenin and Trotsky, the Russia of

the Bolshevik revolution, is organically continued in the Russia
of Stalin (and his recent successors). Although generally sympathetic
to Trotsky's point of view and full of praise for his theory of the
permanent revolution in particular, he points out that there was
indeed one aspect of the theory that was a "miscalculation."

Not for a moment did Trotsky imagine, however, that the Russian
Revolution could survive in isolation for decades. It may therefore be
said as Stalin was to say twenty years later, that he "underrated" the
internal resources and vitality of revolutionary Russia. This miscalcula
tion, obvious in retrospect, is less surprising when one considers that the
view expressed by Trotsky in 1906 was to become the common property
of all Bolshevik leaders, including Stalin, in the years between 1917 and
1924. Hindsight, naturally, dwells on this particular error so much that
the error overshadows the forecast as a whole. True enough, Trotsky did
not foresee that Soviet Russia would survive in isolation for decades. But
who, apart from him, foresaw, in 1906, the existence of Soviet Russia?
(P. 160.)

The important thing in this passage is not that the author is
more severe toward the critics of Trotsky's "miscalculation" than
toward Trotsky himself, but that he holds that "Soviet" Russia is
still in existence despite its long isolation and the triumph of the
Stalinist regime in the country. What there is about the regime
that warrants calling it a "Soviet" regime today, when there is not
a microscopic trace left of Soviet power or even of a Soviet institu
tion, is nowhere discussed or even so much as mentioned by Deut
scher. That is evidently the least of his preoccupations.* That
Stalinism represents the organic continuation and maintenance of
the Bolshevik revolution as it inherited it, or took it over, from the
regime of Lenin and Trotsky, is indicated by Deutscher in a dozen
different ways as a fact which he considers established. That is not
because he is oblivious to the differences or denies them.
The Bolshevik Revolution was the great revolution of democ

racy and socialism in Russia, and so also was the regime it estab
lished in 1917. Since that time, great changes have taken place. The

*One of the outstanding curiosa of political terminology today is the persisting
but anachronistic reference to "Soviet Russia" in journals of every political hue.
Where the press speaks of "socialist Russia" that too is wrong, but it is under
standable. But there is plainly less Sovietism in Stalinist Russia than in Ger
many, France. England or the United States.
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world revolution did not come, yet "Soviet" Russia survived in
isolation for decades. A man like Trotsky could not imagine that
"the revolution would seek to escape from its isolation and weak
ness into totalitarianism." It is this totalitarianism that Stalinism
represents. The masses of the people are held in cruel and ruthless
subjection by tyrannical rule. That is true, and Deutscher will not
blink at the fact. But it is nevertheless also true, in his eyes, that
this rule represents the continuation and even the extension of the
same revolution.
The whole theme of his book, as was the whole theme of his

earlier biography of Stalin, is, first, that the change from the Lenin-
Trotsky regime to the Stalin regime was an inescapable necessity
for this revolution in particular. Second, that the change was
inevitable not only for this revolution but so it always has been
and presumably always will be for every popular revolution in
general. And third, that the outstanding and apparently distinctive
characteristics of the regime established by the change are not only
to be found in the regime that preceded it

,

and are not only the
products of an organic outgrowth from it, but were originally
directly but inconsistently prompted by Lenin and Trotsky. Their
program is being simply if brutally carried out by their successors.
This theme is more blatantly asserted in the present friendly

biography of Trotsky than in the previous unfriendly biography of
Stalin. It is not a new one. Up to now, it has been almost exclusively
the property of all the opponents of Stalinism who are opponents
of the Bolshevik revolution as well, on the one hand; and on the
other hand of all the upholders of Stalinism who profess their
support of the Bolshevik revolution. It is worthy of special atten
tion again because it is now presented by a supporter of the Bolshe
vik revolution, in fact by a not entirely reformed former Trotskyist,
who is not a Stalinist, and worthier yet because of the arguments
Deutscher musters.

Why was the evolution of Stalinist totalitarianism necessary
for the revolution?
Because, in the first place, the working class itself could not

be relied upon to maintain and develop the socialist revolution.
Proletarian democracy may be established in the early days of a

socialist revolution, when the fumes of naive illusions befuddle the

thoughts of the idealistic utopians who lead it. But if the revolu
tion is to survive, proletarian democracy must be dispensed with

along with the Utopians who believe in it, and their place taken
by the realistic despot who will rule against the will of the prole
tarians but for their own good. Deutscher refuses to entertain any
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vulgar socialist illusions about the working class, the Russian work

ing class in particular, and most particularly in the period of 1917
onward. He calls attention extensively and with a special sort of
relish to the fact that the "grotesque sequel to the October insur
rection, a sequel to which historians rarely give attention, was a

prodigious, truly elemental orgy of mass drunkenness with which
the freed underdog celebrated his victory." The reader is left to
"draw his own conclusions," as it were, from the highly detailed
picture of the saturnalia drawn by Deutscher.
The reader who, out of obtuseness or out of a knowledge of

what the "freed underdog" of the Russian revolution was in his
all-sided reality, does not draw the right conclusions, is given them

directly by Deutscher in his picture of the same underdog three
years later. The country, in 1920, was in a severe crisis; and so was
the Bolshevik party that led it. In describing its inner debates on
the crisis, Deutscher describes the then Workers' Opposition, whose
views on workers' democracy he says, and rightly, were later taken

up substantially by the Trotskyist Opposition, as follows:

They were the first Bolshevik dissenters to protest against the method
of government designed "to make the people believe by force" [the quoted
words are from a passage in Machiavelli which is the motto of Deutscher's
book— S.] They implored the party to "trust its fate" to the working class
which had raised it to power. They spoke the language which the whole
party had spoken in 1917. They were the real Levellers of this revolution,
its high-minded, Utopian dreamers. The party could not listen to them
if it was not prepared to commit noble yet unpardonable suicide. It could
not trust its own and the republic's fate to a working class whittled down,
exhausted, and demoralized by civil war, famine, and the black market.

In the second place, there was only one working-class party
that could be relied upon to maintain the revolution, and only one,
the Bolsheviks. The working class had to be deprived of its right
to political existence because it could not be trusted to defend
socialism. All other parties, past or future, therefore also had to be
deprived of their right to political existence because they could not
be trusted to take power in the interests of socialism.
If the Bolsheviks had now [in 1920] permitted free elections to the

Soviets, they would almost certainly have been swept from power. The
Bolsheviks were firmly resolved not to let things come to that pass. It
would be wrong to maintain that they clung to power for its sake. The
party as a whole was still animated by that revolutionary idealism of
which it had given such abundant proof in its underground struggle and
in the civil war. It clung to power because it identified the fate of the
republic with its own fate and saw in itself the only force capable of
safeguarding the revolution. It was lucky for the revolution— and it was
also its misfortune— that in this belief the Bolsheviks were profoundly
justified. The revolution would hardly have survived without a party as
fanatically devoted to it as the Bolsheviks were.
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Rather than grant the right to legal existence only to parties
that promise solemnly not to try to win a majority— or if despite
their best efforts they win such a majority, promise even more
solemnly not to exercise it— it was better to make it a principle of
the socialist revolution in Russia that only the Bolshevik party had
the right to exist. As a matter of fact, it is in the nature of revolu
tions to wipe out all parties but one— the one that wipes out all
the others in the name and interests of the revolution.

The revolution cannot deal a blow at the party most hostile and dan
gerous to it without forcing not only that party but its immediate neigh
bor to answer with a counterblow. The revolution therefore treats its
enemy's immediate neighbor as its enemy. When it hits this secondary
enemy, the latter's neighbor, too, is aroused and drawn into the struggle.
The process goes on like a chain reaction until the party of the revolution
arouses against itself and suppresses all the parties which until recently
crowded the political scene.

Which is why the advance to socialism required the suppression
not only of the working class but also of all parties, including all
past and future working-class parties, except one. And even this
one had to be, in the nature of things, also suppressed in the end.
And because, in the third place, inside of that one and only

party that could be relied upon to save socialism, there was only
one point of view that could really be relied upon. For once you
have two views, you have a contest; and once you have a contest,
you may have a split and there are your two or more parties again.
And Deutscher knows where that would lead:

Almost at once it became necessary to suppress opposition in Bolshe
vik ranks as well [as outside these ranks]. The Workers' Opposition (and
up to a point the Democratic Centralists too) expressed much of the frus
tration and discontent which had led to the Kronstadt rising. The cleav
ages tended to become fixed; and the contending groups were inclined to
behave like so many parties within the party. It would have been pre
posterous to establish the rule of a single party and then to allow that
party to split into fragments. If Bolshevism were to break up into two or
more hostile movements, as the old Social Democratic party had done,
would not one of them— it was asked— become the vehicle of counter
revolution? . . .
Barely two years were to elapse before Trotsky was to take up and

give a powerful resonance to many of the criticisms and demands made by
the less articulate leaders of the Workers Opposition and of the Demo
cratic Centralists, whom he now helped to defeat, and before he, too,
was to cry out for a return to proletarian democracy.

The one that could really be relied upon was, then, certainly
not the point of view or the group represented by Trotsky. For,
with all his high-minded idealism and selflessness, what else could
he represent when he took up the struggle against the bureaucracy
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in 1923 except the criticisms and demands of the old Workers'
Opposition and the D.Cists to which he gave a powerful resonance?
And what else could they represent except "the Levellers of this
revolution," its "Utopian dreamers"? What else could the party do,
speaking through Stalin this time, but refuse to "listen to them if
it was not prepared to commit noble yet unpardonable suicide"?
Being Utopians, the Workers' Opposition and the Democratic
Centralists, like the Trotskyists after them, wanted the party to
"trust its own and the republic's fate to a working class whittled
down, exhausted and demoralized by civil war, famine, and the
black market."
Under the circumstances, then, it follows with brass-stitched

logic that the attempt of these inner-party oppositions to restore

proletarian democracy in the country, accompanied inevitably by
the risk of creating another party, could only promote the ends of
counterrevolution and kill (by suicide if not homicide) the prospects
of socialism in Russia. Correspondingly, the work of the Stalinists
to establish and consolidate a regime which ruled "regardless of
the will of the working class," of the will of all other political
parties and the will of all other factions of their own party— in fact
by crushing and suppressing all of them— was necessary to prevent
the counter-revolution and to produce socialism in Russia and
elsewhere.

That is how it happened that the revolution which began with
the naively Utopian idea of Bolshevism that the road to socialism
lies through the fullest achievement of democracy, found it neces
sary to learn the hard lesson that the road to practical and successful
socialism lies through the fullest achievement of totalitarian
tyranny.
Thus Deutscher. And he is not at the finish line, he has only

just started.
Anyone who imagines that Deutscher is concerned here only

with explaining the transformation necessary for a revolution that
occurred in a backward country under exceptional circumstances
from which a socialist revolution in more favored countries would
be exempted, is luring himself to disappointment. To Deutscher,
the evolution to Stalinist totalitarianism was the inevitable out
come of the Bolshevik revolution, in the same way that an equiva
lent tyranny has always been and must presumably always be the
inevitable outcome of any popular revolution. The idea that the
masses of the people can ever directly manage and control their

destiny is as erroneous as the assumption that such control is
essential for human progress in general or socialism especially. How
does he reach this not entirely novel conclusion?
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Readers of Deutscher's biography of Stalin will recall the

theory— "the broad scheme"— by which he explains not only "the

metamorphosis of triumphant Bolshevism" into Stalinism but, much
more generally, the basic processes which have "been common to

all great revolutions so far." In the first phase of all these revolu
tions, "the party that gives the fullest expression to the popular
moods outdoes its rivals, gains the confidence of the masses, and

rises to power." Civil war follows.

The revolutionary party is still marching in step with the majority
of the nation. It is acutely conscious of its unity with the people and of
a profound harmony between its own objectives and the people's wishes
and desires. It can call upon the mass of the nation for ever-growing efforts
and sacrifices; and it is sure of the response. In this, the heroic phase, the
revolutionary party is in a very real sense democratic. . . .

This phase lasts little longer than the civil war. By then the
revolutionary party, though victorious, faces a country and a people
that are exhausted. A reaction sets in among the people.

The anti-climax of the revolution is there. The leaders are unable to
keep their early promises. They have destroyed the old order; but they
are unable to satisfy the daily needs of the people. To be sure, the revolu
tion has created the basis for a higher organization of society and for
progress in a not very remote future. This will justify it in the eyes of
posterity. But the fruits of revolution ripen slowly; and of immediate
moment are the miseries of the first post-revolutionary year. It is in their
shadow that the new state takes on its shape, a shape that reveals the
chasm between the revolutionary party and the people. This is the real
tragedy which overtakes the party of the revolution.

If it obeys the mass of the petulant and unreasoning people,
it must relinquish power. But, "abdication would be suicide." In
order to safeguard the achievements of the revolution, it must dis
regard the voice of the people in whose interests the revolution
was made.

The party of the revolution knows no retreat. It has been driven to
its present pass largely through obeying the will of that same people by
which it is now deserted. It will go on doing what it considers to be its
duty, without paying much heed to the voice of the people. In the end it
will muzzle and stifle that voice. (Deutscher, Stalin, pp. 174/.)

That was in his Stalin book, and that it was not a momentary
abberation is shown in his Trotsky biography, where this theory is
not only expanded upon and underscored, but becomes the heart
and soul of his work. The Prophet Armed— the title of the book—
comes from a famous passage in Machiavelli's The Prince, where
he is discussing the difficulties facing "the innovators" who seek to
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replace an old order with a new. Can they rely on themselves or
trust to others, asks Machiavelli—

. . . that is to say, whether, to consummate their enterprise, have they
to use prayers or can they use force? In the first instance they always
succeed badly, and never compass anything; but when they can rely on
themselves and use force, then they are rarely endangered. Hence it is
that all armed prophets have conquered, and the unarmed ones have been
destroyed. Besides the reasons mentioned, the nature of the people is
variable, and whilst it is easy to persuade them, it is difficult to fix them
in that persuasion. And thus it is necessary to take such measures that,
when they believe no longer, it may be possible to make them believe
by force.

By 1920, says Deutscher, the Bolsheviks were faced with the
choice which every revolutionary party in power faces, in its essence,
at one time or another: Let the masses speak, and they will remove
you from power and destroy the revolution; stifle the masses, and
"it would deprive itself of historic legitimacy, even in its own eyes."
The revolution had now reached that cross-roads, well known to

Machiavelli, at which it found it difficult or impossible to fix the people
in their revolutionary persuasion and was driven "to take such measures
that, when they believed no longer, it might be possible to make them
believe by force." (The Prophet Armed, p. 506.)

To vouchsafe democracy to the masses may have meant the
removal of the Bolsheviks from power, and as we have seen above,
Deutscher does not believe they had the right to give up power.
That would have encouraged the White Guards to resort to arms
again; and the Bolsheviks "could not accept it as a requirement of
democracy that they should, by retreating, plunge the country into
a new series of civil wars just after one series had been con
cluded" (p. 505).
But there is a deeper reason, in Deutscher's mind, why the

crushing of the proletariat was inevitable—and by that, it should
now be clear, Deutscher means desirable from the standpoint of

preserving the revolution. That reason, too, lies in the very nature
of the revolution— not the Russian alone, but all revolutions. Every
"great revolution" has its Utopian extremists who do not under
stand that the revolution cannot really satisfy the unreasonable
demands of the masses it inspired, of the masses who assured its
triumph, of the very masses who were told that the revolution will
satisfy their demands. With the best intentions in the world, these
Utopians— Levellers in Cromwell's England, H^bertists in Robes
pierre's France, and in Bolshevik Russia the Workers' Opposition,
the Democratic Centralists and then the Trotskyist Opposition-
can only imperil the revolution, its conquests and its future. They
are among those who
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... cry in alarm that the revolution has been betrayed, for in their
eyes government by the people is the very essence of the revolution—
without it there can be no government for the people. The rulers find
justification for themselves in the conviction that whatever they do will
ultimately serve the interests of the broad mass of the nation; and indeed
they do, on the whole, use their power to consolidate most of the eco
nomic and social conquests of the revolution. Amid charges and counter
charges, the heads of the revolutionary leaders begin to roll and the power
of the post-revolutionary state towers over the society it governs. (Stalin,

(P. 471.)

It is not necessary for us to emphasize that Deutscher applies
this conception— the new tyranny against the people nevertheless
does, "on the whole," use its power to strengthen the conquests of
the revolution— to the revolution that established capitalism and
to the revolution that is to establish (and according to him, has

already established in Russia) socialism. The analogies between the
industrial revolutions that consolidated the social revolutions in
both cases, he finds "are as numerous as they are striking." He
summarizes the "primitive accumulation of capital" that marked
the bourgeois revolution in England as "the first violent process by
which one social class accumulated in its hands the means of pro
duction, while other classes were being deprived of their land and
means of livelihood and reduced to the status of wage earners." A
similar process took place under Stalin in the Thirties.

Marx sums up his picture of the English industrial revolution by say
ing that "capital comes [into the world] dripping from head to foot, from
every pore, with blood and dirt." Thus also comes into the world— social
ism in one country.
In spite of its "blood and dirt," the English industrial revolution—

Marx did not dispute this—marked a tremendous progress in the history
of mankind. It opened a new and not unhopeful epoch of civilization.
Stalin's industrial revolution can claim the same merit. (Stalin, pp. 342/.)

That a new despotism is the inevitable product of every revolu
tion, after its first stage, should not generate unperforated gloom.
For if the masses cannot be trusted to continue the revolution they
began or, in any case, made possible, they may console themselves
with the thought that the despots are tyrannizing over them for
their own good. Even if against their will, and by cruelties which
drip blood and dirt from every pore, the achievements of their
revolution are being protected in the only way that is practical—by
suppressing them. A new and not unhopeful epoch lies ahead. It
is a relief to know it.
The final proof of this not wholly discouraging theory lies, in

Deutscher's revelation, in the concrete circumstances from which
it is contemporaneously deduced. They show the organic link be
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tween Lenin and Trotsky and their regime, and Stalin and his
regime. There is no rupture between the two but a relentless
continuity. Deutscher claims to have

. . . traced the thread of unconscious historic continuity which led
from Lenin's hesitant and shamefaced essays in revolution by conquest to
the revolutions contrived by Stalin the conqueror. A similar subtle thread
connects Trotsky's domestic policy of these years with the later practises
of his antagonist. Both Trotsky and Lenin appear, each in a different
field, as Stalin's unwitting inspirers and prompters. Both were driven by
circumstances beyond their control and by their own illusions to assume
certain attitudes in which circumstances and their own scruples did not
allow them to persevere— attitudes which were ahead of their time, out of
tune with the current Bolshevik mentality, and discordant with the main
theme of their own lives. (The Prophet Armed, p. 515.)

The world revolution— the extension of the revolution west
ward which was to save Russia from the disintegration to which
its isolated position, according to the Bolsheviks, surely doomed it-
was it one of their illusions?
Precisely, says the now disintoxicated Trotskyist. If Lenin and

Trotsky "had taken a soberer view of the international revolution"
they might have "foreseen that in the course of decades their
example would not be imitated in any other country. . . . History
produced [sic] the great illusion and planted and cultivated it in
the brains of the most soberly realistic leaders. . . ." (Ibid., p. 293.)
"What was wrong in their expectations was not merely the calendar
of revolutionary events but the fundamental assumption that Euro
pean capitalism was at the end of its tether. They grossly under
rated its staying power, its adaptability, and the hold it had on
the loyalty of the working class." (P. 449.) As for the organization
of the Communist International, which was to organize, stimulate
and lead the world revolution, it was an illusion and a mistake—
"fathered by wish, mothered by confusion, and assisted by accident."
Yet, a veritable horror of isolation reigned among the Bol

sheviks, Trotsky more than any of them. Since world revolution
proved to be an illusion, year after year, the Bolsheviks were driven
—"true ... in the heat of war, under abundant provocation, with
out grasping all the implications of its own decision"— to break
out of isolation by embarking for the first time, in violation of
their hallowed principles, upon the course of revolution by con
quest. The first time was in the 1920 war with Poland. "If the Red
Army had seized Warsaw, it would have proceeded to act as the
chief agent of social upheaval, as a substitute, as it were, for the
Polish working class." It is true that Trotsky and Stalin were against
making the attempt to pursue the defeated forces of Pilsudski that
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were retreating back to Poland. But Lenin was for it. The attempt
failed.

Lenin [then] grew aware of the incongruity of his r6le. He admitted
his error. He spoke out against carrying the revolution abroad on the
point of bayonets. He joined hands with Trotsky in striving for peace.
The great revolutionary prevailed in him over the revolutionary gambler.
However, the "error" was neither fortuitous nor inconsequential.

Because it was not fortuitous, it reasserted itself. If Lenin did
not persevere in the course of revolution by conquest (the "revolu
tion from above" in contrast to the revolution of the masses which
was an illusion), it was, among other reasons, because of his
"scruples," that is, his revolutionary socialist principles, ideals and
traditions. The difference in Stalin's case is simply that he was not „
burdened with such scruples and inhibitions. With the failure of
this first attempt, Lenin's, at revolution by conquest,

The revolutionary cycle, which the First World War had set in mo
tion, was coming to a close. At the beginning of that cycle Bolshevism had
risen on the crest of a genuine revolution; toward its end Bolshevism be
gan to spread revolution by conquest. A long interval, lasting nearly a
quarter of a century, separates this cycle of revolution from the next,
which the Second World War set in motion. During the interval Bolshe
vism did not expand. When the next cycle opened, it started where the
first had ended, with revolution by conquest. ... In 1945-6 and partly even
in 193940 Stalin began where he, and in a sense he and Lenin had left
off in 1920-1. (P. 376.)

The victory of socialism in Poland as the product of the prole
tarian revolution— "a genuine revolution"— was an illusion. The
victory of socialism in Poland as the product of invasion, occupa
tion and subjugation by the armed forces of a totalitarian despot
ism, that is not an illusion. It is simply Stalin's uninhibited con
tinuation of Lenin's course. It is a comfort to hear this.
As in foreign policy, so in domestic policy. In 1920, with the

revolution at that crossroads, so familiar to Machiavelli and now
even better understood by Deutscher, "Trotsky . . . stumbled ... he
initiated courses of action which he and the Bolshevik party could
carry through only against the resistance of the social classes which
had made or supported the revolution." His proposals for loosening
the bonds of War Communism, an anticipation of the New Eco
nomic Policy soon to be advocated by Lenin, having been rejected
by the party leadership, Trotsky proposed in its stead to carry the
policies of War Communism to the bitter end, as it were. He "ad
vanced the idea of complete state control over the working class."
The reference is to Trotsky's proposals during the so-called

trade-union dispute in 1920 for the "militarization of labor" and
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the "incorporation" of the unions into the state machine. The

divorce between dictatorship and proletarian democracy, which

Stalin carried to its inevitable conclusion, was clearly obvious. But

Lenin refused to proclaim the divorce. For although he, too, "was

aware that government and party were in conflict with the people
... he was afraid that Trotsky's policy would perpetuate the con
flict." And even Trotsky was his own antidote to the program
he proposed.

Accustomed to sway people by force of argument and appeal to reason
he went on appealing to reason in a most unreasonable cause. He publicly
advocated government by coercion. . . . He hoped to persuade people that
they needed no government by persuasion. He told them that the workers'
state had the right to use forced labor. ... He submitted his policies to
public control. He himself did everything in his power to provoke the
resistance that frustrated him. To keep politically alive he needed broad
daylight. (Pp. 516/.)

Trotsky did not direct the transformation of the revolution
into a despotism not only because circumstances then prevented it
but because it was not in his character to do it. But a different one
was available, luckily for socialism. "It took Stalin's bat-like charac
ter to carry his [Trotsky's] ideas into execution." Neither Trotsky
nor Stalin, each for his own reasons, would admit this. But it was
true.

There was hardly a single plank in Trotsky's program of 1920-1
which Stalin did not use during the industrial revolution of the Thirties.
He introduced conscription and direction of labor, he insisted that the
trade unions should adopt a "productionist" policy instead of defending
the consumer interests of the workers; he deprived the trade unions of
their last vestige of autonomy and transformed them into tools of the state.
He set himself up as the protector of the managerial groups, on whom he
bestowed privileges of which Trotsky had not even dreamed. He ordered
"socialist emulation" in the factories and mines; and he did so in words
unceremoniously and literally taken from Trotsky. He put into effect his
own ruthless version of that "Soviet Taylorism" which Trotsky had advo
cated. And finally, he passed from Trotsky's intellectual and historical
arguments ambiguously justifying forced labor to its mass application.
(P. 515.)

Therein lay and still lies Trotsky's victory in spite of all, the
victory of which he himself was one of the outstanding victims.
That is what Deutscher means by titling the last chapter in the
present work "Defeat in Victory." "All armed prophets have con
quered, and the unarmed ones have been destroyed." Trotsky could
not, in the crucial hour, arm himself against the people so as to
"make them believe by force" after persuasion had failed to sustain
their beliefs. Stalin could. He became the true prophet armed.
The revolution itself had made that necessary, for such is its
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nature; it made it inevitable; it prepared for it willy-nilly. Fortun
ately, the new prophet armed proved, again, to be one of those
rulers who, "on the whole, use their power to consolidate most of
the economic and social conquests of the revolution." The result
has been the victory of socialism in Russia, and not only in Russia
but wherever else—and that reaches far across two continents by
now— the armed prophet has extended the revolution by conquest.
In the crude environment in which the revolution was obliged to
entrench itself for so long, it could only produce a "brand of social
ism," as Deutscher puts it.

The brand of socialism which it then produced could not but show
the mark of its historic heritage. That socialism, too, was to rise rough
and crude, without the vaulting arches and spires and lacework of which
socialists had dreamed. Hemmed in by superior hostile forces it soon de
livered itself up to the new Leviathan state— rising as if from the ashes of
the old. (P. 521.)

As every good American knows, you can't get something for
nothing. For the blessings of Stalin's "brand of socialism," which
lacks such gewgaws as arches, spires and lacework, hundreds of
millions are paying with the Leviathan-state. If, to realize these
blessings, the totalitarian regime was indispensable, it is not entirely
to Stalin's discredit that he knew or felt which was the right way
and took it absolutely. And Trotsky, the gifted revolutionary
Utopian? "It was another of history's ironies that Trotsky, the
hater of the Leviathan, should become the first harbinger of its
resurrection."
This is as good as an epitaph, even if it is written before the

second volume of the biography has appeared. But only in a man
ner of speaking. It is not merely a matter of Deutscher having
written a libel of Trotsky, and not of Trotsky alone. In his biog
raphy of Stalin he already showed how far he has traveled from
Marxism. His biography of Trotsky shows he has not retraced a
step but gone farther away and to ever stranger fields. Deutscher
has put a cross over himself. It is his own epitaph as a revolutionist
and a socialist that he has written.
If justice were half as prevalent as prejudice, Deutscher's book

would be acclaimed far more widely than it is likely to be. Even
those who did not find cheer in its main theories would find quiet
solace in it

,

from one standpoint or the other. The revolutionary
socialists— the Utopiansl— are presently in such a small minority
that they do not count; besides he abandoned them to their own
devices years ago. But the others, those who make up the big
majorities and the big minorities, for them the book should be a

box of bonbons.
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The Stalinists—if not the official Stalinists then the sophisticated
Stalinist, the openly cynical Stalinist, the Stalinoid by design and
the Stalinoid by gullibility—might ask for better, but not expect it.
What else has he been saying in justification of his whole regime,
his whole course, his whole political philosophy— not of course on
the platform before the vulgar mob but in the less exposed intimacy
of the enlightened? There it is safer to explain the simple truth
that the donkey is a donkey, and should be grateful that the driver
is determined to lash him toward the new and not unhopeful
pasture where he may some day roam unsaddled, unleashed and
with an abundance to nibble on.
The professional Mensheviks of both schools have equal de

lights in store for them, equal parts of confirmation for each bias.
The one school, all the way down to and including Shub, who
feed their detestation of the Bolshevik revolution on its Stalinist
outcome, can feel vindicated by this avowal from a hostile camp
that there could be no other outcome— they never said otherwise.
The other school, represented by the late Th. Dan, who justified
their late-in-life capitulation to Stalinism, can feel, at least secretly
vindicated by the thought that the Bolshevik revolution which they

opposed was indeed led by irresponsible utopians. Leftist La
bourite demagogues and ignoramuses, to whom Marxian theory was
always a redundant nuisance we can well do without in Britain,
and social-democratic or radical "neutralists" in France, should feel
easier about their conciliatory inclinations toward the slave state
when it is brought home to them so clearly that, unlike the capi
talist states where the workers are oppressed and exploited in the
name of capitalism, they are oppressed and exploited in Russia
in the name of a brand of socialism which has opened a not un
hopeful epoch of civilization.
The classical bourgeois opponents of socialism, ranging all the

way from the academicians of the von Mises and Hayek type to

plain blatherskites like Kerensky, owe lavish thanks to Deutscher
for such a rich replenishment of their thinning arsenal of argu
ments, dating back to Spencer, that all efforts at freedom based on
collectivism cannot but lead to the Servile State, the new tyranny,
and that the highminded socialist idealist is at best a Utopian—
moreover one who, it turns out, is more dangerous to socialism than
to capitalism itself.
The new snobocracy, the neo-pseudo-proto-Machiavellians, has

a rich morsel here over which to quiver with delight ever so fastidi
ously, for ever since they had the theory of elites explained to them
third hand by second rate dabblers in Machiavelli, and Mosca,
Michels and Pareto, they have understood how preposterous is the
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Marxian myth that the working class and it alone has the historic
mission of emancipating itself and therewith all of humanity.
The tired and retired radical of yesterday, and his name is

indeed legion, can find here some justification for the clod-of-earth
existence to which he has degraded himself, as can his blood-kin,

the ex-radical cynic and skeptic now turned pusher and climber up
the ladder of bourgeois respectability— financial, social, literary,
academic or all together. For what else have they been saying for
some time now except that the struggle for socialism can lead only
to totalitarianism and that the working class, as the socialist self-

emancipator, has failed atrociously to live up to the confidence
which they vested in it for so many months and in some cases for
as long as a year?
Whether this motley public does justice to Deutscher's book or

not, we have our own responsibility to discharge. It obliges us to
say:

If Deutscher's theory is valid, it is not as an explanation for
a "brand of socialism," as he calls it. It is the end of socialism. And
so, in one sense, it is. It is the end of socialism for an entire genera
tion. That generation is finished and done for so far as the fight
for human dignity is concerned. It started well, even magnificently.
It has ended, except for a handful of individuals, in a state of
utter demoralization, helpless and hopeless victim of Stalinism and
all other forms of reaction associated with it in one way or the
other.
Deutscher is an example of that generation, and one of the

sorrier ones. His conscious, rational life he devoted to the fight for
proletarian socialism, the only socialism there is or ever will be.
In the accursed years of worldwide reaction and despair we are
living through, he has abandoned that fight to become the vehicle
of a theory which is a mockery of Marxism, a grotesque libel against
socialism, unscientific through and through and reactionary from
top to bottom. It is an unabashed apology for Stalinism in the
name of socialism. It could take shape only in a mind that has
come apart under the steady blows of reaction instead of under
standing and resisting it. If I did not know from my disheartening
discussions with Deutscher, here and in England, that he has lost
all belief in the socialist capacities of the working class, and that
he refuses to follow the logic of his view by becoming an out-and-
out Stalinist only because he considers himself a "civilized" person,
his writings would anyhow make it plain enough. His writings are
a capitulation to the Stalinist reaction; at best, if the best is insisted
on, they represent his resignation to Stalinism, and in the round
the difference is not worth quibbling over.
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If the generation of yesterday is finished, we are as confident
that a new generation is entering the scene to pick up the socialist
banner again as one did after the dark and critical years opened up
by the first world war. Its mind must be as clear as can be of all
the accumulated rubbish in which the old generation has been
choked and blinded and worn to death. Deutscher's theory is part
of that rubbish. If for no other reason than that, we shall try to
clear it away.

AT THE BASIS OF DEUTSCHER'S APOLOGY
for Stalinism—an apology which we have stigmatized as the end of
socialism— lies an utterly fantastic miscomprehension of the dif
ference between the bourgeois revolution which assured the tri
umph of capitalism and the proletarian revolution which is to
assure the triumph of socialism.
Deutscher only gives open and crass expression and besprinkles

with Marxian jargon those ideas which have poisoned the thinking
of tens and hundreds of thousands, and even more, and disposed
them to passionate partisanship for Stalinist reaction, at the worst,
or to cynical capitulation to it, or to terrified resignation to it, or
at best, to piteous hopes for its self-reformation.
One of the most important keys to the understanding of capi

talist society is this: in order to rule socially, the bourgeoisie does
not have to rule politically. To this should be added: in order to
maintain its rule socially, the bourgeoisie is often unwilling and
most often unable to rule politically. And to go back, as it were, to
the beginning, this should be added too: the bourgeois revolution
which has the aim of establishing the social power of the bour

geoisie does not at all have to aim at establishing the political
power of the bourgeoisie; indeed, it establishes the bourgeoisie as
the social power in the land even when it is carried out without the
bourgeoisie or against the bourgeoisie or by depriving the bour
geoisie of political power in the land. And covering all these con
ceptions is this: no matter who the leaders and spokesmen of the
bourgeois revolutions were, or what they thought, or what they
aimed for, the only possible result of their victory was the establish
ment of a new, if more advanced, form of class rule, class exploita
tion and class oppression by a minority over the majority.
These insights, thoroughly acquired, automatically give the

Marxist an understanding of bourgeois society, from its inception
to its close, that is far superior to anything that any bourgeois
scholar or statesman, no matter how liberal, can possibly attain.
While the bourgeois flutters and fumbles, the Marxist already has
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the key to such apparently disparate phenomena, as for example,
the New Deal and Fascism.
Deutscher nowhere shows that he possesses this key. If he ever

had it
,

everything he has written on the subject of Stalinism shows
that he has thrown it away. There is no doubt about it, for it is

precisely in the five above quintessential respects in which the
bourgeois revolution differs from the proletarian revolution, that
Deutscher makes the two analogous. The disastrous result could
have been anticipated and so it was, for the differences between
the two are not only fundamental but irreconcilable.

At its inception, as it was emerging from the economic egg
and developing the economy, the interests and the class character
that distinguish it, the young bourgeoisie needed only one thing to

guarantee its rule over society: to remove the fetters with which
feudalism restricted the expansion of capital. Once these fetters or
barriers were removed— wo matter how or by whom or for what im
mediate reason— the dominance of self-expanding capital was assured
and with it the class dominance of its owners. The political power,
the state, under whose sway these barriers were eliminated, might
be constituted out of anybody you please—bourgeois, non-bourgeois,
anti-bourgeois. But, once the traditional barriers of feudalism were
thrust aside, capital rapidly and spontaneously took command of
the economy as a whole, incessantly revolutionizing and transform

ing it, inexorably sweeping aside or subordinating all other forms
of economy— and doing all this with or without the conscious efforts
or support of the state power.
To be sure, where the state power was exercised in close

harmony with the new, developing economic power, there the
capitalization of the economy proceeded more rapidly and smoothly.
But what is important here is the fact that even where the state
power sought in one way or another to impede the capitalization,
that process continued nevertheless, more slowly, either by bending
the state power to its needs or by replacing it by one better adapted
to them.

The modern world went through an epoch of change from
feudal to bourgeois society because under the conditions of the
time there was no way of releasing the productive forces with which
society was pregnant, of expanding them to an undreamed-of extent,
than the capitalist way. For this reason, both feudalism and com
munism were doomed in that epoch, even where their representa
tives held or had the chance to hold political power. The one was
doomed because it was obsolete and the other because it was pre
mature; the one was doomed because the productive forces were
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already so far developed that they could develop no further under
feudalism and the other because the productive forces were not yet
sufficiently developed to permit the establishment of communism.
There lies the basic reason why, no matter who held the po

litical power during this long epoch, the capitalist economy, the
capitalist mode of production and exchange, was strengthened,
expanded and consolidated. This made the capitalist class the
"economically dominant" class in society, that is

,

established its
social rule regardless of the form assumed by the state. In turn,
again regardless of the form assumed by the state, the fact that it

maintained the dominance of capitalist property and therewith the

capitalist mode of production, made it willy-nilly a capitalist state.
Or, to put it in other words: the social power, the class power,

the state power of the capitalist class is determined and assured by
its economic power, that is, its ownership of capital, of the capitalist
means of production and exchange. Without this economic power,
the bourgeoisie is nothing, no matter what else it has on its side,
even if it is the direct aid of God's vicar on earth— it is nothing
and less than nothing. With it, the bourgeoisie is the ruler of so
ciety, no matter what else is against it.
That is still a very general way of indicating the relationship

between the political and economic power in the bourgeois state.
As soon, however, as the relationship is examined as it developed
concretely, a much more revealing light is thrown upon it and we
can move much more surely to the heart of the present-day problem.
The sum of the concrete experiences from which our generaliza
tions are derived shows that the earlier the bourgeois revolution
was carried through— the more thoroughgoing it was, the more
revolutionary was the bourgeoisie, the more directly did it lead the
revolution against the old order, the more freely did it arouse the
revolutionary and democratic spirit of the people as a whole.
By the same token, the later the bourgeois revolution was

carried through— the more stultified and distorted were its results,
the more conservative and even reactionary was the bourgeoisie,
the more prudently did it shun the role of leader of the revolution,
the more eagerly did it seek guidance and protection from despot
ism and dynasties, and the more antagonistic was its attitude toward
the mobilization and activity of the populace as a whole. This can
be set down as a law of the development of the bourgeois revolu
tion. It flows from the nature of bourgeois society, not as an
abstraction, but as it naturally unfolds.

Call the bourgeois revolution progressive or not, necessary or
not (Marxists of course regard it as progressive and necessary), its
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objective aim is incontestable: the establishment of a new social
order in which a new class is brought to power in order to rule
over, exploit and oppress the majority of the people. The new
social order, no matter what else is said about it, cannot be con
ceived of without the class rule, class exploitation and class op
pression which are the very conditions of its existence.
At the beginning of the revolution and the constitution of

the new order, its prophets, its idealists, its inspired supporters
among the toilers, may well have been moved by other considera
tions. But even if no one sought to deceive them, they could only
deceive themselves. If they looked for that revolution to bring
equality and freedom for all, they were mistaken in advance and
for certain. Freedom and equality in the bourgeois revolution mean,
fundamentally, the free market and equal right of all commodities
to exchange at their value; and at best, all political and human
freedoms that do not destroy the freedom needed by the owners of

capital to exploit the proletariat. More than that could not be
granted by the leaders of the bourgeois revolution and the up
holders of the new order regardless of who they were, what they
thought, what they wanted, or what they did.
But this is a situation which only reflects one of the basic

contradictions not only of the bourgeois revolution but of bour
geois society as a whole. It is a contradition rooted not in the
conflict between easily tired masses and untiring revolutionists,
utopians and realists, but in the conflict between irreconcilable
classes. The early bourgeois revolutions did indeed bring forth
Utopian leaders and movements. Deutscher, with a faint trace of
affectionate condescension, speaks of them as the "high-minded,
Utopian dreamers" of the revolution. Among them he includes the
Levellers of the English Revolution, the extreme communistic left
in the time of the French Revolution, of the Democratic Centralists
and Trotskyists in the Bolshevik Revolution. To some of them,
not to quibble about words and decorum among "Marxists," the
term Utopian does apply. But it applies solely and exclusively for
reasons inseparably connected with the class character of the
bourgeois revolution.
To the primitive proletariat (or pre-proletariat) of that revolu

tion, there corresponded a primitive communist or pre-communist
movement. Such movements appeared in Cromwell's day, in
Robespierre's day, in the days of the German peasant wars, to men
tion only a few. The struggle against absolutism and feudalism
was to be crowned, in their conception, by a more or less com
munistic equality for all. What was it that fatally doomed these
movements and the struggles they conducted, noble and idealistic
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in purpose though they were, as Utopian? Nothing, absolutely
nothing, but the fact that while the development of the productive
forces, among the most important of which is the proletariat itself,
had reached the level which made possible and necessary the class
rule of the bourgeoisie (and the subjugation of the proletariat
implied by it), that level was not yet high enough to make possible
the rule of the proletariat and the inauguration of a free and

equalitarian society of abundance.
It is exceedingly interesting to note what Engels says about

this social phenomenon, trebly interesting in connection with
Deutscher because firstly, he quotes from Engels in a deplorably
chopped-down version; secondly, it does not seem to occur to him
that the application of Engels' thought to the subject he is treating
would destroy his whole construction, root and branch; and,

thirdly, because everything which Engels wrote to lead up to the
section quoted might, so far as Deutscher is concerned, have been
written in untranslated Aramaic. The whole of his Peasant War
in Germany is devoted by Engels to this problem as it manifested
itself in 16th-century Germany, and his forewords are as if written
to illuminate the present debate. In writing about the plebeian
revolutionary government over which the peasant leader, Thomas
Muenzer, presided in Thuringia in 1525, Engels deals with a
dilemma facing a revolutionary leader who comes before his time,
as it were.

The worst thing that can befall a leader of an extreme party is to be
compelled to take over a government in an epoch when the movement is
not yet ripe for the domination of the class which he represents and for
the realization of the measures which that domination would imply ... he
necessarily finds himself in a dilemma. What he can do is in contrast to
all his previous actions, to all his principles and to the present interests of
his party; what he ought to do cannot be achieved. . . . Whoever puts him
self in this awkward position is irrevocably lost.

That is how far Deutscher quotes Engels. Toward what end?
To emphasize the suggestion that even Lenin may have been think
ing (in 1918) that the Bolshevik Revolution was premature, "a false
spring," thus reminding Marxists ears that "Marx and Engels had
repeatedly written about the tragic fate which overtakes revolu
tionaries who 'come before their time.' "—as exemplified by Engels'
commentary on Muenzer. And toward what "broader" end? To
support "Marxistically" his view that Stalin only carried on in a
despotic way the proletarian revolution which Lenin (and Trotsky),
because of their dilemma, could not carry out in that way or in a
democratic way which would correspond to "all his principles and
to the present interests of his party." But that is not at all the sense
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of Engels' view, and as soon as we supply the words which Deut-
scher supplanted with three periods between the last two sentences
he quotes, the reader will be able to judge what Engels was
talking about:

In a word, he [the leader of the extreme party who takes power pre
maturely] is compelled to represent not his party or his class, but the class
for whom conditions are ripe for domination. In the interests of the move
ment itself, he is compelled to defend the interests of an alien class, and to
feed his own class with phrases and promises, with the assertion that the
interests of that alien class are their own interests. Whoever puts himself
in this awkward position is irrevocably lost.

And further:

Muenzer's position at the head of the "eternal council" of Muehl-
hausen was indeed much more precarious than that of any modern revolu
tionary regent. Not only the movement of his time, but the whole century,
was not ripe for the realization of the ideas for which he himself had only
begun to grope. The class which he represented not only was not devel
oped enough and incapable of subduing and transforming the whole of
society, but it was just beginning to come into existence. The social trans
formation that he pictured in his fantasy was so little grounded in the
then existing economic conditions that the latter were a preparation for a
social system diametrically opposed to that of which he dreamt. (The
Peasant War in Germany, pp. 135/. My emphasis— M. S.)

We cite Engels at some length not because a quotation from
Engels automatically settles all problems, and not even because the
best way to know what Engels said is to read what he said. We
cite the quotation because it underscores the contrast and the gulf
between the supra-historical mystique with which Deutscher invests
all revolutions without exception, and the concrete manner in
which a Marxist analyzed the class conflicts in every revolution
and the specific economic conditions underlying them. From the

way in which Engels deals with the problem, we get an entirely
different conception of what exactly is the "tragic fate" of the
Levellers, Babouvists and other Utopian revolutionary movements.
The Utopians of the early days were Utopians only because

objective conditions were not ripe for the victory of their class or
for the social order that they dreamed of, but only for the victory
of a new exploiting class. They were Utopians only because even
if they somehow gained political power for a while all they could
do with it was "to defend the interests of an alien class, and to
feed his own class with phrases and promises, with the assertion
that the interests of that alien class are their own interests." They
could only help establish the social rule of a new exploiting class.

Engels' commentary on Muenzer is no more isolated or acci

dental in the works of the two great Marxists, than is the use of
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that commentary by Deutscher. The same thought voiced by Engels
is supplemented and rounded out in the familiar comment made

by Marx in 1848 about the social problem faced by the Jacobins
in the Great French Revolution more than two centuries after
Muenzer.

In both revolutions [the English revolution of 1648 and the French
of 1789] the bourgeoisie was the class that really stood at the head of the
movement. The proletariat and the fractions of the citizenry that did not
belong to the bourgeoisie either had no interests separate from those of
the bourgeoisie or else they did not yet constitute independently-developed
classes or class segments. Hence, when they clashed with the bourgeoisie,
as for example from 1793 to 1794 in France, they fought only for the
carrying out of the interests of the bourgeoisie, even if not in the manner
of the bourgeoisie. The whole of French terrorism was nothing but a ple
beian way of finishing off the foes of the bourgeoisie, absolutism, feudalism
and philistinism. (Aus dem literarischen Nachlass von K. Marx and F.
Engels, Vol. Ill, p. 211.)

With the true significance of the Utopians, be they primitive
communistic or Jacobinistic movements, now indicated by Marx
and Engels, the true significance— historical, social, class significance
—of the brilliant Florentine's "prophet armed" becomes evident.
The fact that the Levellers of all kinds and the Jacobins of all
kinds came "before their time," does not suffice to have them leave
the political scene with an apologetic bow. The social reality that
follows the revolution only strengthens their determination to carry
through the revolution to the ends they dreamed of originally, and
in the interests of the broadest masses of the toiling people. The
trouble is that the social reality of the bourgeois revolution is and
cannot but be the class rule of the bourgeoisie. The more apparent
that becomes, the more pronounced is the tendency of the masses
to "believe no longer."
What is this tendency, after all? Nothing but the first im

portant manifestation of the irreconcilability of class antagonisms
between bourgeoisie and proletariat, which proves to be a perma
nent characteristic of bourgeois society till its last gasp, which is
indeed the motive force determining the course of this society to
the end. And inasmuch as the bourgeoisie must strive for the
maximum degree of stability and order in which to carry out and
maintain its social functions, this disorganizing tendency which
appears with its ascension to power (and even before) must be kept
in restraint.
It is then, and only for that reason, that the "prophet armed"

must be at hand. He is absolutely indispensable to the class rule
of the bourgeoisie because "it is necessary to take such measures
that, when they [the exploited classes] believe no longer, it may
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be possible to make them believe by force." No wonder Marx
thought so highly of Machiavelli, that unmoralizing, realistic, arch-

intelligent thinker of the new order and the modern state.
The "armed prophet" turned out to be the only thing he could

be, what he had to be: the armed power, the police and prisons,
required to preserve the oppression and exploitation of the prole
tariat by the bourgeoisie. The "armed prophet" is nothing but the
armed bourgeois state. Everything is as it should be, for the bour
geois order cannot exist without class exploitation, and that cannot
be maintained without the armed prophet who makes them believe

by force.

But is that how it should be, or how it has to be, or how it
may be, in a socialist society, or in a social order which can be
legitimately regarded as a "brand of socialism"? That has become
the life-or-death question for the socialist movement. Deutscher's
answer is equal to pronouncing the death sentence upon it.

Deutscher is overwhelmingly fascinated— you might also say
obsessed—by undiscriminating, uncritical and unthought out
analogies between the bourgeois revolutions (the French in par
ticular; but never the American, it is interesting to note) and the
Bolshevik revolution. He explains the outcome of the latter only
in terms of the evolution of the former. But if his comparisons are
to make any sense, they must be tied together into some sort of
systematic thought (i

f this is not too outrageous a demand to make
in our times, when the intellectual disorder and frivolity are the
peevish but popular form of rebellion against any kind of dis
ciplined and systematized thinking). In which case we will for sure
get the following seven tightly-linked points:

1
. The Trotskyist Opposition, in fighting for workers' democ

racy, that is
,

for the rule of the workers, disclosed its Utopian
character.

2
. What the Opposition wanted was not only the program of

the Democratic Centralists before them, but basically the program
for which and with which the Bolsheviks in general won the
Revolution of 1917.

3
. The Bolshevik revolution itself, then, was Utopian.

4
. That was so not only and not even because the socialist

proletariat and the socialist revolutionaries came to power "before
their time," but precisely because for the necessarily short time that
they are in power, they are, like Thomas Muenzer, "compelled to
represent not his party or his class, but the class for whom con
ditions are ripe for domination . . . compelled to defend the inter
ests o

f an alien class."
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5. The Lenins and Trotskys, under relentless objective pres
sures, could only prepare the ground for the direct and despotic
rule of the alien class represented by the "prophet armed" who is
needed to make the people believe by force— Stalin.
6. Under the aegis of the new but this time energetic and

forward-driving revolutionary despot, the alien class in power
nevertheless establishes a "brand of socialism," without the working
class and against the working class inasmuch as "the revolution"
cannot be entrusted to a class that "had proved itself incapable of
exercizing its own dictatorship."
7. The totalitarian dictatorship against the working class is

nevertheless "promising," as capitalism once was, presumably be
cause while the present "brand of socialism" in Russia (and China?
and Poland? and East Germany?) established by a class alien to the
proletariat (that is

,

exploiting and oppressing it), will be (or may
be?) succeeded by another (less totalitarian?) "brand of socialism"
carried out by a class which is not alien (or not so alien?) to the
working class, which exploits and oppresses the working class not
at all (or not so much?), or which is (perhaps?) carried out by the
working class itself which can at last (for what reason?) be "en
trusted" with the task of a socialist reconstruction of society
(superior to the present "brand"?).

There is one difficulty, among many others, with this chain of
monstrous and downright reactionary ideas which rattle around in
Deutscher's mind. It is the difficulty facing every capitulator to
Stalinism who is himself not an authentic Stalinist but who has
lost all belief in the self-emancipating capacity of the proletariat:
Not a single one of them dares to present these ideas directly,
candidly and simply to the proletarians themselves! How we should
like to attend a working-class meeting at which any of the multi
tude of Deutschers of all varieties would say in plain language:
"The socialist revolution, which you will make in the name

of democracy and freedom, cannot be allowed to submit to your
fickle will ('the nature of the people is variable,' says Machiavelli).It is you who will first have to submit to the totalitarian rule of
revolutionary despots. For theirs is the inescapable task of wiping
out all the Utopians who were your idealistic but quixotic leaders
and of making you believe by force that they are establishing a

brand of socialism."
Yet— the question is put by people, especially those who have

been influenced by analogies once drawn between bourgeois Bona-
partism and what Trotsky so questionably called "Soviet Bonapart-
ism" (and Deutscher is one of those who have been very badly influ
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enced by the very bad analogy)— yet, is it not an historical fact that

one ruling class can be brought to power by another, in the
manner in which Bismarck of the German Junkers consolidated the
power of the German capitalist class? And is it not a fact that the
bourgeoisie has more than once been deprived of its political power
and yet maintained its economic, its social power? By analogy, is
that not substantially the same thing that has happened to the
Russian proletariat under Stalinism?
The alloy in Trotsky's argument was already a base one; in

Deutscher it is far worse because he mixes into it what was so alien
to Trotsky— a wholesale capitulation to Stalinism, that is, a capitu
lation to Stalinism historically, theoretically and politically.

We have already indicated how and why the early plebeian
and even communistic enemies of feudalism, who did indeed come
before their time, could not, with the best will or leadership in the
world, do anything but establish and consolidate the class rule of
the bourgeoisie, even when for a brief period they took political
power without or against the bourgeois elements. The very prim-
itiveness, the very prematurity, the very Utopianism of these
plebeian movements made it possible for a long time for the bour
geoisie to arouse them against feudalism and to be allied with them
in the common struggle. What risk there was, was tiny. But the
bourgeois social order is a revolutionary one. It constantly revolu
tionizes the economy; it creates and expands the modern class; it
expands immensely the productive forces, above all the modern
proletariat. And before the struggle with the old order is completely
behind it

,

the bourgeoisie finds itself representing a new "old
order" which is already threatened b

y an infant-turning-giant be
fore its very eyes, the modern socialist proletariat.
Now comes a "new" phenomenon, the one already implicit in

the futile struggle of yesterday's Utopians against yesterday's bour
geoisie. What is new is that the bourgeoisie dares less and less— to
the point finally where it dares not at all—stir up the masses against
the old privileged classes of feudalism. What is new is that the
bourgeoisie fears to take power at the head of a mass movement
which may acquire such impetus as will at an early next stage bring
to power the new revolutionary force, the proletariat, as successor
to the bourgeoisie. The bourgeoisie tends now to turn to the re
actionaries of the old order as its ally against the young but
menacing proletariat. Engels marks the dividing line between two
epochs of the development of bourgeois society with the year 1848 —
the year of a number of revolutionary proletarian uprisings
throughout Europe:
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And this proletariat, which had fought for the victory of the bour
geoisie everywhere, was now already raising demands, especially in France,
that were incompatible with the existence of the whole bourgeois order; in
Paris the point was reached of the first fierce struggle between the two
classes on June 23, 1848; after a fortnight's battle the proletariat lay
beaten. From that moment on, the mass of the bourgeoisie throughout
Europe stepped over to the side of reaction, and allied itself with the very
same absolutist bureaucrats, feudalists and priests whom it had just over
turned with the help of the workers, in opposition to the enemies of
society, precisely these workers. (Reichsgruendung und Kommune, p. 93.)

It is out of this relationship between the classes that the
phenomenon of Bismarckism (or Bonapartism) arose. The bour
geoisie, faced with a revolutionary opposition, needed a "prophet
armed" to protect itself from this opposition and it found one:

There are only two decisive powers in politics [continues Engels]: the
organized state power, the army, and the unorganized, elemental power
of the popular masses. The bourgeoisie had learned not to appeal to the
masses back in 1848; it feared them even more than absolutism. The army,
however, was in no wise at its disposal. But it was at the disposal of
Bismarck. (Ibid., p. 101.)

In a letter to Marx (April 13, 1866), dealing with Bismarck's
proposal for a "universal suffrage" law which was a part of his war
preparations against Austria, Engels extends his analysis of Bis
marckism beyond the field of German class relations and to the
bourgeoisie in a more general way:

. . . after all Bonapartism is the true religion of the modern bour
geoisie. It is always becoming clearer to me that the bourgeoisie has not
the stuff in it for ruling directly itself, and that therefore where there is
no oligarchy, as there is here in England, to take over, in exchange for
good pay, the management of state and society in the interests of the bour
geoisie, a Bonapartist semi-dictatorship is the normal form. It carries
through the big material interests of the bourgeoisie, even if against the
bourgeoisie, but it leaves it no share of the domination itself. On the other
hand, this dictatorship is in turn compelled against its will to promote
these material interests of the bourgeoisie. (Marx-Engels Gesamtausgabe,
III, 3, p. 326.)

And again, some ten years later, looking backward on the sig
nificance of the rise of Bismarck-Bonapartism, Engels pithily
analyzes its essential characteristics:

Even the liberal German philistine of 1848 found himself in 1849 sud
denly, unexpectedly and against his own will faced by the question: Re
turn to the old reaction in a more acute form or advance of the revolution
to a republic, perhaps even to the one and indivisible republic with a
socialistic background. He did not stop long to think and helped to create
the Manteuffel reaction as the fruit of German liberalism. In just the same
way the French bourgeois of 1851 found himself faced by a dilemma
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which he had certainly never expected— namely: caricature of Empire,
Praetorian rule, and France exploited by a gang of blackguards—or a
social-democratic republic. And he prostrated himself before the gang of
blackguards so that he might continue his exploitation of the workers
under their protection. (Selected Correspondence, pp. 54/.)

The whole of Bonapartism implies the existence of a revolu
tionary danger from below ("they believe no longer") with which
the ruling class of exploiters cannot cope in normal ways, against
which they must summon the more-or-less open dictatorship of a
reliable armed force (again the "prophet armed"!), to which they
have to yield political power in order to preserve their social power.
And whatever form it has taken, regardless of where and when,
from the time of the first Bonaparte to the last Hitler, it was
always a matter of the bourgeois being so terrified by the revolu

tionary spectre that he "prostrated himself before the gang of
blackguards so that he might continue his exploitation of the
workers under their protection."
Whether consciously or only half-consciously, in cold blood or

in panic, the bourgeois was right from his class standpoint, and he
showed that he grasped the problem a thousand times more firmly
and clearly than Deutscher has with all his superficial and helplessly
muddled analogies. The bourgeois knows that his social power— the
dominant power that his class exercizes over society and the rela
tive power that he as an individual exercizes in his class and through
it upon all other classes— rests fundamentally upon his ownership
of capital, of the means of production and exchange, and upon
nothing else. It is not titles or privileges conferred upon him by
monarchs or priests, and not armed retainers within his castle walls,
but ownership of capital that is the source of his social might.
Deprive the bourgeoisie of this ownership, and it becomes a nothing,
no matter who or what the political power may be. But if the po
litical regime is republican or monarchistic, democratic or auto
cratic, fascist or social-democratic, clerical or anti-clerical, so long
as it maintains and protects the ownership of capital by the bour
geoisie and therewith the capitalist mode of production, then,

regardless of what restraints it may place on one or another de
rivative power of the capitalist class, it is the political regime of
capitalism and the state is a capitalist state.
Basically, it is the private ownership of capital that enables the

bourgeoisie, in Marx's oft-repeated words, "to determine the con
ditions of production." From that point of view, Marxists have
never had any difficulty in explaining the political difference
between the monarcho-capitalist state and the republican-capitalist
state, the autocratic or fascist-capitalist state and the democratic
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capitalist state, and at the same time the fundamental class or social

identity of all of them.
Or, to put it otherwise: the "norm" of capitalist society is not

democracy or even the direct political rule of the bourgeoisie. The
norm of capitalism is the private ownership of capital. If that norm
is abolished, you can call the resulting social order anything you
want and you can call the ruling class anything you want— but
not capitalist.
How is it with the working class, however? Its unique character

istic, which distinguishes it from all preceding classes, may be a
"disadvantage" from the standpoint of the shopkeeper, but from
the Marxian standpoint it is precisely what makes it the consistently
revolutionary class and the historic bearer of the socialist future,
is this: it is not and it cannot be a property-owning class. That is,
its unalterable characteristic excludes it from any possibility of
monopolizing the means of production, and thereby exploiting
and "alienating" other classes.
In the period between the class rule of capital and the classless

rule of socialism stands the class rule of the workers. And it is
precisely in this period that the unique characteristic of the pro
letariat is either corroborated in a new way, or else we may be dead
certain that its class rule has not yet been achieved or has already
been destroyed. For once the power of the bourgeoisie has been
overturned, and the private ownership of the means of production
and exchange has been abolished (more or less), it is on the face of
it impossible to determine who is now the ruling class by asking:
"Who owns the means of production?"
The question itself is unanswerable. The revolution has just

abolished ownership of the means of production. The bourgeoisie
has been expropriated (i.e., deprived of its property). But the pro
letariat does not now own it; by its very nature it cannot and it
never will. Until it is communistically owned, really socially owned
(which means, not owned at all, inasmuch as there are no classes
and no state machine), it can exist only as nationalized property.
More exactly: as state property. What is more, there is no longer a
capitalist market to serve as the regulator of production. Produc
tion is now (increasingly) planned production; distribution is

planned distribution. Anarchy of production and the automatism
of the market must give way more and more to consciously planned
production (and of course distribution). This is the task of the state
which now owns the means of production and distribution.
As yet, it should be obvious, we know and can know nothing

about the class nature of the state in question or the social relations
which it maintains. And we cannot know that from the mere fact
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that property is now statified. The answer to our question can
come only from a knowledge of who is master of the state, who
has the political power.
There is the point, precisely therel The bourgeoisie is such a

class that if it retains ownership of the economy, the political
regime protecting that ownership maintains, willy-nilly, the rule
of capital over society. The proletariat, on the contrary, is such
a class that if it retains mastery of the state which is now the
repository of the economy, then and only then, in that way and
only in that way, is it assured of its rule over society, and of its
ability to transform it socialistically.
The bourgeoisie can turn over the political power, or allow

the political power to be taken over completey, by a locum tenens,
to use Deutscher's favorite term for "deputy," so long as the
dictatorial deputy preserves the ownership of capital which is the
fundamental basis for the power of the bourgeoisie over society
in general and over the threatening proletariat in particular. But
once the proletariat is deprived—and what's more, deprived com

pletely—of all political power, down to the last trace of what it
once had or has in most capitalist countries, what power is left in
its hands? Economic power, perhaps? But the only way of exercizing
economic power in Russia (or China, Poland and Albania) is
through the political power from which it has been so utterly
excluded by the totalitarian bureaucracy.
We know how the bourgeoisie, be it under a democracy or an

autocracy, is able to "determine the conditions of production"
which in turn enable us to determine who is the ruling class in
society. But under Stalinism, the workers have no political power
(or even political rights) of any kind, and therefore no economic
power of any kind, and therefore they do not "determine the con
ditions of production," and therefore are no more the ruling class
than were the slaves of Greek antiquity.
The "true religion" of the bourgeoisie is Bonapartism because,

as Engels wrote about Bismarck, he carries out the will of the bour
geoisie against its will. That, in two respects; in that it protects
private property from the revolutionary class that imperils it; and
in that it maintains private property as the basis of society. To
maintain it is all that is essential (not ideally desirable in the ab
stract, but absolutely essential) to carrying out the will of the bour
geoisie, for the "coercive power" of competition and the "blindly-
operating" market keep everything else running more or less auto
matically for bourgeois economy— running into the ground and
out of it again, into the ground and out of it again, and so on.
But what sense is there to this proletarian, or Soviet or socialist
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Bonapartism? None and absolutely none. Against what revolu

tionary class that threatened its social power did the Russian

proletariat have to yield political power to a Bonapartist gang? We
know, not just from quotations out of Marx and Engels, but from
rich and barbaric experiences in our own time, why and how the

bourgeoisie has yielded political power in order to save its social

power (which is, let us always bear in mind, its right to continue
the exploitation of the proletariat). What "social power" was saved

by (for) the Russian proletariat when it yielded political power to
Stalinist "Bonapartism"?
"Social power" means the power of a class over society. Under

Stalinism, the working class has no such power, not a jot or tittle
of it, and in any case far less than it has in almost every capitalist
country of the world. And it cannot have any social power until it
has in its hands the political power.
Or is it perhaps the case that the Stalinist bureaucracy carries

out the will of the proletariat against the will of the proletariat,
that is

,

in the language of Deutscher, the Marxist-by-your-leave,
tries "to establish socialism regardless of the will of the working
class"? It turns you sad and sick to think that such a point, in the
year 1954, has to be discussed with a "Marxist," and such an urbane
and ever-so-bloodlessly-objective Marxist at that. But we know our
times, and know therefore that what Deutscher has the shameless-
ness to say with such above-the-common-herd candor is what has so
long poisoned the minds of we-don't-know-how-many cynics, para
sites, exploiters, slaveholders and lawyers for slaveholders in and
around the working-class movement. So it must after all be dealt
with, but briefly.
Bourgeois Bonapartism (the only Bonapartism that ever existed

or ever can exist) can carry out the will of the ruling bourgeoisie
against its will, and do it without consultation of any kind. The
political ambitions, even the personal ambitions, the imperialist
ambitions of the Bonapartist regime coincide completely with the
self-expansion of capital, as Marx liked to call it. Each sustains the
other. In the course of it the will of the bourgeoisie, which is

nothing more than the expansion of capital—the lifeblood of its
existence and growth— is done.
Even where the Bonaparte represents, originally, another class,

as Bismarck represented the Prussian Junkers, the economic inter
ests of that class, as it is by that time developing in the conditions
of expanding capitalist production, are increasingly reconciled with
the capitalist mode of production and exchange. (The same funda
mental process takes place as noted by Marx in the English revolu
tion, when the bourgeoisie unites with the landowners who no
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longer represented feudal land but bourgeois landed property.)
But where the state owns the property, the "socialist" Bona

parte who has established a political regime of totalitarian terror
has completely deprived the so-called ruling class, the proletariat,
of any means whereby its will can even be expressed, let alone
asserted. Indeed, the totalitarian regime was established to suppress
the will of the proletariat and to deprive it of all social power,
political or economic.
If Deutscher is trying to say— as Trotsky so often and so wrongly

said— that by "preserving state property" the Stalinist Bonapartes
are, in their own way, preserving the class rule or defending the
class interests of the proletariat, as the bourgeois Bonapartes did
for the bourgeoisie in preserving private property, this comparison
is not better but worse than the others. By defending private prop
erty, the Bonaparte-Bismarck-Hitlers made it possible for the bour
geoisie to exploit the working class more freely, a favor for which
the bourgeoisie paid off the regime as richly as it deserved. But by
defending and indeed vastly expanding state property in Russia,
the Stalinist bureaucracy acquires a political and economic power
to subject the working class to a far more intensive exploitation
and oppression than it ever before suffered. If it protects the coun
try from the "foreign bourgeoisie" (as every qualified exploiting
class does), it is solely because it does not intend to yield all or
even part of its exclusive right to the exploitation of the Russian

people.
And finally, if Deutscher is trying to say that socialism has to

be imposed upon the working class against its will, if need be, or
even that socialism (a "brand of socialism") can be imposed upon
the working class against its will, he is only emphasizing that he
has drawn a cross over himself and over socialism too. You might
as well try to make sense out of the statement that there are two
brands of freedom, one in which you are free and the other in
which you are imprisoned.
The proof of the pudding is before us. If a vast accumulation

of factories were not merely a prerequisite for socialism (and that
it is

,

certainly) but a "brand of socialism," then we had it under
Hitler and we have it in the United States today. If the expansion
of the productive forces were not merely a prerequisite for social
ism (and that it is, without a doubt) but a "brand of socialism,"
then we have had socialism under Hirohito, Hitler, Roosevelt and
Adenauer.
Under capitalism, the working class has been economically

expropriated (i
t does not own the means with which it produces),
but, generally, it is left some political rights and in some instances
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some political power. Under feudalism, the landed working classes
were deprived of all political power and all political rights, but
some of them at least retained the economic power that comes with
the ownership or semi-ownership of little bits of land. It is only
under conditions of ancient slavery and in more recent times of
plantation slavery, that the slaves—the laboring class—were deprived
of all economic power and all political power. Those who most
closely resemble that ancient class are the working class under Sta
linism. They are the modern slaves, deprived of any political power
whatever and therefore of all economic power.
If this is the product of a "brand of socialism," necessitated

because the working class did not will socialism (why should it?),
then the whole of Marxism, which stands or falls with the concep
tion of the revolutionary self-emancipation of the proletariat, has
been an illusion, at best, and a criminal lie at worst. But even that
would not be as great an illusion and a lie as the claim that
Stalinism will yield its totalitarian power as the bureaucracy gradu
ally comes to see that its benevolent despotism is no longer needed
in the interests of social progress.
What Engels wrote to the German party leaders in September,

1879, in Marx's name and in his own, is worth recalling:

For almost forty years we have stressed the class struggle as the imme
diate driving force of history, and in particular the class struggle between
the bourgeoisie and the proletariat as the great lever of the modern social
revolution; it is therefore impossible for us to cooperate with people who
wish to expunge this class struggle from the movement. When the Inter
national was formed we expressly formulated the battle-cry: the emanci
pation of the working class must be achieved by the working class itself.
We cannot therefore cooperate with people who say that the workers are
too uneducated to emancipate themselves and must first be freed from
above by philanthropic bourgeois and petty bourgeois.

That remains our view, except that to "philanthropic bour
geois and petty bourgeois," we must now add: or by totalitarian
despots who promise freedom as the indefinite culmination of the
worst exploitation and human degradation known, with the possible
exception of Hitler's horrors, in modern times. That view Deut-
scher has discarded. On what ground he continues to proclaim
himself a Marxist passes understanding.

There remains Deutscher's justification of Stalinist "socialism"
in the name of Russia's backwardness, and the responsibilities for
Stalinism which he has ascribed to Lenin and Trotsky. It is one
of the favorite themes of the apologists, but it has the right to be
dealt with.
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DRIVE THE APOLOGISTS FOR STALINISM OUT
of all their other trenches and they will take tenacious refuge in
the last one. It is their deepest one and affords them the most
obdurate hold on their defenses. It is buttressed with solid learning
direct from Marx, has historical breadth, roots in economics, and
the sociological sweep that lifts it above the transient trivia of
journalistic polemics. It is the trench, one might almost say, of the
Old Crap—"die ganze alte Scheisse," as it is written in the original
Marx.
In brief: socialism (or the most eminently desirable brand of

socialism) presupposes a most advanced stage of the development
of the productive forces which alone can assure abundance for all
and therewith freedom; but for forcibly-isolated and exceedingly
poor Russia to be brought to such a stage required the crude, vio
lent, at times unnecessarily expensive but basically unavoidable
excesses (alte Scheisse) of the practical realists. The proof of the
pudding lies in the statistics and who is so quixotic as to argue
with statistics?

UNDER SOCIALISM
a) Production enormous increase

b) Capitalists enormous liquidation
c) Bureaucratism enormous, but

1. inevitable, or
2. necessary, or
3. exaggerated, or
4. declining, or
5. self-reforming.

Net, after all deductions an understandably inferior brand of social
ism, but socialism just the same.

On this score, as on so many others, Deutscher feels, like scores
of contemporaries, that his demoralization invests him with a special
right or obligation to cruise freely, with accelerator lashed to the
floor and steering gear disconnected, from imprecision to impre
cision and muddle to muddle.
The conception was first elaborated by Trotsky, who while

not himself an apologist for Stalinism but a most implacable critic,
nevertheless provided the apologists with far more weapons than
they deserved. In Trotsky, the idea was developed much more
persuasively and roundedly than in Deutscher. Above all, the
former was free of those unpleasant observations which the latter
weaves into all his writings in deference to the low-grade anti-
socialist prejudices of the intellectual philistine. In its thought-out
form, it is to be found in the most probing and most instructive
of Trotsky's studies on Stalinist Russia (and therefore the one
which, re-read, most plainly shows the basic mistake in his analysis),
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The Revolution Betrayed which he wrote in 1936. Early in the
book he says:

Two years before the Communist Manifesto, young Marx wrote: "A
development of the productive forces is the absolutely necessary practical
premise [of Communism], because without it want is generalized, and
with want the struggle for necessities begins again, and that means that all
the old crap must revive." . . . the citation, merely an abstract construc
tion with Marx, an inference from the opposite, provides an indispensable
theoretical key to the wholly concrete difficulties and sickness of the Soviet
regime. (P. 56.)

Employing this key, he comes to the conclusion that the "old
crap" is represented by the transformation of the Soviet state into
"a 'bourgeois' state, even though without a bourgeoisie" in so far
as the Stalinist totalitarian regime "is compelled to defend in
equality—that is, the material privileges of a minority— by methods
of compulsion." That the bureaucracy should have established such
a regime, he continues later, has its basis in

. . . the poverty of society in objects of consumption, with the resulting
struggle of each against all. When there is enough goods in a store, the
purchasers can come whenever they want to. When there is little goods,
the purchasers are compelled to stand in line. When the lines are very
long, it is necessary to appoint a policeman to keep order. (P. 112.)
But hasn't the totalitarian state become even harsher with the

rise in production? Yes.

Soviet economy had to lift itself from its poverty to a somewhat higher
level before fat deposits of privilege became possible. The present state
of production is still far from guaranteeing all necessities to everybody.
But it is already adequate to give significant privileges to a minority, and
convert inequality into a whip for the spurring on of the majority."
(P. 112/.)

In different terms, Deutscher draws, or seems to draw, similar
conclusions:

. . . after its victory in the civil war, the revolution was beginning to
escape from its weakness into totalitarianism. ...
Rich in world-embracing ideas and aspirations, the new republic was

"poor with the accumulated poverty of over a thousand years." It mortally
hated that poverty. But that poverty was its own flesh and blood and
breath. ...
For decades Bolshevism had to entrench itself in its native environ

ments in order to transform it. The brand of socialism which it then pro
duced could not but show the marks of its historic heritage. That socialism,
too, was to rise rough and crude, without the vaulting arches and spires
and lacework of which Socialists had dreamed. (The Prophet Armed,
pp. 5190.)

Let us try to convert these loose literary flutterings into more
precise thoughts related to more precise realities in order to
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judge whether the "poverty of society in objects of consumption"
(Trotsky) or the "accumulated poverty of over a thousand years"

(Deutscher) produced Trotsky's "degenerated workers' state" or
what is Deutscher's more extravagant synonym for the same thing,
the "rough and crude . . . brand of socialism"—or it produced
something as different from a workers' state and socialism as a

prison is from a presentable home.
The part played by poverty in the transformation of the Bol

shevik revolution is too well known to require elaboration here.

Poverty which is induced by a low level of industrial development
never has been and never will be the foundation on which to build
the new social order. That was known in Russia in 1917, as well as
before and after. Without exception or hesitation, every Bolshevik
repeated the idea publicly a thousand times: "For the establish
ment of socialism, we ourselves are too backward, poor and weak,

and we can achieve it only in class collaboration with the coming
proletarian powers of the more advanced western countries. Our
strategical objective, therefore, requires laying primary stress upon
the advance of the world revolution and, until its victory, working
for the maximum socialist accumulation which is possible in a
backward, isolated workers' state." In these thoughts the science of
Marxism was combined with the virtues of political honesty and
forthrightness, sagacity and practicality.
The big difficulties manifested themselves, it is worth noting,

in this: the more the victory of the world revolution was delayed

(and contrary to Deutscher's hindsight, it was delayed primarily by
the course and power of the newly-rising leadership of the revolu

tionary state), the more restricted became the possibilities of any
socialist accumulation. It is not a matter of accumulation "in
general," which is always possible, but socialist accumulation. That
signifies a harmonious social expansion resulting from such co

operation in the productive process as requires less and less strain
on the body, nerves and time of the laborer and less and less public
coercion, on the one hand, and on the other, affords more abund
ance and the possibility for unhampered intellectual development
to everybody, increasingly free from inherited class divisions and

antagonisms of all kinds.
From 1918, when Lenin first outlined the masterful and bril

liant conception that later got the name of N.E.P. (New Economic
Policy), through the N.E.P. itself, through the struggle of the
Trotskyist Opposition, through the rise of the Stalinist bureauc

racy, and down to the days of the "self-reforming" bureaucracy that
has followed Stalin, all important questions, conflicts and develop
ments that have appeared in Russia were related to or depended
upon the problem of accumulation.
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The fight of the Russian Opposition coincided with the end

of the possibilities of a socialist accumulation in Russia given the
continued repression (or undermining, or retardation) of the revolu
tion in the West. It was therefore as significant as it was fitting that
the Opposition intertwined its program for a socialist accumulation
inside Russia with that stiffnecked fight against the theory of "so
cialism in one country" which was the obverse of its fight for
the world revolution.
In this sense, the defeat of the Opposition put an end to the

socialist accumulation in Russia as decisively as it put an end to
the socialist power in the country. But it did not put an end to
accumulation of any kind, any more than it eliminated political
power of any kind. The defeat merely changed the form and
content of both. It had to. No society with class divisions, and there
fore class conflict, can hold together for a day without a political
power, that is, a state power. And no society, least of all in modern
times, can live without accumulation. There was accumulation in
Russia under the Tsar, and accumulation of another kind under
Lenin, and accumulation of still another kind under Stalin. The
whole question revolves around the "kind." Trotsky noted that

... in its first period, the Soviet regime was undoubtedly far more
equalitarian and less bureaucratic than now [that is, in 1936]. But that
was an equality of general poverty. The resources of the country were so
scant that there was no opportunity to separate out from the masses of
the population any broad privileged strata. At the same time the "equal
izing" character of wages, destroying personal interestedness, became a
brake upon the development of the productive forces. Soviet economy
had to lift itself from its poverty to a somewhat higher level before fat
deposits of privilege became possible. (Op. tit., p. 112.)

There isn't a line in all of Deutscher's analysis that even ap
proaches this in the clarity with which it points to the answer of
the "riddle" of Stalinism. Yet for all its compact clarity, it requires
modification and some close study.
Let us start with the provocative statement that the "equaliz

ing" character of wages "became a brake upon the development
of the productive forces." The idea is absolutely correct, in our
opinion. It remains correct if it is expressed in a broader and more
general way, always remembering that we are speaking of an
isolated, backward Russia: The political power of the workers,
represented and symbolized, among other things, by the equalizing
character of wages, became a brake upon the development of the
productive forces. Does that mean that with a proletarian power
the productive forces could no longer develop? The term "brake"
must not be understood in so absolute a sense. It merely (and
"merely" here is enough!) meant that such a political power did
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not allow the productive forces to develop as fast and as strongly
as was required by the concrete social needs of the time. This
formulation brings us a bit closer to the reality.
The fact is that with the introduction and expansion of the

N.E.P., which, with Lenin, presupposed the unwavering mainte
nance and strengthening of the state power of the proletariat, there
was a steady development of the productive forces all over the
land, a rise in the socialist accumulation in particular, and a
gradual rise out of the depths of the "accumulated poverty." But

(still remembering the fatal absence of the world revolution) the

general development of the productive forces soon disclosed its
dual nature: the rise of the socialist forces of production and the
rise of the private-capitalist sector of production, not only in agri
culture but also in industry and commerce.
The character of the economic development as a whole was

called into question with challenging sharpness. The whole liter
ature of the time (1923-1930), as well as the whole of the factional
conflict, hinged on the question: Russia—toward capitalism or
toward socialism? To overcome the trend toward capitalization of
the economy, a trend with powerful roots in the retarded and
petty-bourgeois character of Russian agriculture, required not only
a vast but above all a rapid industrialization of the country. When
Lenin used to say, "Germany plus Russia equals socialism," he
meant nothing less than that advanced Germany, controlled by a
socialist proletariat, would make it possible for backward Russia
so to industrialize itself as to assure a socialist development for
both countries. But what could Russia do if forced to rely upon
her own resources?
The proletariat in power could not produce an industrializa

tion of the country rapid enough to overcome the bourgeois tenden
cies surging up with such unexpected speed and strength from its
primitive agriculture and it was not strong enough to assure a
socialist development in both spheres of economic activity. To do
that, it would have had to subject itself to such an intensity of
exploitation as produced the surpluses that made the capitalist
classes, in their heyday, the beneficiaries of all pelf and privilege
and at the same time the superintendents of the miraculous eco
nomic achievements that have at last made it possible for man to
rise from his knees.
The trouble, as it were, was this: others can exploit the

working class, but it cannot exploit itself. So long as it has the
political power, it will not exploit itself nor will it allow others
to do so. That is why the workers' state, the workers' power, the
workers' democracy established by the revolution turned out, in its
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enforced isolation, to be a brake on the development of the pro
ductive forces at a pace required by the relation of class forces in
Russia in the Twenties. And that is why, again in its enforced
isolation, the workers' power had to be destroyed to allow free

play to the development of productive forces in Russia.
By whom? What force would take over the power in order to

carry out this exploitation that was demanded for Russia's indus
trialization under the extraordinary concrete conditions of the
time?

Trotsky says that "the resources of the country were so scant
that there was no opportunity to separate out from the masses of
the population any broad privileged strata." But this is patently
wrong. On the basis of the same or even less easily available or
more poorly managed resources, Tsarist society had "separated out"
and maintained such privileged strata in the form of the capitalist
and feudal classes. It is not to the scant resources— or to them alone
—that we need look for the answer. There simply was no bour
geoisie on hand to take over the organization and management of
Russian society and the exploitation of its resources (the proletariat

included) implied by its rule: there was none on hand and, as it
turned out, none in sight capable of such a task.
The native bourgeoisie? In agriculture, it did not exist at all,

except in the form of an incohesive rural petty bourgeoisie which
needed an urban bourgeoisie to organize, lead and dominate it.
In industry, it was confined to the periphery of production and
the field of trade. If the comparatively potent bourgeoisie of pre-
Bolshevik Russia never really raised itself to the position of ruling
class, either before or after the Tsar was overturned, the ludicrous
remnants of it, even if supplemented by the neo-bourgeois elements
of the N.E.P. period, could hardly hope to achieve the same posi
tion except as tools or vassals of the world bourgeoisie.
The foreign bourgeoisie? Abstractly, yes. Concretely, no. Such

was the unusual and unforeseen concatenation of social and po
litical forces, that the world bourgeoisie completely failed to unite
in a resolute assault upon the Bolshevik regime of 1917-1920, thus
making its survival possible. It could only dream of another attack
in the following years. And when it seemed on the brink of finding
a practical, effective rallying center for a renewed assault with the
rise to power of Hitler (the "super-Wrangel" that never material
ized), the conflicts and contradictions in its own midst were so
acute, or else so easily exploited by the now Stalinized Russia, that
more than half the world's bourgeoisie found itself in the deadly
combat with Hitler that assured the survival, not the crushing, of
the Stalinist state.
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Society, like nature, abhors a vacuum. The more complex and
modern the society the greater is its abhorrence— and more ingenious
and variegated are its improvizations. Scant though Russia's re

sources were, they had enough magnetic power to attract from the

nethermost regions of society a new coagulation that was to per
form—one way or another— the social task awaiting it. In so doing
it was to consolidate itself as a new, reactionary ruling class, which
established and continues to maintain its domination over society
by means of the most ruthless, most unashamed, most intensely
organized, centralized, and consciously directed terror against the

people it exploited that has ever been known in history— without
exception !
It is true that it performed its task. It industrialized the coun

try to a tremendous extent, unforeseen by itself, its friends or its
foes. It accomplished, in its own unique way, the absolutely in
evitable revolution in agriculture, subordinating it to industry,
integrating it into industry, in a word, industrializing it (the work
is not complete, but the trend is utterly irrepressible). But to
achieve this goal in the only way that this social force can achieve

it
, it destroyed (as it was destined to do) the power of the working

class, destroyed every achievement of the Bolshevik revolution,
established the power of the most absolutist ruling class in the
world, and reduced the entire population to the grade of slaves-
modern slaves, not plantation slaves, but slaves, who are deprived
of any and all public recourse against the most exploitive and
oppressive regime known to our time, with the possible— and we
stress the word—exception of Hitlerism.
That is how the "old crap" revived and that is what its re

vival has meant! To Trotsky, the "old crap," meant as an indict
ment of the bureaucracy and a rebuff to its apologists (i

t is no
accident that his Revolution Betrayed has as its last chapter an
attack on such "friends of the Soviet Union" as the Webbs and
Durantys, of whom Deutscher is only a present version), neverthe
less left the proletariat the ruling class of Russia. To Deutscher, the
"old crap," meant as an apology for the bureaucracy, is a brand
of socialism which lacks only vaulting arches, spires and lacework
which were the dreamstuff of socialism. Not, however, to Marx,
let us note, if we go back to the original text in which Trotsky
found his now familiar quotation.*

*It is from the chapter on Feuerbach in the Marx-Engels Deutsche Ideologic The
quotation as given in The Revolution Betrayed is inexact, and evidently suffers
from double translation (from German into Russian and then from Russian
into English). For all of its roughness, the translation in Trotsky does no vio
lence to the thought of the original. Cf. the original German in the first version,
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Marx, in his violent attack upon the German "critical critics,"
is presenting his ideas on communism in systematic polemical form
even though they are still taking shape for their climactic pres
entation two years later in the Manifesto. He is seeking to free
communism from all trace of utopianism, of wishful-thinking, you
might say, of abstract idealism. He wants to show the scientific
foundation under its inevitable unfoldment as the last historic
achievement of the self-emancipating proletariat, which "must first

conquer political power in order to represent its interest in turn
as the general interest." But if this political power is to lead to
effective communism, he points out again and again to "the

premise-less Germans," it must be preceded or based upon material
conditions prepared by the past, that is, by capital. Without such
things as the development of machinery, extensive utilization of
natural power, gas lighting, steam heating, water supply, and the
like, "the communal society would not in turn be a new force of
production— devoid of a material basis, reposing upon a merely
theoretical foundation, it would be a freak and end up only as a
monastic economy."
He goes further to emphasize his point. The "alienation"

which is as characteristic of capitalism as of all class societies, can
be abolished only if two practical premises obtain:
It must become a power so intolerable that the mass makes

a revolution against it inasmuch as it faces them with the contra
diction between their own propertylessness and the "existing world
of wealth and culture, both of which presuppose a great increase
in productive power— a high degree of its development." Such a

development "is an absolutely necessary practical premise also
because without it only want is generalized, and with want the
fight over necessities would likewise have to begin again and all the
old crap would revive."
It is a thought scattered and repeated through hundreds of

pages of Marxian writings, especially against the Utopians and
"pure-and-simple" anti-capitalists. The thought is as clear as day:
the "old crap" is not a deformed workers' state or a crude brand
of socialism. It is the revival of the old, even original and not very
far advanced rule of capital, that is

,

of class domination, of class

exploitation and oppression, of the struggle of each against all.
Is that precisely what happened in Russia? The abstract gen

eralization as thought out by Marx was manifested in and applied

Marx-Engels Archiv, Band I, p. 252; in the second and apparently more com
plete and exact version, Marx-Engels Gesamtausgabe, 1st Abt., Band V, p. 24;
or in the "official" CP. English translation, very crude, The German Ideology,
(p. 24.)
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concretely to a country with unique class relations at a given stage
in its development as a unique part of a world capitalism at a
specific stage in its development. The "old crap" of class rule
revived not in its old capitalist form but in a new, anti-capitalist
but nonetheless anti-socialist form.
From a reading of Deutscher's books and articles, there is not

to be found so much as a hint that the question of the exploitive
class character of the bureaucracy has been submitted to his critical
scrutiny. Only by implication can the reader permit himself the
inference that, if the question has been considered at all, the
indicated conclusion has been dismissed without appeal. To Deut-
scher, the bureaucracy is the "locum tenens" of the socialist prole
tariat which is incapable of self-rule, just as Napoleon, Cromwell
and Bismarck were the deputies of the capitalist bourgeoisie, each

despot opening up progressive vistas for the class he (or it
) repre

sented, consolidating the revolutionary gains and prospects of his

(or its) class, and more of the same wisdom which is now familiar
to us.

In the first place, the theory of the "old crap," in Deutscher's
version, completely and shatteringly destroys his entire theory of
the Russian revolution, which is as much as to say that it makes
tabula rasa of four-fifths of what he has written on the subject. His
"basic" explanation, i.e., apology, for Stalinism consist of a general
theory of all revolutions. According to it, the Stalinist bureaucracy
rose to take command of the Russian revolution for exactly the
same reasons that the Cromwells, Napoleons and Bismarcks rose to
take command of the bourgeois revolutions in England, France
and Germany. It lies in the nature of all revolutions, it is a law
of all revolutions.
But—all that becomes patent rubbish the minute he advances

the theory that negates it utterly, that is, that Stalinism rose in
Russia because, unlike the West with its wealth, culture, traditions
of respect for the human personality, etc., etc., she was "poor with
the accumulated poverty of over a thousand years," so that the
"brand of socialism" which "Bolshevism" then produced "could
not but show the marks of its historic heritage."
One or the other! Both it cannot be.
Either Stalinism (or "revolutionary despotism") is the in

variable result of all revolutions, at least for a long stage in their
development, in which case the reference to Russia's poverty is

irrelevant.
Or—Stalinism is the inevitable result of a particular revolu

tion, of an attempt to establish socialism in a backward country
which was materially uprepared for it. From this it follows that
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Stalinism would not result from a revolution in a country or coun
tries which have the material and cultural prerequisites for social
ism. In this case the whole theory of "the prophet armed" in all
revolutions is pretentious nonsense, and worse than that reactionary

nonsense (and even hilarious nonsense since its author cannot

rightly say if the "prophet armed" is represented by the tragic
hero of his work or by the man who murdered him).
That's in the first place. And normally that would be enough

for one man and more than enough. But there is also a second place.
Out of the clear blue, we learn that Deutscher has, in fact,

been asking himself whether the bureaucracy is a new exploiting
class or not. In his books up to now? No, for as we said, there is no
trace of such an announcement in them. But in one of his recent
articles, as translated from the French review, Esprit, in Dissent

(Summer 1954, p. 229f.) we note his awareness that there is a point
of view that holds the Stalinist bureaucracy to be a new ruling class.

The managerial and bureaucratic class, it is said, has a vested interest
in maintaining the economic and social inequality of the Stalin era. It
must therefore preserve the whole apparatus of coercion and terror which
enforces that inequality.
This argument assumes that there exists:
a) a high degree of something like class solidarity in the Soviet bureau

cratic and managerial groups; and

b) that the ruling group is guided in its policies by a strong aware
ness of, and concern for, the distinct class interest of the privileged groups.
These assumptions may or may not be correct— in my view the evi

dence is still inconclusive. A weighty argument against them is that we
have repeatedly seen the privileged and ruling minority of Soviet society
deeply divided against itself and engaged in a ferocious struggle ending
with the extermination of large sections of the bureaucracy. The victims
of the mass purges of 1936-1938 came mainly from the party cadres, the
managerial groups, and the military officers corps, and only in the last
instance from the non-privileged masses. Whether these purges accelerated
the social integration of the new privileged minority, or whether, on the
contrary, they prevented that minority from forming itself into a solid
social stratum is, I admit, still an open question to me.

The argument Deutscher invokes against the theory that the
bureaucracy represents a class, is downright trivial. If applied to
any number of the ruling classes that have existed throughout
history, it would rule them out of that category instantly. But for
a moment that is beside the point. What is positively incredible is
to read that Deutscher has been writing all this time about the
rise of the Stalinist bureaucracy in Russia (and elsewhere!) and
about how it has established socialism in Russia, or some brand
thereof, without having determined in his own mind if this
bureaucracy is a new exploiting class or not.
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In our time, we have made our fair share of mistakes about
the famous "Russian question" and according to some not wholly
friendly critics, we have even oversubscribed our quota in this
field. But yet we can say, with tightly reined pride, that we do not
have and do not want anything like this to our dubious credit.
To speak of Russia as a socialist society (and with such casual-

nessl) while the exploitive class character of those who established
this "brand of socialism" its still "an open question to me"— that
requires a brand of Marxism that it has not been our misfortune
to have encountered anywhere else to date.
Yet we realize that there is one hurdle that many Marxists

find it impossible, or at least exceedingly difficult, to take: the class
character of the Stalinist bureaucracy, and the class character of
the society they have established and defended with such murderous
ardor. It is by no means superficial—this reluctance— and by no
means trivial, as are so many of the views that are expressed with
amazing lightmindedness in Deutscher's works. It is in harmony—
this relucance— with virtually a century of Marxian and historical
tradition. Who else, in most of the past hundred years, but an
abstractionist, a pedant, a constructionist, would have sought a
field for contemporary political speculation outside the perspective
of capitalism or socialism? Support of one automatically implied
(except for a few incorrigible or romantic feudalists) opposition to
the other and vice versa. "Down with capitalism!" was as plainly
the battlecry of socialism as "Down with socialism!" was the battle-
cry of capitalism.
But with the advent of Stalinism, which is so unique that it

continues to baffle and disorient tens of millions, and tens of thou
sands of the intellectual and political vanguard in particular, it
becomes increasingly absurd, not to say criminal, to be imprisoned,
in our analysis of it, by two dimensions, as it were: since it is so
obviously not socialism, it must perforce be some sort of capitalism
—or, since it is obviously not capitalism, it must of necessity be
some brand of workers' or socialist regime. History allows only
one or the other!
History is not an obsequious engine whose wheels are so set

that it can only move forward along a route firmly prescribed by
Marxism, without pauses, without ever running backward and with
out ever leaving the main rails to go off on a blind spur. Neither
is it a precisely organized Cook's tour which meticulously sets a
timetable for all nations and peoples to travel through primitive
communism, then through chattel slavery, then through feudalism,
then through capitalism, then through the dictatorship of the pro
letariat, then through the dictatorship of the secretariat, to be
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allowed entry finally into the best brand of socialism, with vaulting
arches, spires and lacework included— but with wandering off on
side trips of any kind strictly forbidden. To attribute to Marxism
such a conception of the historical route of march is, in Plekhanov's
words, "an interesting psychological aberration."

Society has wandered off on side excursions and even blind
alleys before, just as it is doing in some countries today, though
we are strongly convinced that the wandering is not for long, not
as long as the historical era of capitalism and certainly not as long
as the historical era of feudal stagnation.
Of all the Marxists who, in our own day, allowed themselves

to think out theoretically the possibilities of a new exploitive so
ciety, Bukharin stands out as the most searching mind, and that
over a long span of time. It may further help those avowed Marx
ists who are immobilized between the two rigidly-conceived social
dimensions to read what Bukharin wrote almost on the eve of the
Bolshevik revolution.
In discussing the growth of state capitalism, he insists, and

quite rightly, that the "capitalist mode of production is based on
a monopoly of the means of production in the hands of the class
of capitalists within the general framework of commodity ex
change." Thereupon he adds this most remarkable theoretical
extrapolation:

Were the commodity character of production to disappear (for in
stance), through the organization of all world economy as one gigantic
trust, the impossibility of which we tried to prove in our chapter on ultra-
imperialism, we would have an entirely new economic form. This would
be capitalism no more, for the production of commodities would have dis
appeared; still less would it be socialism, for the power of one class over
the other would have remained (and even grown stronger). Such an eco
nomic structure would most of all resemble a slave-owning economy where
the slave market is absent. (N. Bukharin, Imperialism and World Economy,
p. 157.— Emphasis in the original.)

The Stalinist state did not, of course, arise out of capitalism
and the development of a state capitalist economy, but out of
an economy that was socialist in type. But is not the terse definition
of a new exploitive class society, where commodity production has
disappeared (more or less) and the ruling class has concentrated all
ownership and control into one hand, the state's, perfectly applic
able to the slave-state of Stalinism?
In 1928, after eleven years of the Bolshevik Revolution and

with God-knows-what unspoken thoughts roaming about in the
back of his mind, the same Bukharin had occasion to return to
the same subject from a somewhat different angle, in the course of
a speech delivered to the Program Commission of the Sixth Con
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gress of the Communist International. In discussing, from the purely
theoretical standpoint, the possibility of classical capitalist economic
crises in a society in which all the means of production are owned
by the state (naturally, not by a proletarian state), he points out
that in such a society "only in world-economic relations do we have
trade with other countries, etc." Thereupon he continues with these
equally remarkable insights:

Now, we raise the question whether in such a form of capitalism—
which actually represents a certain negation of capitalism, because of the
fact that the internal market, the circulation of money, has disappeared—
a crisis can occur. Would we have crises there? I believe not! Can there
exist in this society a contradiction between the restricted consumption of
the masses (consumption in the physiological sense) and the growing pro
ductive forces? Yes, that may be. The consumption of the ruling class grows
continuously, the accumulation of the means of production, calculated in
labor units, can grow to enormous dimensions, but the consumption of the
masses is retarded. Perhaps still sharper here is the discrepancy between
the growth of the consumption of the masses. But just the same we will not
find any crises.
A planned economy exists, an organized distribution, not only with

regard to the connections and reciprocal relations between different
branches of industry but also with regard to consumption. The slave in
this society receives his share of fodder, of the objects that are the product
of the total labor. He may receive very little, but just the same crises will
not take place. (Kommunistische Internationale, 1928, No. 33/34, p. 2063.)

Is this not an astoundingly apt description of the most basic
relations in Stalinist society? Bukharin did not not hesitate to call
such a society slavery, even if of a modern kind, but it would never
occur to him to speak of such an abomination as socialism of any
brand whatever. Or if

,

at a tragical stage of his life, he did speak of
the Stalinist inferno as socialism, the pistol of the GPU was already
jammed against the base of his skull. Deutscher has no such excuse.

Let us say that we close our mind to Deutscher's utterly
wretched apology for the Stalinist dictatorship, his pseudo-historical
justification for the massacre of the "Utopians" by the regime of
the new Russian slaveowners, his sophomoric theories about revolu
tions in general, his logical preposterousness which would be de
rided by anyone accustomed to think with his mind instead of with
his pyloric valve. To forget all these things is next to impossible
but let us say it is done. Then we would have to reduce Deutscher's
violence against the basic tenet of socialism— the self-emanciaptory
r61e which is exclusively assigned to the revolutionary proletariat—
to a case of the opinion that capitalism can give way only to social
ism. The opinion is as erroneous as it is common. Understandable
fifty years ago, for adequate reasons rightly so, it is inexcusable
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today, in the light of the Stalinist experience. The common notion
has to be revised for accuracy, and the revision, far from upsetting
the provisions of Marxism, amplifies and above all concretizes them:

Capitalism, nearing the end of its historical rope, is decreas-

ingly able to solve the problems of society on a capitalist basis. The
problems will nevertheless be solved anyhow and are already being
solved. Where the proletariat takes command of the nation, the
social problems will be solved progressively, and mankind will
move toward the freedom of a socialist world. Where the proletariat
fails for the time to discharge its task, the social problems will be
solved nevertheless, but they will be solved in a reactionary way,
solved at the cost of creating a dozen new social problems, solved

by degrading and enslaving the bulk of mankind. That is the
meaning today of the conflict between capitalism and socialism,
socialism and Stalinism, Stalinism and capitalism.
That is the meaning that can and must now be read into the

historical warnings of the great founders of scientific socialist theory
and the proletarian socialist movements. They did not and could
not hold that the decay of capitalism, which is a spontaneous and
automatic process, would just as spontaneously and automatically
assure the victory of socialism— of any brand.
In the most mature and instructive of his works, the Anti-

Duehring, Engels clarifies the standpoint of Marxism on this score,
not once but repeatedly:

By more and more transforming the great majority of the population
into proletarians, the capitalist mode of production brings into being the
force which, under penalty of its own destruction, is compelled to carry
out this revolution. (P. 314.)

. . . modern large-scale industry has called into being on the one hand
a proletariat, a class which for the first time in history can demand the
abolition, not of one particular class organization or another, or of one
particular class privilege or another, but of classes themselves, and which
is in such a position that it must carry through this demand or sink to the
level of the Chinese coolie. (P. 178.)

. . . if the whole of modern society is not to perish, a revolution of
the mode of production and distribution must take place, a revolution
which will put an end to all class devisions. (P. 179)

. . . [the bourgeoisie's] own productive powers have grown beyond its
control and, as with the force of a law of Nature, are driving the whole
of bourgeois society forward to ruin or revolution. (P. 188.) (My emphasis
throughout— M. S.)

These do not have their value in determining if Engels was
gifted with apocalyptic vision—that has no importance. But they
reveal how Engels judged the relationship between the disintegra
tion of capitalist society and the part of the proletariat in the
process— victim of the outcome or master of a regeneration. The
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failure up to now of the proletariat to play the latter part suc

cessfully is not our subject here. Except to say that ninety-five per
cent of those "socialists" who have in effect capitulated either to
the American bourgeoisie or the Stalinist bureaucracy are possessed
in common by a thoroughgoing disbelief in the capacity of the
proletariat to play that r61e, we leave the subject for another
occasion. But it is incontestable that up to now it has not played
the r61e triumphantly.
And the result of this failure? Is it perhaps the victory of a

"rough and crude . . . brand of socialism" established without the
proletariat and against it, not only in Russia but also in China

(where the even vaster poverty should produce an even rougher and
cruder and more monstrous form of "socialist" totalitarianism,

should it not?), and throughout Eastern Europe (with some modest
but unmistakeable aid from Deutscher), and even in far from back
ward Czechoslovakia and Germany? Not at all. The essence of
Engels' insights, amazing for their content even though they could
not be marked off with clear lines, has been confirmed by the events.
For its failure, the proletariat has already paid the penalty, in

the Stalinist countries, of its own destruction, that is, its reduction
to modern slavery; in more than one sense it has been driven to
the level of the Chinese coolie; where bourgeois society is not trans
formed by revolution it is transformed into the ruin of Stalinism;
the alienation ("to use a term comprehensible to philosophers")
which the development of capitalism brings man to the verge of
abolishing, is enhanced by Stalinism to a degree which does not
have its equal in our memory.
We have no greater confidence in the longevity of Stalinism

than of capitalism, less if anything. It is not reasonable to believe
that at the time when the greatest of all class societies is approach
ing its death, the meanest of class societies is entering a new and
long life. But shortlived or longlived, it will not quietly pass away.
It will have to be pushed into its delayed oblivion. The essential
precondition for the social emancipation from Stalinism is intel
lectual emancipation from its mythology, be it in the crass form
in which it is presented officially or in the form of urbane and
cynical apologetics in which it is presented by Deutscher. In either
form it implies the end of socialism, for it would indeed be an
unrealizable Utopia if conceived as anything but the direct achieve
ment of a self-conscious, self-mobilized socialist proletariat. The
rebirth of the proletarian socialist movement requires not the
revival of the mythology in a revised form but its entire demolition.

March, 1954
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A Left Wing of the Labor Movement!

THE LABOR AND SOCIALIST MOVEMENTS
have had a good quarter century of experience with Stalinism. The
experience is not yet at an end, but there is now enough of it to
warrant the dogmatic statement that the working-class movement
cannot and will not make real progress, let alone achieve its basic
aim, until it has succeeded in destroying the incubus of Stalinism.
In 1858, Frederick Engels, disgusted with the direction taken

by the British labor movement under the leadership of former
Chartists like Ernest Jones, wrote to Marx that "one is really al
most driven to believe that the English proletarian movement in
its old traditional Chartist form must perish completely before it
can develop itself in a new viable form. And yet one cannot foresee
what this new form will look like." Almost a century later, the
same thing must be said about the proletarian movement in its
Stalinist form—that part of the labor movement which is under
Stalinist inspiration and control—only more emphatically, more
urgently, and with a hundred times greater justification.
If nothing more were required than agreement with this

simple proposition, Stalinism would long ago have been driven
out of the labor movement without any prospect of regaining its

power and influence. The adversaries of Stalinism are numerous,
not only outside the labor movement but inside it as well. If
Stalinism nevertheless remains a considerable force in the working
class of all countries—even the decisive force in countries like
France and Italy— that is due primarily to the lack of full under
standing of its significance.
This lack is widely prevalent, but nowhere is it so clearly

marked— paradoxical as this may seem at first— as among the revolu

tionary adversaries of Stalinism. It is in the ranks of the latter,
who are called upon to give the most clear-headed, consistent and

progressive leadership in the fight against Stalinism, that the most
confused, ambiguous and out-and-out reactionary conceptions are
to be found. These conceptions paralyze the fight, or else they
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cancel out in advance whatever it is able to accomplish. Intellectual
conservativism prevents many militants from seeing the true social
role and meaning of Stalinism which lies underneath its misleading
appearance.
Everyone can see the fact that Stalinism came out of a socialist

revolution (the Russian October), the fact that it came out of a
revolutionary proletarian movement (the early Comintern), the
fact that it seeks to base itself primarily upon the working classes
and is in so many places actually at the head of their organizations,
the fact that it conducts such aggressive struggles against the capi
talist classes and is fundamentally irreconcilable in its hostility
toward them, the fact that these classes are no less fundamentally
irreconcilable in their hostility toward Stalinism, the fact that there
is such a continuous mutual hostility between Stalinism and the
traditional reformist leadership of the labor movement.
We emphasize that we do not simply admit but insist that they

are facts. But they are given such a weight and meaning as to
mislead the most radical opponents of Stalinism and prevent them
from grasping its real nature, its essential characteristics from the
standpoint of the proletariat and of socialism.
In all countries and movements, amid the most critical and

even fierce attacks upon Stalinism, you can still read or hear:
"Nevertheless, it represents a working-class party or movement."
"Nevertheless, it represents a wing—a deformed, grossly bureaucra-
tized wing—of socialism." "Nevertheless, it is the 'left' or 'part of
the left' of the working class." "For all our opposition to Stalinism,
we have of course just as little, or even less, in common with the
right wing of the labor movement."
These observations contain misconceptions that have already

contributed to more than one disaster in the working-class move
ment. To rid this movement of Stalinism before it is destroyed by
Stalinism or any other reactionary force, requires that the revolu
tionary movement, the Marxists in the first place, rid themselves
completely of all misconceptions about Stalinism.
The problem can perhaps be approached best by dealing with

the "left" character of Stalinism. You can hardly read a single
American or British newspaper account of a dispute between the
Stalinists and any of their opponents in a trade union without see
ing the former referred to as the "left wing." In France, to take
another common example, the Stalinists are always referred to as
"la gauche," not only by their bourgeois opponents but even by
their most radical critics. In both cases, the designation is simply
taken for granted; it is considered natural, obvious, established
beyond controversy, like the name hydrogen for the chemical ele
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ment with the atomic number of 1. If all that were involved here
was a question of terminology, then even in the interest of scientific
exactitude it would be of decidedly minor importance. Its real
importance, however, far transcends any pedantic consideration.
On what ground can the Stalinist movement be characterized,

and therefore treated, as "left"? That should not be too difficult
to determine. The history of the working-class movement is chock
full of examples of right wings and left wings and of all sorts of
intermediate tendencies. Of left wing and ultra-left wing tendencies
in particular, there has been a tremendous variety: anarchists,
syndicalists, Guesdists, De Leonists, Luxemburgists, Bolsheviks,

Bordigists, KAPD-ists, Trotskyists— the list could be extended al
most indefinitely.
Some of these tendencies were characterized as left wing be

cause of opposition in principle to participation in parliamentary
elections and parliamentary activity in general. Such opposition
is nowhere to be found in the Stalinist movement, which partic
ipates uninhibitedly in all parliamentary activities, not only under
its own name but under the name of any other political organiza
tion with which it is maneuvering or which it is trying to infiltrate.
Others of these tendencies were considered left wing because,

while favoring parliamentary activity by the workers and the so
cialist movement, they were opposed in principle to participating
in coalition governments with bourgeois parties. The Stalinist
parties cannot be considered left wing on this ground, either.
Wherever they are unable to make a direct drive for exclusive state

power, they work continuously to create, or to exploit the already
existing, opportunities to enter coalition governments with bour
geois parties, either as the barely concealed representatives of the
Russian government or as sappers of the coalition for their own
benefit or as both. Their practical attitude toward the question
of coalition governments is unmistakably more opportunistic than
anything ever practised by the Millerands or preached by the
Kautskys of the old socialist movement. They are not only ready
to enter but have already entered coalition governments with
parties of the "progressive bourgeoisie." They even combine with
parties of the most extreme bourgeois conservatism. Even out-and-
out reactionary governments, which not even a hardened old re
formist would think of supporting, have been supported and de
fended by the Stalinists with unashamed cynicism whenever it
suited the foreign policy of Moscow.
Still others of the incontestably left-wing tendencies were

marked out by their rejection of work in the conservative trade
unions and collaboration with them; by their policy of organizing
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or supporting only those unions which adopted a revolutionary
program from the very beginning. The Stalinists not only work
in the most conservative unions, but are known for their repeated
advocacy of the most conservative policies, in some cases policies
so completely anti-proletarian as to arouse the opposition of the
most reformist of labor leaders. And they not only work for their
policies in conservative and reformist trade unions, but in con
servative and even reactionary bourgeois organizations. In this
respect, they draw the line nowhere.
Still others of the old left-wing tendencies were distinguished

by their opposition to putting forth or supporting "immediate
demands," "a reform program," "the minimum program," or else
by their insistence that the purely parliamentary or purely peaceful
road to socialism is an illusion. The Stalinists are not distinguished
by such views, either. If they put anything in the background, it
is the program of socialism itself, not a "minimum program." They
have not hesitated to adopt as their own outright bourgeois de
mands of outright bourgeois parties, and the coolness with which
they have often taken over grossly chauvinist and reactionary
planks from the program of Italian and German fascism is widely
known.
Without exception, all the traditional left-wing tendencies

were outstanding for their internationalism, in some of which it
manifested itself to deplorable extremes. Their internationalism
was always counterposed to the nationalist and pro-imperialist
tendencies of the right wing of the socialist and labor movements.
The Stalinist movement is world-wide, but it is internationalist in
no sense that has ever been accepted in the working-class move
ment. In no country is it national in the entirely proper sense that
the class struggle is national in form, in the sense that it seeks to
serve as an instrument of the working class of the given country.
It is nationalistic in the worse sense of the term, in that it serves as
the universal instrument of the ruling bureaucracy of Russia, which
is in turn a notorious oppressor of nations and peoples. It is
"internationalistic" only in the sense that it demands the surrender
of legitimate national aspirations of all peoples in the name of
subservience to the Russian state (the case of Yugoslavia is only
the most spectacular of dozens of other examples that could be

cited). It is "internationalistic" in the same sense as Mr. Churchill
who used to denounce the Indians for the narrow-minded and
selfish nationalism they displayed in their demand for self-govern
ment.

Any number of other characteristics of the left wing (or ultra-

leftist) movements will occur to everyone slightly familiar with
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their history. But one more, of outstanding and decisive impor
tance, must be cited here. Without exception, every one of them,
in its fight against tendencies to the right of it, was characterized
by its emphasis on democracy as against bureaucracy, on the rights
and self-activity of the masses as against the disfranchisement and

bridling of the masses. That the emphasis was extreme in some
cases, is beside the point and need not be treated here. That prac
tice did not always correspond to this emphasis or was not always
effective in proving the correctness of this emphasis, is likewise
beside the point. The characteristic itself remains decisive.
The 19th century social democracy was the left wing in politics

by virtue of its fight for universal suffrage as against restricted

suffrage, and its work for socialism as the realization of the fullest
political and economic democracy— social democracy. Anarchists
and syndicalists were distinguished as a left wing by their emphasis
upon the mass action of the workers as against the bureaucratic
maneuvers and procedures of the reformist officialdom in parlia
ment or in negotiations with employers. Luxemburg was dis
tinguished as a representative of the left by virtue of her emphasis
on the spontaneous action of the masses breaking through the
institutionalized conservatism of the reformist bureaucracy. The
Bolsheviks counterposed the democratic Constituent Assembly to
Czarist despotism, and then counterposed the Soviets to the Con
stituent Assembly because the Soviets were a "hundred thousand
times more democratic" than the most democratic of bourgeois
parliaments. The Trotskyist opposition was regarded as the left
wing because, among other things, it demanded party democracy
as against the party bureaucracy. As for some of the ultra-left
groupings, it is well enough known that they almost made a fetish
of their fight against bureaucratism in the labor and revolution
ary movements. In this most important respect, the Stalinist move
ment, which is the veritable apotheosis of bureaucratism, does not
have even a semblance of similarity with the left-wing tendencies
known to the labor movement.
In not a single one of its important characteristics does the

Stalinist movement resemble the left-wing tendencies. It does not
measure up to a single one of the criteria which would place it
in the category of the left wing. Whoever continues to believe that
Stalinism falls into that category only shows that he stopped think
ing many years ago.
Does this mean that there is no ground at all for the char

acterization of the Stalinists which is to be found on the pages of
the bourgeois press and the lips of bourgeois politicians? The
reader may recall that earlier in this article is emphasized the need
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of grasping the real nature of Stalinism from the standpoint of the

proletariat and of socialism. From that standpoint, Stalinism can
in no sense be considered a left wing of the working class. Is it,
then, a right wing of the working class? In our opinion, the answer
is likewise and just as emphatically, No. This aspect of the prob
lem can be best approached from another standpoint, which is
not that of the proletariat and of socialism. For there is also the
standpoint of the bourgeoisie and of capitalism.
From that standpoint, Stalinism is not only a left wing but

the left wing; it is even the most "authentic" and "legitimate" left
wing, as it were. From that standpoint, Stalinism is Bolshevism,
it is the socialist revolution, it is socialism. Class instincts are valu
able to the proletariat; but class consciousness is indispensable for
its victory and rule. Class consciousness is valuable but not in
dispensable to the bourgeoisie; its class instinct is sufficient for its
rule. This instinct has a powerful stimulating material base—the
ownership of the means of production and exchange, capitalist
private property. The bourgeoisie recognizes as its own, as its loyal
kin and vassals, those who help preserve its private property and
therewith its social power. The bourgeoisie can and has obtained
the services of the Stalinists, in one country after another. It can
and has arranged to have the Stalinist party defend its property
and its regime from dangers represented by the working class. This
has led some superficial observers to conclude that Stalinism, at
bottom, is nothing but a variety of that reformist social democracy
which has so often served, sometimes with machine guns at its
hands, to maintain the rule of capital against the assaults of the
proletariat. But now that even the most dullwitted bourgeois is
learning that this is not at all the case, it is surely high time that
revolutionists, especially those who consider themselves Marxists,
should revise their own superficial and erroneous opinions.
Class instinct plus experience have taught every bourgeois that

the support of the Stalinist parties can be hired but not bought
outright. The Stalinist parties in the capitalist countries are for
lease, but not for sale. So long as a given capitalist regime is the
ally of Russia, the Stalinists are leased for service to that regime.
They then appear to act as arch-patriots. They vie with the bour
geois parties in nationalism and chauvinism. They catch up with
and outstrip the reactionary labor leaders in urging workers to
accept the most onerous conditions of labor with docility. In
general, they act in that abominable manner that distinguished
them from ordinary scoundrels in the U.S.A. and Britain during
the period of the "Grand Alliance."
But this lend-leased servant is unreliable in two respects from
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the standpoint of the bourgeoisie. In the first place, in the very
course of pretending to serve, he infiltrates and undermines the
institutions of the bourgeoisie. And in the second place, the terms
of the lease are not under the control of the bourgeoisie and can

be altered or destroyed unilaterally by the Russian state, that is
,

b
y the real employer and owner of the Stalinist parties— a fact

which requires no further proof than that which is (or ought to be)
known to every political person. After the rich and instructive
experience throughout the world in the last ten years, there is

hardly a bourgeois left who places any reliance upon the "services"
of "his" Stalinists. He regards their pledge of loyalty to the bour
geois regime with the same contemptuous distrust— and quite rightly
—as the revolutionist regarded Hitler's pledge of loyalty to socialism.
From the standpoint of the bourgeoisie, Stalinism represents

a revolutionary left wing and Russia represents a "socialist state"
in two respects. From the inception of the socialist movement, the

bourgeoisie has taught (and many have undoubtedly believed) that
socialism means the "servile state"— the bureaucratic monster-state
that deprives all the people of property, of liberty, of prosperity,
and subjugates all to its despotic whim. Stalinist Russia is the
unexpectedly full materialization of this hoary calumny against
socialism— or so the bourgeoisie teaches. Regardless of how much
or little it believes this, it is obviously in its class interest to teach
it. "There, in Russia today, is your socialism! That is what social
ism looks like, not in the books of Marx, but in reality! That is

the only thing socialism will ever look like in reality! Russia is

a horror—shun it! Socialism is a horror— shun it!" (To which should
be added that anyone who, with the best intentions and the best
"theory" in the world, continues to call Stalinist Russia a socialist
or a workers' state of any kind, is giving both the Stalinist and
bourgeois enemies of socialism a free weapon.)
Secondly, there is hardly a bourgeois alive today who still

retains the utterly vain hope that Stalinism represents the restora
tion of capitalism in Russia, that it facilitates this restoration, or

is in any way the unconscious instrument of forces working for
this restoration. In addition, especially since the end of the war,
the international bourgeoisie has begun to see what Stalinism
represents outside of Russia, too, and to see it with a clarity and
political intelligence that would be a credit to more than one self-
styled Marxist. Wherever it was politically possible (as it was in
Poland, for example, but not in France; as it is in China, but not
in Japan), the Stalinists have taken complete state power into their
hands. Whether or not the Stalinists have established socialism in
these countries, is far from the first concern of the bourgeoisie.
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Their first concern is that the Stalinists have disestablished the
bourgeoisie and capitalism. Wherever the Stalinists come to power,
the bourgeoisie is deprived of all political, economic, military and
social power and in many cases even deprived of its capacity to
breathe.

To soothe the bourgeois by pointing out that where Stalinism
takes power it reduces the workers to slaves, exploits them more
mercilessly than anywhere else in modern times, destroys every
working-class organization without exception, destroys every demo
cratic right of the people— is of no use. The bourgeois is, unfortun
ately, very little concerned with the fate of the working class. He

is
,

unfortunately, entirely preoccupied with the fact that under
Stalinist rule it is his class property, his class power and his class
that are destroyed.
To soothe the bourgeois by telling him that Stalinism believes

only in socialism in one country, or in very few countries, and that

it will not move beyond the Bug or the Elbe or the Spree or the
Rhine or the Yangtse— is of no use. If he answers such a sooth
sayer at all, he will tell him that that will not be decided by a

theory but by fists—and atom bombs.
To soothe the bourgeois with the assurance that Stalinism

represents nothing more than state capitalism— is of no use, and

it is to be feared that it will be of less use tomorrow than it was
yesterday. He knows that state capitalism, in its fascist or Roose-
veltian form, intervenes in the economy wisely or unwisely (from
his standpoint) in order to try to bring some order out of the
increasing chaos of capitalism; that although it adds heavily to the
overhead of capitalism it nevertheless seeks to, and does, preserve
whatever can be preserved of that social system in its deepening
decay; that it may try to play off this group of capitalists against
the other but nevertheless ends every time with the strengthening
of the biggest capitalist powers. He knows also that Stalinism, on
the contrary, simply wipes out all significant capitalist property
and all the significant capitalists themselves. To him, that makes

a dilference, a profound difference, a decisive difference. Which

is why, without the benefit of having studied Marx, he refuses to
look upon Stalinism as a capitalist phenomenon of any kind.
To the revolutionary socialist, the Marxist, the triumph of

Stalinism means primarily and above all the crushing of the work

ing class, the crushing of all proletarian and revolutionary move
ments, the triumph of a new totalitarian despotism. To us, accord
ingly, every increase in the strength of the Stalinists in the working-
class movement means another step toward that triumph which is

a catastrophe for the movement. There is our standpoint!
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The standpoint of the bourgeois is necessarily different. The
triumph of Stalinism means primarily and above all the crushing
of the bourgeoisie and all its social power. That is his standpoint!
That is why he can and does, with genuine concern and sincerity,
regard Stalinism as the same 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 expropriated
by the reactionary Stalinist bureaucracy in Poland, Rumania and
Czechoslovakia which has brought the working class into a totali
tarian prison. To the working class, there is all the difference in
the world between the two; to the bourgeoisie, there is none. That
is why the bourgeoisie expresses a deep and honest class feeling
when it characterizes Stalinism as "left" in substantially the same
way that it once characterized the Bolshevik Revolution and its
partisans. From its class standpoint, the designation is understand
able, it makes good sense. Likewise understandable is the political
attitude which corresponds to this designation.
But that designation (and what is far more important, the

political attitude that corresponds to it
) does not make good sense

from the class standpoint of the proletariat. It is totally false from
the standpoint of the fight for its immediate and its historical
interests— the fight for socialism. In this fight, Stalinism is no less
the enemy of the working class than capitalism and the bourgeoisie.
Indeed, inside the working class and its movement, Stalinism is the

greater and more dangerous o
f the two.

The Stalinists very cleverly exploit the attacks made upon
them by the bourgeoisie to enlist the support of those workers and
revolutionists who, while opposed in general to Stalinism, are not
less hostile toward the bourgeoisie. But it is an absurdity, where

it is not suicidal, to react to every bourgeois attack or criticism of
the Stalinists by rallying automatically to their support. Trotsky
writes somewhere that any imbecile could become a revolutionary
genius if proletarian policy required nothing more than learning
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 imbecile
(just as it applies, in the matter of the policy to follow toward the
bourgeoisie, to more than one anti-Stalinist imbecile).
The first task, then, of all militants in the proletarian move

ments who understand the end of combatting Stalinism, is to rid
themselves of all traces of the conception that Stalinism, in some
way, in some degree, represents a left wing. It is not a proletarian
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or socialist conception, despite the respectable (and fatal) status it

enjoys in the proletarian and socialist movement. It is a bourgeois
conception, well-suited to the bourgeoisie, its standpoint and its
interests, but utterly distorienting to the working class.
We will not have advanced far enough, however, if, in aban

doning the notion that Stalinism is in any sense an authentic part
of the left wing of the working class, we adopt the notion that it
belongs in the right wing. The right wing of the labor movement,
classically 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

political collaboration with the bourgeoisie, that confines itself to
modest (increasingly modest) reforms of capitalism. That being the
fundamental feature of the right wing, it should be clear that
Stalinism is fundamentally different from any of the reformist cur
rents and bureaucracies we know of in the labor movement.
None of the old designations— "right," "left," "centrist"— ap

plies to Stalinism. Stalinism is a phenomenon sui generis, unique
and without precedent in the working class. The fact that it is
supported by tens of thousands of workers who are passionately
devoted to the cause of socialism, who are ready to fight for it to
their dying breath, is besides the point entirely. This fact is of
importance only with regard to the forms of the agitation and
propaganda work to be conducted among them. It does not decide
the character of Stalinism itself. 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, totalitarian, anti-bourgeois and anti-

proletarian current in the labor movement but not of the labor
movement. It is the unforeseen but nonetheless real product of that
advanced stage of the decay of capitalism in which the socialist
proletariat itself has as yet failed to carry out the reconstruction of
society on rational foundations. It is the social punishment in
flicted 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 barbarism 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 distinction is far-
reaching. It demands emphasis not in spite of the prejudices and
dogmas about Stalinism that exist in the revolutionary movement,
but precisely because they exist. It underlines the unbridgability
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of the gulf between Stalinism and all sections of the labor move
ment. And by "all sections" is simply meant, without diplomacy
or equivocation, all of them— from the left wing to the right wing.
How violently such an idea shocks the revolutionary senti

ments of many militants, not only in the U.S.A. but in Europe—
especially in Europe— the writer has had more than one occasion
to see personally in recent visits abroad. All the more reason for
insisting on it, patiently but bluntly. Until it is accepted, Stalin
ism will continue to be able to rely on one of its strongest props:
the reluctant support it receives in the labor movement from those
anti-Stalinist militants who are so justifiably imbued with a long
standing antagonism to traditional reformism.
"The Stalinists? Yes, of course they are unmitigated rascals,

agents of the Kremlin, and God know what else. But to fight them
by supporting Reuther (or Green, or Lewis, or Jouhaux, or Bevin)?
That— neverl They are bureaucrats and reformists, they are agents
of the bourgeoisie and the Devil knows what else!" That is a not
unfair statement of the reaction of many genuine militants in the
labor movement. As a spontaneous reaction, it is not altogether
bad; as a political line, it is a first-rate calamity. It ignores the
basic distinction between the two bureaucracies, the reformist and
the Stalinist.
The reformist bureaucracy (trade-union or political) strives

everywhere to raise itself to a privileged position in capitalist so-
city. That is its social aim, and its actions correspond to it. It
cannot even exist, let alone hold a privileged position, under
fascism; hence, its genuine opposition (not necessarily successful,
but genuine) to fascism. Neither can it exist under Stalinism; hence,
its genuine opposition (again, not necessarily successful, but still
genuine) to Stalinism. (It goes without saying that it is doomed in
a workers' democracy, where special privileges for any such social
group would be undermined, which is why it shuns the revolu
tionary struggle for socialism.) It can achieve its aim only under
conditions of bourgeois democracy. Which means, concretely, only
on the condition that it bases itself on and represents the trade
unions.
It is this consideration that dictates to the reformist officialdom

the preservation of the labor movement (as it is
,

to be sure, and
not as it ought to be from the socialist standpoint). Without the
trade unions, the reformist bureaucracy is

,

socially and politically,
of no importance. In its own bureaucratic interests, it is compelled
to maintain the labor movement. It does it badly, it does it at
the expense of the best interests of the working class, but it does

it and must do it.
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The Stalinist bureaucracy, on the contrary, cannot achieve its
social aim without destroying the labor movement root and branch
and in every one of its forms. No matter where Stalinism has
triumphed ("achieved its social aim") it has completely wiped out
every branch of the revolutionary movement and put its representa
tives in prisons, slave camps or graves, and wiped out the trade-
union movement as well. What passes under the name of "trade-
union" in the Stalinist countries is far less of a workers' organiza
tion than the notorious "company unions" that existed in the
U.S.A. years ago; in any case, it is not a trade union in any sense
of the term. The advance of Stalinism is incompatible with the
advance of the labor movement; the victory of Stalinism is in
compatible with the existence of any labor movement, be it
revolutionary or reformist. A revolutionist who has not learned
this from the wealth of recent experiences in Europe will be
fortunate if he does not eventually have to pay for his "mistake"
with his head.
It should go without saying among genuine militants that in

any struggle for leadership and control of the labor movement, or
any section of it

,

they will always seek to counterpose a policy of
class independence and class struggle against both the Stalinists
and reformist bureaucracies. But where, as is the general rule
nowadays, the militants are not yet strong enough to fight for
leadership directly; where the fight for control of the labor move
ment is, in effect, between the reformists and the Stalinists, it

would be absurd for the militants to proclaim their "neutrality"
and fatal for them to support the Stalinists. Without any hesita
tion, they should follow the general line, inside the labor move
ment, of supporting the reformist officialdom against the Stalinist
officialdom. In other words, where it is not yet possible to win the
unions for the leadership of revolutionary militants, we forth-
rightly prefer the leadership of reformists who aim in their own
way to maintain a labor movement, to the leadership of the Stalin
ist totalitarians who aim to exterminate it.
To support the reformists, or make a bloc with them, against

the Stalinists, means nothing less than it says but also nothing
more. To anticipate critics, both honest and malicious, it may be
pointed out that a revolutionist does not at all need to become a

social democrat when he supports the social democracy in a fight
against the Austrian fascists. He does not at all need to become

a bourgeois democrat when he supports bourgeois democracy
against fascism in the Spanish civil war. He does not at all need
to become a slaveholder when he supports Ethiopia against Italy.
And he does not need to become a reformist when he supports
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the reformists in the fight to smash or prevent Stalinist control of
the labor movement. In every case, he gives his support in his own
way, with his own openly expressed views.
The reformist bureaucracy has more than once played into

the hands of Stalinism and it continues to do so. One can even go
further: in the long run, if the fight against Stalinism is conducted
under the leadership of the reformists, with the policies that
characterize them, with the detestable bureaucratic methods they
love so much, it is not they but the Stalinists who are more likely
to triumph. The policies of reformism are not ours; nor are its
methods; nor are its aims. We cannot and will not take any
responsibility for them, and this should be made abundantly and

constantly clear to all who are within reach of voice or pen, even
if that does not always meet with the enthusiastic approval of those
with whom we unhesitatingly ally ourselves in the labor move
ment in the fight against Stalinist domination. But while the
revolutionists are not the equal of the reformists and the reformists
are not the equal of the revolutionists, the two are now necessary
and proper allies against Stalinism. The scores that have to be
settled with reformism— those will be settled on a working-class
basis and in a working-class way, and not under the leadership or
in alliance with totalitarian reaction. Stalinism is the most virulent
poison that has ever coursed through the veins of the working
class and its movement. The work of eliminating it makes the
first claim on the attention of every militant.

September, 1949





The Nature of the Stalinist Parties

THE "RUSSIAN QUESTION" IS NOT MERELY
a Russian question. It is directly and inextricably related to the
question of the Stalinist parties throughout the capitalist world.
A false theory on Stalinist Russia is, of course, a very serious mat
ter. But the Fourth International no longer has any cadres in
Russia; it has no movement there. Whatever practical actions we
engage in on the basis of our respective theories cannot as yet
have a direct and immediate effect upon the development of the
class struggle in Russia. In many of the capitalist countries, the
Fourth International does have a movement and cadres, even if
weak ones. In these countries the practical actions in which it en
gages can have an effect upon the course of the class struggle.
Without setting up an insurmountable wall between the problem
of Stalinist Russia and the problem of the Stalinist parties abroad,
it is nevertheless a fact that our policy with regard to the Stalinist
parties abroad can and does have a more direct and immediate
effect. A mistaken policy in this regard, especially when based on
a mistake in theory (that is, on a mistake in basic generalization)
can be disastrous, and that within a very short space of time.
The authors of the Socialist Workers Party Statement go out

of their way to exaggerate the differences between their party and
ours in a whole series of questions. To read their document in
full and to believe it can easily produce the absurd impression
that there is not one point of political similarity of any consequence
between the two parties. In some cases trifling tactical differences,
perfectly normal and multitudinous in any living revolutionary
organization, are inflated all out of proportion to their importance
in order to strengthen "the case" that the Cannonites seek to make
out for an utter incompatibility between the two organizations in
every conceivable field of party thought and party action. It is their
method. And it would be futile to legislate or exhort against it
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There is one point of difference, however, whose magnitude
and depth they do not exaggerate. It is the point that comes under
the heading, "Our Divergent Evaluations of the Stalinist Parties."
The point is not a small one and the difference is not a small
one. Let us say at the very outset that it is still possible to
reconcile the differences in the form of practical agreements in
the struggle against Stalinism in one field or another. But it is
no longer possible to reconcile the divergent evaluations of the

Stalinist parties. If this is true, it follows that the area in which
even practical agreements in the struggle against Stalinism can
be made will continue to narrow as the divergence on the funda
mental evaluation grows deeper. No attempt should be made to
reconcile these evaluations! Every Marxist must choose between
the fundamental line developed by the SWP and the fundamental
line developed by us.
What is the Cannonite evaluation of Stalinism in the capi

talist countries, of the Stalinist parties? We quote it exactly and
in full: "We evaluate the Stalinist parties in capitalist countries
as working class parties led by treacherous leaders, similar to the

Social-Democratic traitors. We understand, of course, that the
Social-Democrats are agents of their respective native capitalisms,
whereas the Stalinist bureaucrats are agents of the Kremlin
oligarchy. But they have this in common: they cannot fight for
workers' power, nor do they wish to take power except as agencies
of capitalism and usually in coalition with its direct representa
tives."

That is the whole of the evaluation. Almost every single word
in it is wrong or misleading. It constitutes a theoretical disaster
guaranteed to produce only political disasters. At best, it can only
nullify any attempt to carry on a serious struggle against Stalin
ism. At worst, it condemns the revolutionary movement to the fatal
role of a shapeless tail of Stalinism. That is our charge and we
will seek to demonstrate it.
With what do the Cannonites charge us in turn? They write:

"The Workers Party, however, has embraced the Burnhamistic
thesis that the Stalinists can lead the working masses to power in
the capitalist countries— in order to do what? Establish a Stalinist
totalitarian state, a replica of the USSR."
Let us not dwell upon the falsification which is customary in

this case and which is as usual compounded of equal parts of
ignorance and malice. The "Burnhamistic thesis" is precisely that
the Stalinists can not lead the working masses to power in the
capitalist countries, and in this respect we unhesitatingly express
complete agreement with Burnham— and with the Socialist Workers
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Party. The "Burnhamistic thesis" is ridiculous, not because of this
contention but because of its argument that Stalinism or fascism
leads the new "managerial class" to power. But let us leave the
unfortunate Burnham, whom the Cannonites introduce into every
discussion out of habit, and proceed to examine the real differences.
The evaluation of the Cannonites has already been quoted

in full. We will counterpose to it the evaluation developed by
the Workers Party. The first rounded presentation of its position,
developed from the traditional view of the Trotskyist movement,
is contained in our party's 1942 resolution on the national question
in Europe. It is preceded by an emphasis on the need "to combat
mercilessly" the imperialists and their agents inside the ranks of
the underground national revolutionary movements in Europe.
This section is concluded with the emphatic statement that "the
struggle against the imperialists and their ideologists is a sine qua
non to the healthy and progressive development of the national
movements in Europe." Then follows the section on "The Threat
of Stalinism." The Socialist Workers Party Statement quotes from
this section at some length. We hope the reader will bear with us
if we quote it in full:
"The seizure of control of these movements by the organized

Stalinists—not the sacrificing rank-and-file militant, but the organ
ized bureaucratic clique—can be no less disastrous for the future
of the struggle for national and socialist freedom. A victory over
the German oppressor which brought the Stalinist bureaucracy
to power would open up the road to a new totalitarian slavery for
the just-liberated people. To realize this truth it is only necessary
to look at the national oppression and disfranchisement suffered
by numerous non-Russian peoples under the totalitarian rule of
the Great-Russian autocracy. The revolutionary Marxists must
be tireless in their explanations to the workers of the real sig
nificance of Stalinism.
"The idea that because the Stalinists are strong and influ

ential, and not yet completely discredited among the workers, it is
correct revolutionary policy to raise the slogan of 'Let the Com
munist Party take power,' is based on a complete misunderstanding
of what appears to be a similar slogan raised by the Bolsheviks in
Russia in the middle of 1917. When the Bolsheviks called for a
Menshevik-Social Revolutionary government (by their slogan of
'Down with the Ten Capitalist Ministers'), it was on the basis of
the belief that such a government would be a democratic (i.e., a
bourgeois-democratic) government, which would allow such demo
cratic political rights to the workers and all other parties, the Bol
sheviks included, that the Bolsheviks could sincerely pledge them
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selves not to resort to violence against that government but con
fine themselves to persuading the masses propagandistically, utiliz
ing their normal democratic rights.
"To apply such a tactic to the Stalinists would be absurd. A

social-reformist regime is a bourgeois-democratic regime, more or
less. A Stalinist regime, call it 'proletarian' or anything else, is
unmistakably a totalitarian, anti-democratic regime. From all ex
perience, the conclusion flows with unquestionable certainty that
whatever such a regime may hold in store for the bourgeoisie, its
first action would be the utilization of state power for the prompt
est possible physical extirpation of the revolutionary proletarian
elements, to be followed immediately, if not accompanied, by the
destruction of all democratic and independent working class organ
izations and institutions. The revolutionary Marxists must seek
to organize the firmest and bitterest proletarian resistance to the
seizure of power by the Stalinists in the present national move
ments as well as to the seizure of state power by Stalinist reaction.
The triumph of Stalinism can only result in the gutting of the
movement for national freedom or proletarian socialism.
"It is not enough, however, to resist the deleterious and reac

tionary tendencies represented by imperialism, social-imperialism
and Stalinism. The revolutionary Marxists must elaborate their
own positive program in the ranks of the nationalist movement."

(The New International, Feb. 1943, pp. 41/.)
The Statement of the Socialist Workers Party does not even

pretend to give any arguments against the validity of what is set
forth in this section. It does not bother to disprove our contention
or to confirm its own. It labels our point of view "Burnhamistic"
and party members are expected to ask no further questions. To
this "argument" it adds something, to be sure. But what it adds is
not an argument, only an abusive and disloyal commentary of the

type which has become so depressingly familiar in the polemical
literature issued against us by the Stalinists. It is worth quoting
as a typical example of the polemical level to which the Socialist
Workers Party leadership has sunk:
"Note, also, how in common with all vulgar anti-Stalinists, the

Workers Party in its resolution idealizes, in a manner completely
foreign to our tradition and practice, the Social-Democratic
scoundrels— how in its lyricism about the 'democracy' of the Social-
Democrats, it forgets the bloody deeds and hangman's work of
Noske and Scheidemann, Kerensky, or the Spanish Social-Demo
cratic People's Fronters. 'Democracy' is here torn out of its historic
context and its connection with the development of class relations
and the class struggle, and is presented as some sort of supra
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historical factor existing in time and space, standing above the
class struggle."
Can you imagine a more compact mixture of the pathetic,

the demagogic, and the vicious, all neatly jammed into two

sentences? What is "completely foreign to our tradition and prac
tice" and altogether native to the tradition and practice of "Third
Period" Stalinism is this wretched, ignorant demagogy.
The Social-Democrats are not real democrats. Make a note of

that and don't forget it! Among them there have been a hundred
Noskes and Scheidemanns guilty of bloody deeds and hangman's
work. Make a note of that and don't forget it! Very well, we have
made a note and we solemnly swear not to forget. May we now
be permitted—we ask the Socialist Workers Party, as we asked

Manuilsky and the other Comintern theorists of "Social-Fascism"
in 1931 and 1932— to pose these questions:
Does Social-Democracy, including its treacherous bureaucratic

leadership (to be repeated ten times just to prove how radical you

are) strive to establish a totalitarian regime? Is the existence of the
Social-Democracy, of social reformism, including its bureaucratic
and treacherous leadership (repeat ten more times so as to leave
no doubt of your radicalism in the minds of the phrasemongers)
compatible or incompatible with a totalitarian regime? Is it not
ABC for every Marxist and, in general, for every serious person
except the insane theorists of "Social-Fascism" that Social-Democ

racy rests upon and can exist only under the conditions of bourgeois
democracy? Is it not ABC for every Marxist that "a social-reformist
regime is a bourgeois democratic regime, more or less," including
"the bloody deeds and hangman's work" which are a characteristic
of bourgeois-democratic regimes but which does not prevent Marx
ists—in contrast to "Third-Period" Stalinists (and other phrase
mongers) from making the fundamental political distinction be
tween bourgeois democracy and bourgeois totalitarianism? And is
it not ABC for Marxists that they are able to propose and even
to realize a united front with the Social-Democrats, including their
ten-times-accursed and treacherous leaders, only because the Social-
Democracy can be compelled to fight for bourgeois democracy and
all that that implies for the working class, even though they fight
for it in their own lamentable, social-reformist and ineffectual way?
And, finally, is it not a little disgraceful to hear self-styled Marxists
refer to a simple summary of these ABC ideas in the style of the
Third Period as "lyricism about the 'democracy' of the Social-
Democrats"?
As for the second sentence in the commentary, you can only

shrug your shoulders. It could have been written only by people
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convinced to their bones that the reader is an incurable numbskull

who cannot remember what was written in the paragraph that
preceded it. We write repeatedly about a bourgeois democratic
government, about a bourgeois democratic regime. This is quoted
very faithfully. What is the comment made? That

"
'democracy'

here is torn out of its historical context and its connection with
the development of class relations," that democracy "is presented
as some sort of supra-historical factor existing in time and space,
standing above the class struggle." What can you do? It is their
method.
But let us go back to the question itself and continue with

the presentation of our own viewpoint. The Statement quotes from
our editorial in The New International of August 1945 (p. 36),
which states even more specifically our evaluation of the Stalinist

parties which was finally incorporated, in greater detail in the
Political Resolution adopted by the May 1946 convention of our
party. We requote it at somewhat fuller length:
"The Stalinist Party in a country like the United States seeks

to enslave the labor movement and the working class under a
totalitarian regime, of which its own structure and procedure
offers us a preview-model. It is not a socialist party. Yet, it is not
a capitalist party, either. Its declarations in favor of capitalism
have about as much meaning as Hitler's declarations in favor of
socialism. It is ready under certain conditions to hire itself out
to capitalism, but only as agent of the totalitarian bureaucracy
in Russia.
"However, it is increasingly clear that the Stalinists are not

merely the agents of the bureaucratic ruling class of Russia. That
conception is proving to be too narrow. The Stalinist bureaucracy
in the capitalist countries has ambitions of its own. It dreams of
one day taking power, and establishing itself as ruler of sub
stantially the same bureaucratic despotism that its Russian col
leagues enjoy. Wherever conditions are favorable, it does not
hesitate to exploit the anti-capitalist sentiments of the masses-
sentiments which are growing throughout the world— and to em
phasize the superiority of collectivism over the anarchy of capitalist
production. All this provided these anti-capitalist sentiments are
not expressed in the independent class action of the proletariat
aiming at socialist power, only if they can be subverted, distorted
and frustrated under the domination of Stalinist reaction."
The practical conclusions for revolutionary party policy that

flow from this evaluation will be dealt with further on. For the
moment, let us stick to the question of the evaluation. The view
which is set forth in the question from our written position seems
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to us to be self-evident. World political developments confirm it
anew every single day.
The Social-Democracy is a bourgeois (or, more accurately, a

petty bourgeois) party of social reform. It is based upon the
preservation of capitalist democracy. This is not because some
capitalists have paid the party leadership to take this position. It
is because, among other reasons, it holds to the view that bourgeois
democracy can gradually evolve into social democracy. Hence, on
the one side, it seeks in its own way to defend bourgeois democracy
from fascist totalitarianism; thus, it is objectively bourgeois-demo
cratic. Hence, on the other side, it defends bourgeois democracy
from the revolutionary assaults of a socialist proletariat; thus, it is
objectively counter-revolutionary. This is our Marxist theory. It is
a justified generalization from a mountain of empirical evidence,
and evidence continues to accumulate to confirm this generaliza
tion over and over again.
This theory cannot be applied to the Stalinist parties in the

capitalist countries. The Stalinist parties are indeed agents of the
Kremlin oligarchy, no matter what country they function in. The
interests and the fate of these Stalinist parties are inseparably
intertwined with the interests and fate of the Russian bureaucracy.
The Stalinist parties are everywhere based upon the power of the
Russian bureaucracy, they serve this power, they are dependent
upon it, and they cannot live without it.
With this charge the Cannonites are compelled to agree. But

let us go further. The power of the Russian bureaucracy is based
upon the continued existence of nationalized property in Russia.
This basis brings the bureaucracy in fundamental opposition to
the bourgeoisie all over the world, regardless of all temporary agree
ments, regardless even of their common antagonism to the socialist
revolution. This was emphasized a thousand times by Trotsky
and we continue to believe that it is entirely correct. But by the
same token, the Stalinist parties in the capitalist countries, because
they are agents of the Kremlin oligarchy, are likewise in funda
mental opposition to capitalism and the capitalist state. The fact
of this fundamental opposition is not cancelled out but is in a
sense underlined by what we have written, namely, that the
Stalinist party "is ready under certain conditions to hire itself out
to capitalism, but only as agent of the totalitarian bureaucracy
in Russia."
Here is where the significant and decisive difference begins

between Social-Democracy and Stalinism. We refer to the Social-
Democracy as the "labor lieutenants of capitalism," as the "agents
of the bourgeoisie in the ranks of the working class." Understood
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scientifically, and not in a vulgar sense, these characterizations are
absolutely correct. But they cannot be applied to the Stalinist
parties. They are agents, inside the working class and inside the
bourgeois governments, of the Russian social group (call it caste,
call it class— for the moment it is beside the point) which is not
capitalist and which does not rest on a capitalist foundation. As

agents of this grouping and in the interests of preserving its power,
the Stalinist parties can be and are "hired out" to the capitalist
class. In payment, the Stalinists received government positions
from which they can strengthen the international political power
of the Russian bureaucracy and the Kremlin itself directly receives
a "pro-Russian" or a "more pro-Russian" political orientation of
the capitalist class or government in question.
For this fair day's pay, the Stalinists do a fair day's work. We

have a thousand examples in all countries of how, under these
conditions, the Stalinists feverishly and cynically trample upon the
interests of the working class and subject it to the arbitrary rule
of the capitalist class. But above all, it is imperative to understand
that this service to the capitalist class of a given country is only
a function of their basic service to the Kremlin bureaucracy— only
that and nothing more. They do not "give away" what they man
age to gain control of; what they control is absolutely controlled
and only "rented out" for a specific price paid them, in return,
by the bourgeoisie. They do not capitulate to the bourgeoisie;
they trade with it. Social-Democracy is fundamentally based upon
preserving capitalist society (in its democratic form, to be sure).
Stalinism is not fundamentally based upon preserving capitalist
society but upon preserving Stalinist society. Hence, the funda
mental antagonism between Stalinism and Social Democracy.
This fundamental antagonism between the two, reflecting the

fundamental antagonism between Stalinist and capitalist societies,
was pointed out by Trotsky years and years ago:
". . . . It may be objected: If the present leading tendency in

the Communist Party of the Soviet Union is Centrism, how can
one explain the present sharp attitude against the Left social
democracy which is itself nothing but Centrism? This is no serious
argument. Our Right (Bukharin, etc.) also, which, according to
the opinion of the Centrists, is following the road to the restora
tion of capitalism, proclaims itself the irreconcilable enemy of the
social democracy. Opportunism is always ready, when conditions
demand it, to establish its reputation on a clamorous radicalism
to be used in other countries. Naturally, this exportation of
radicalism consists for the most part of words.
"But the hostility of our Centrists and Right against the
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European social democracy is not entirely composed of words. We
must not lose sight of the whole international situation and above
all of the huge objective contradictions between the capitalist
countries and the workers' states. The international social democ
racy supports the existing capitalist regime. Our internal opportun
ism, which grew up on the basis of the proletarian dictatorship,
can only evolve on the side of capitalist relations. Despite the
elements of dual power in the country and the Thermidorian
tendencies in the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the
antagonism between the Soviet power and the bourgeois world
remains a fact which can be denied or neglected only by 'Left'
sectarians, by anarchists and their like. The international social
democracy, by its whole policy, is obliged to support the designs of
their bourgeoisie against the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
This alone creates the basis of a real, and not merely a verbal,
hostility, despite the rapprochement of the political line." ("Crisis
in the Right-Center Bloc," The New International, December,
1941, pp. 315, 316; written by L. Trotsky in Alma Ata, November,

1928.)
What Trotsky wrote then is ten times more correct today,

even if in the different context of present social relations. It is
true that the Social-Democratic leaders betray and that the Stalinist
leaders betray. But it is not this commonplace which is in question
or which requires primary emphasis here. What is important is
that the Social Democracy betrays the proletariat in one way and
for one basic reason, and that the Stalinist parties betray the pro
letariat in quite a different way and for quite a different basic
reason. The two movements which Trotsky described as dissimilar
as far back as 1928; the two movements which we characterize as
dissimilar today; the two movements which the whole politically
intelligent world sees as dissimilar every single day— the Cannonites
call similar. Lack of understanding and blind factional passion
can take you far off the road.
The Cannonites, after quoting from our position, pretend a

great horror (their horror at our "revisionism" is always nine-tenths
pretense). They write: "Here we notice not only a rejection of our
transitional slogan, 'Let the Workers' Parties Take Power,' worked
out by Lenin in 1917 and vindicated in the revolutionary struggle;
but, as is usual with the Workers Party, a break with half a dozen
other major programmatic positions or evaluations." Only one
sentence on this point, and yet what a terrific body blow! Let us
see on whom the blow has landed.
As is clear from the quoted section of our 1942 resolution, we

reject the analogy between the Menshevik and Social Revolutionary
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parties in Russia in 1917 and the Social Democratic and Stalinist
parties of today. The Cannonites presumably make the analogy,
and if words mean anything, propose to follow the same policy
toward the Social Democracy and the Stalinist parties today that
Lenin advocated toward the Mensheviks and Social Revolutionaries
in 1917. By and large the official Fourth International today holds
the same view on this question as the Cannonites. Tragic super
ficiality! Tragic thoughtlessness!
The social-reformist parties of Russia in 1917, standing on the

basis of the preservation of capitalist democracy (as usual, in their
own way) were in a coalition government with the bourgeois
parties and politicians. The reformist parties had the majority in
the workers' and peasants' Soviets. At one stage of the struggle the
Bolsheviks raised the slogan, "Down with the ten capitalist min
isters!" By means of this slogan the Bolsheviks sought to mobilize
the masses for the purpose of driving the reformist leaders out of
the coalition with the bourgeoisie or of forcing the bourgeoisie out
of the coalition, thus placing the political power in the hands of
the reformist parties. If the reformists refused to break with the
bourgeoisie and take the responsibility for political power, this
would have the effect of dispelling the illusions of the masses and
of rallying them to the banner of the Bolsheviks. This is what
actually happened. If, however, the reformists had broken the
coalition with the bourgeoisie, the Bolsheviks would have been
able to say: "Take full power! Replace all the bourgeois politicians
in all the political institutions! While we have our own program,
we are still a minority. Therefore, we demand that you carry out
in the fullest and most radical way the program you yourselves
have promised the masses you would put into effect if you were
free from the veto of the bourgeoisie in a coalition government."
And so on and so forth. The Bolsheviks were profoundly con
vinced, and rightly so, that the reformists would not even carry
out their own program, that they were so strongly wedded to
bourgeois democracy they would not make any serious encroach
ments upon the economic and political power of the bourgeoisie.
For that reason, the Bolsheviks were likewise deeply convinced
that they could effectively show this to the masses on the basis
of their own living experiences and thereby speed the movement
to Bolshevism.
Now, if the Stalinist parties are similar to the Mensheviks, it

would seem, would it not, that the revolutionary Marxists should
apply to the former the same tactic today as the Bolsheviks applied
in 1917, should raise the same slogan. But right at this point, where
courage or consistency should be most evidenced, it is glaringly
absent.
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Example: After the liberation of Yugoslavia from German
domination, a Tito-Subasitch government was established, that is,

a coalition between the Stalinist party and the representatives of

what remained of the bourgeois parties. Nowhere in the Cannonite

press or in the press of the Fourth International in general did
we read one word to suggest that the slogan of the Fourth Inter
nationalists for Yugoslavia, addressed to the Stalinist party and

its followers, was: "Down with the ten [or five or two or one or
whatever there were] capitalist ministers!" If the Stalinist party is
a "workers' party" or one "similar" to the Social-Democracy, why
was not the slogan, "worked out by Lenin in 1917 and vindicated
in the revolutionary struggle," applied to Yugoslavia in 1945 or
even suggested by the Cannonites? Nobody knows the answer to

this question, least of all the Cannonites. A little later, without
any suggestion whatsoever from the Cannonites, Tito, that is, the
Stalinist party, did break the "coalition" with the bourgeoisie.
Subasitch and his bourgeois friends were driven out of the gov
ernment; some of them were driven out of the country itself; and
many were driven out of mortal existence. The Stalinists in Yugo
slavia, like Noske and Scheidemann, committed bloody deeds and

hangman's work— to the n-th power. But unlike the Social-Demo
crats, the Stalinists have practically destroyed all of the economic
and political power of the bourgeoisie, destroyed also bourgeois
democracy in any form, and have established what even a man
with one eye in his head can recognize as a totalitarian regime.
With the humility that is mandatory upon us when we face these
masters of Leninist theory and tactics, we now ask the Cannonites:
What is the Leninist slogan to raise in Tito Yugoslavia today? Since
Stalinism is "similar" to Social-Democracy, what slogans would be
raised in Yugoslavia under the Stalinist government that are
"similar" to the slogans raised by us in England under the Labour
Government? It is a pity, but answers to these questions we will
not get. That we know.
Example: After the Germans were driven out of Poland, a

"coalition" government was established in that country between
the Stalinist party, the pseudo-parties led and dominated by the
Stalinist parties and Mikolajczyk's Peasant Party. We do not know
what slogans the Cannonites raised with regard to this "coalition"
government. They did not tell us, and they told nobody else. On
Poland they have maintained a silence which, if it is not a model
of revolutionary politics, is a model of discretion.
If no slogan was raised by the Cannonites, we must ask what

slogan should have been raised for Poland or by Fourth Inter
nationalists whom the Russian and Polish GPU neglected to
murder? "Drive Mikolajczyk and company and all the other capi
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talist ministers out of the government"? Or some other slogan
"similar" to the one "worked out by Lenin in 1917 and vindicated
in the revolutionary struggle"? We have scrutinized the Fourth
International press, the Cannonite press included, with the most
fruitless care. To make sure, we read it all over again. But no such
slogan was to be found and there was not even a suggestion of it.
The absence of the slogan is bewildering and incomprehensible

only for a moment, then everything becomes clear. The power of
thought is greater than the power of words. So mighty is the
thought of the Cannonite-Leninists that it communicated itself to
the Polish Stalinists across thousands of miles of land and sea. With
out hearing the slogan or seeing it on the banners of the Fourth
International, the Stalinists have carried it out in life. They have
broken the coalition with the bourgeois party. They have driven
it out of one political institution after another and, in general,
deprived it of all political power. For every one they killed, they
put ten in prison. They expropriated the landowners. They na
tionalized the property of the bourgeoisie. At the same time, to
confirm the theory that they are an authentic although somewhat
degenerated "workers' party," they destroyed every independent
workers' organization, every independent peasants' organization
and destroyed or rendered farcical every serious trace of a demo- ✓
cratic right. As this is written, the gun-filled fist of the Russo-Polish
GPU has just about achieved supreme power.
The Cannonites assure us that the Stalinist parties do not

"wish to take power except as agencies of capitalism and usually
in coalition with its direct representatives." This is the last and
only consolation left to the Polish bourgeoisie. It is a poor one, it
is not their own, but it is better than nothing. The Polish Stalinists
who, you see, have taken power only as "agencies of capitalism,"
turned out to be less merciful enemies of the capitalists whose
agents they are than the Cannonites. For from these Stalinists the
capitalists have received not so much as a literary consolation.
What is all this about Poland? Bahl After all, it is nothing but

the facts. If we must choose between the facts and our theory, we
are, everybody should know, unterrified Marxists and we choose
theory. We do not have our "evaluation" for nothing!
Example: The coalition government of the Stalinists in Bul

garia—apply everything that was said in the preceding example.
The coalition government of the Stalinists in Rumania— apply
everything that was said in the preceding example. The coalition
government of the Stalinists in Hungary— apply everything that was
said in the preceding example.
The political courage of the Cannonites has leaked right out
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of their "evaluation." Not surprising! Their evaluation of the
Stalinist parties is a cask without a bottom.
The courage they do not show in putting their evaluation into

political practice in a whole series of "similar" cases is evidently
reserved for charging us with an inconsistency. "For some un

explained reason," they write, we "reversed" our position and ac

cepted the "slogan of a Socialist-Communist— but not a Communist

—government." Charity dictates an acknowledgment that the ex

planation for our position in favor of the slogan for a Socialist-
Communist government in France was not good enough for the
Cannonites. With hopes for greater success, we will try again.
Our statement in support of the slogan of a "Socialist Party-

Communist Party-CGT Government in France" was drawn up in
January, 1946. The French government of the time was based upon
a coalition of the conservative bourgeois party (MRP), the Socialist
party and the Stalinist party. The bourgeois party represented a
minority of the people as a whole and an infinitesimal minority of
the decisive class in France, the proletariat. Between them, the
Social-Democracy and the Stalinists not only had the overwhelming
support of the proletariat but had even received a majority of the
votes in the nation.
"The Social-Democrats," said our resolution, "keep the prole

tariat tied to the bourgeoisie out of fear that a break with the
latter would thrust them into an unwanted alliance with the
Stalinists. The Stalinists keep the proletariat tied to the bourgeoisie
out of an unwillingness to take power into their own hands even
though they have the great majority of the proletariat behind them
—an unwillingness dictated by the present interests of the Kremlin's
foreign policy and by the unfavorable relationship of forces which
faces them in France and Europe in general; and by an inability
to oust de Gaulle [read: the politically organized bourgeoisie] from
control by means of a coalition with the reluctant Social-Democracy
alone.

"The first big step forward toward restoring the class inde
pendence of the French proletariat requires a radical break with
the bourgeoisie and its political representatives, de Gaulle and
MRP. This demands first of all, at the present time, the breaking
of the existing coalition and the ousting of the de Gaulle govern
ment. Together, the Socialist party and the Stalinist party represent
a majority not only of the proletariat but of the people as a whole.
No other central political slogan is possible for the revolutionary
Marxists, and none corresponds better to the needs of the situation
than the slogan of a 'Government of the Socialist Party-Communist
Party-GCT.'

"



324 The Bureaucratic Revolution

However, our resolution continues, support of this slogan with
out an understanding of what is involved and of how the slogan
itself is to be employed, "would be worse than useless ... it would
be a dangerous trap for the working class as a whole and for the
Fourth Internationalists in particular. This slogan can and must
be advanced by our party in France, but only if it is inseparably
linked with and subordinated to a detailed and clearly explained
program of transitional demands." As examples of the demands
which such a program should "prominently include" and around
which our main agitation and propaganda must be centered, the
resolution notes: nationalization "under the most democratic work
ers' control of production"; the demand for the most democratic
constitution for the Constituent Assembly, with special emphasis
upon unrestricted guarantees of all democratic rights; a democratic
people's militia to replace an immediately demobilized army and
all the special police and government spy services; the withdrawal
of all French occupation forces from conquered territories, an im
mediate democratic peace and no indemnities or tribute burden;
and other demands of the same order. Even after listing these de
mands, the resolution still found it necessary to emphasize that
the slogan "undoubtedly carries with it grave risks," to which the
Fourth International cannot be blind and which it must not con
ceal or gloss over— that is, precisely those grave risks which the
French Trotskyists, if they are not blind to them, nevertheless do
conceal and gloss over.
". . . The slogan is not the same, adapted to French condi

tions, as that put forward by the Bolsheviks in Russia in 1917 in
advocating a coalition government of the Menshevik and Social
Revolutionary parties. It is not the same, adapted to French con
ditions, as that put forward, originally by the Communist Inter
national and in our time by the Fourth International, in advo
cating a Labour Party government in England. In those cases,
there were involved bourgeois or petty bourgeois democratic re
formist workers' (or workers' and peasants') parties. In France
today, there is involved, so far as the Stalinist party is concerned,
not a democratic but a totalitarian party operating as an instru
ment of the Kremlin and the GPU. Hence, we oppose any slogan
which means lifting this counter-revolutionary totalitarian instru
ment into the position of state power in any country, or into the
position where there is a clear threat of its use of the state police
power for the extermination of the independent working class and
revolutionary movements, as in Russia, as in Poland, as in Yugo
slavia, etc."

In the face of this analysis, which, it is perfectly obvious, is not
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at all the "reversal" of our evaluation of Stalinism which the
Cannonites ascribe to us, how was it possible to advocate this
slogan? This was the question posed by many of the leaders and
members of our party. If the revolutionary Marxists must resist
every attempt of Stalinism to come to power in the capitalist coun
tries, how is this to be squared with support of a slogan which
calls for them to establish a government together with the Social-
Democracy? In reply to this question, our resolution pointed out
that

"... a concrete and objective examination of the political
situation and the relationship of forces in France today, and in
Europe and the world in general, indicates that the totalitarian
Stalinist party cannot and will not and does not seek to take state
power in France in any way comparable to its seizure of power in
Poland and Yugoslavia; and indicates further that in a coalition
government with the Socialist Party and the CGT, the Stalinists
could not and would not proceed, either in the field of economic
life or of political power, in any way comparable to their procedure
in Poland and Yugoslavia, inasmuch as such a course, extended to
France, would not only precipitate civil war in the country but
would bring infinitely closer the outbreak of the Third World
War, both of which it is clearly the Kremlin's policy to avert, at
least in the next period."

To us it seems that the subsequent developments in France
have served to confirm this analysis, and to dispel the by no means

unjustified doubts expressed by many of the opponents of the slogan
in our party. To these comrades, we said at the time that it was
only necessary for them to show by "a concrete and objective
examination of the political situation and the relationship of forces
in France today, and in Europe and the world in general" that
support of the slogan signified that Stalinism would be brought to

power in France in any way comparable to the power it was acquir
ing in Yugoslavia and Poland. If that had been demonstrated, there
is no doubt that the overwhelming majority of our party would
have rejected the slogan. If, instead, it supported the slogan, it was
only upon the conviction that its proper use by the French Trotsky-
ists would facilitate the disclosure to the French masses of the real,
that is

,

the reactionary nature of Stalinism and thus help to loosen
its hold upon the French masses. In other words, what was primarily
involved in the discussion in our party over this slogan was not so
much a dispute over the character of the Stalinist parties, as over
the concrete analysis of the political situation in France and of the
specific prospects of Stalinism. This is not to deny that in the dis
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cussion, as is usually the case in questions of this sort, there were no
further implications that could be drawn from the respective posi
tions. But that is another matter. It has no direct relation to the
matter at hand— and that is the setting forth of the reasons why,

given our evaluations of Stalinism, it was nevertheless possible for
us to support the slogan of a Socialist Party-Communist Party-CGT
government in France.
But suppose the concrete analysis sketched in our resolution

proved to be incorrect? In that case, we would not have hesitated
to say that our support of the slogan was a grave mistake. We
would have had to say much more. The resolution itself posed that
question and provided a tentative answer:
"If, contrary to this analysis, the Stalinists should now be on

the verge of taking state power in France in their own name, or
in the name of a coalition with the Socialist Party which would,

along with the French bourgeoisie, which is in turn backed by
Anglo-American imperialism, prove to be as impotent to prevent
the consolidation of Stalinist state power as their equivalents have

proved to be in Poland and Yugoslavia, then an altogether different
conclusion would be dictated to the Fourth International. Then it
would no longer be a question of raising or abandoning the slogan
of a 'Socialist Party-Communist Party-CGT Government.' The
Fourth International would then have to reconsider and revise
fundamentally not only its whole European and international per
spective, but also its whole concept of the character of our epoch.
Nothing less than such a reconsideration would be mandatory to
the Fourth International if it were confronted by the reality of the
consolidation of Stalinist power on the European Atlantic, which
would mean nothing else but the complete domination of Europe
and Asia, at least most of Asia, by Stalinism.
"There are, however, altogether insufficient grounds for any such

analysis and conclusion. Stalinism has not only not triumphed over

Europe, but there are ample indications that its power and influ
ence are receding from the immediate post-war peak and that the

popular resistance to it is increasing. This is evident, in different
degrees, not only in France and Italy, in Austria and Hungary, but
even in occupied countries like Poland and Rumania."
Our position on the use of the slogan in France thus in no

wise contradicts our evaluation of the Stalinist parties. In any case,
the use of that slogan in France was a purely tactical and incidental

question. Let us repeat: It would only be necessary really to
demonstrate that it is in conflict with our evaluation of the Stalinist
parties for us to abandon it without hesitation.
At the conclusion of their Statement, the Cannonites set up
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three "rock-bottom programmatic criteria operating today to de
marcate the revolutionary tendency from all forms and varieties
of opportunism." For the Cannonites these "new criteria" are the
knife with which the Fourth International is to be cut in two, thus
effectively eliminating it as the revolutionary International and
transforming it into a mere international Cannonite faction. As
the corollary to their first criterion which deals with the evaluation
of Russia, they list the evaluation of the Stalinist parties in the
capitalist countries and the attitude toward these parties. What
they mean by this should be clearly understood and properly ap
praised by revolutionary Marxists everywhere. It is, as they so
correctly say, no minor question.
In their chapter on the Stalinist parties, this is how they

characterize our position. What they place between parentheses is
quoted from one or another document written by us.
"1. Trotsky's evaluation of the Stalinist movement must be

rejected. ('The theory that the Stalinist parties like the traditional
reformist organizations are agents of the capitalist class, that they
"capitulate to the bourgeoisie," is fundamentally false.')
"2. The Stalinist parties seek state power in order to form

Stalinist states, akin to the Soviet Union. ('Stalinism is not merely
the servant of Russian imperialism. ... It seeks to establish in
every capitalist country in which it functions the same social and
political regime as prevails in Russia today.')
"3. The Stalinist party is similar to the Nazi party ('. . . Fascism

and Stalinism, while not identical, are symmetrical phenomena.')
"4. Hence our established tactical approach to the Stalinists is

no good and must be rejected. (The traditional policy of the revolu
tionary vanguard toward the labor-reformist movements [or bu

reaucracies] does not, therefore, apply to the Stalinist movements.')"
Although not exact, this is nevertheless a good enough state

ment of our point of view. By clear implication, this point of view

is rejected and the contrary point of view is maintained by the
Cannonites. If the Fourth International persists in the Cannonite
point of view on the Stalinist parties, its suicide is guaranteed.
There is no need whatsoever to court this fate. We repeat that the
Cannonite standpoint is based on a misunderstood "traditional
policy," upon ignorance of Trotsky's real position, upon a gross
failure to appraise correctly the evolution of Stalinist Russia and of
the Stalinist parties in the capitalist countries, and not least of all
upon factional malice and blindness which has caused them literally
to forget themselves. Unlike the Cannonites, we will not confine
ourselves to mere assertion. We will demonstrate this, point by
point, and demonstrate it to the hilt.
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1. and 2. The Cannonites write that we reject Trotsky's evalu
ation of the Stalinist movement. Strictly speaking, this is not
correct. The Cannonite view must indeed be rejected, from start
to finish. Trotsky's view must be extended, amplified in the light
of the recent real evolution, and deepened. We have already quoted
what Trotsky wrote years ago in "The Crisis of the Right-Center
Bloc" about the fundamental antagonism between Social-Democracy
and the Stalinist parties. This basically correct view we have sought
to develop in accordance with the development of the living forces.
Any theory which holds that Stalinism "capitulates to the bour
geoisie" in the same sense as the Social-Demoracy is false to the
very bottom and can only disorient the Fourth International and
those workers who follow it. It can only raise still higher the barrier
that separated us from those workers who support the Stalinist

parties and thereby only increase the numerous difficulties that
already exist for our work of winning these workers away from
Stalinism.
The Cannonites indignantly reject our view that Stalinism

"seeks to establish in every capitalist country in which it functions
the same social and political regime as prevails in Russia today"
(and note that we say "seeks to establish," and not "will succeed
in establishing"). The Cannonites simply do not understand
Trotsky's point of view, let alone our own; they do not even know
Trotsky's point of view. Read carefully the following words:
"The predominating type among the present 'Communist'

bureaucrats is the political careerist, and in consequence the polar
opposite of the revolutionist. Their ideal is to attain in their own
country the same position that the Kremlin oligarchy gained in
the USSR. They are not the revolutionary leaders of the proletariat
but aspirants to totalitarian rule. They dream of gaining success
with the aid of this same Soviet bureaucracy and its GPU. They
view with admiration and envy the invasion of Poland, Finland,
the Baltic states, Bessarabia by the Red Army because these in
vasions immediately bring about the transfer of power into the
hands of the local Stalinist candidates for totalitarian rule." (My
emphasis— M. S.)
Who is guilty of uttering this gross Burnhamite-Shachtmanite-

Satanic anti-Trotskyist blasphemy? Who is the author of these views
which are almost word for word, and certainly thought for thought,
the views of our party? Leon Trotsky! Not only was this written
by Trotsky, but it may even be considered his final political testa
ment, so far as the Stalinist parties in the capitalist countries are
concerned. It was not written as an accidental phrase out of har
mony with the text that surrounds it. It is contained in what is
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not only a lengthy but an obviously well-thought-out and weightily
considered last judgment on the Stalinist parties. It is contained in
the very last political article written by Trotsky before his assassina
tion—it is dated August 7, 1940. There is no good excuse for not
knowing this decisively significant passage. It is not in an unpub
lished manuscript. It was not only published but—it is hard to
believe and yet it is true— published in the theoretical organ of the
Socialist Workers Party, The Fourth International, November,
1940, where it can be found on page 149.
When we accept or reject Trotsky's point of view on any

question, we make at least a serious effort to find out what that
point of view is. Is it not plain that the Cannonites have been
talking all this time about "Trotsky's evaluation of the Stalinist
movement" without even knowing what Trotsky's evaluation was?
That they have charged us with rejecting an evaluation which is
our own, and which they—and which only they— actually reject?
Can you imagine a more humiliating position for the avowed fol
lowers—no, the only real followers!—of Trotsky to have placed
themselves in by their aggressive ignorance and factional malice?
We could continue with this by the page, but it is not necessary.
All you need to do is to read over again our evaluation, the abuse
and ridicule the Cannonites heap upon us, and then check the
two against the last evaluation of the Stalinist parties made by
Trotsky.

3. The Cannonites quote from one of our documents where
we write that "fascism and Stalinism, while not identical, are sym
metrical phenomena." They do not comment on this sentence.
Why not? Obviously because for them the mere reproduction of
this thought is sufficient to revile and condemn it as a monstrosity
which is made up of equal parts of Burnhamism, Shachtmanism
and in general the work of the devil; and, as every genuine, un
diluted Trotskyist knows, it has nothing—but absolutely nothing—
in common with Trotskyism. Repetition is tedious but we have no
choice. We must repeat what we said before. The Cannonites do
not understand Trotsky's point of view, let alone our own; they
do not even know Trotsky's point of view. Read carefully the fol
lowing words:
"Stalinism and fascism, in spite of a deep difference in social ,/

functions, are symmetrical phenomena. In many of their features
they show a deadly similarity."
Where is the difference between these words and the thoughts

contained so clearly in them, and the words quoted from our docu
ments (and quoted with such disdain and contempt) by the Can
nonites? There is none! Who is the author of these words? Leon
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Trotsky. Written in some unavailable manuscript? No, it appears
in his great work, The Revolution Betrayed, and it is to be found
on page 278. Bitter joke: the Cannonites have published their own
edition of The Revolution Betrayed. They try to sell it everywhere.
They recommend it highly. But their leaders obviously have not
read it.
4. The final point in the pitifully ignorant indictment of us

points out that we say, as indeed we do, that the traditional policy
of the revolutionary vanguard toward the reformist movements
and even the reformist bureaucracies does not apply to the Stalinist
movements. On the basis not of a haphazard, hand-to-mouth, em
pirical approach but on the basis of a thought-out and fundamental
analysis of the Stalinist movement, our party has drawn a basic
distinction between the Stalinist bureaucracy and the reformist

bureaucracy. Our practical policy, above all in the trade unions,
has been guided by this fundamental analysis. We have not hesi
tated, as our general rule, to make blocs with the progressive re
formists in the unions against the Stalinists, and not only with the
progressive but even with the conservative bureaucrats. (We are
speaking, of course, of all those cases where it was impossible for
the revolutionists in the union to present their own independent
candidates against both the Stalinists and the reformists.) We have
set forth this policy, and the basic reasons for it, time and again
in our press. For it, we have received only the malignant and con
temptuous epithets of the Cannonites. In contrast, the latter have
vacillated between one policy and another, because in reality their
"evaluation" is as solid as a sucked-out egg. In the last few years
in particular, the Cannonites (and this, unfortunately, is also true
of the rest of the Fourth International) have been a ship without
a rudder, sails or chart in the practical political struggle against
Stalinism.
Now, impelled by factional animus against us, and in practice

by a growing affinity, let it be said, for the Stalinists, they attack
us for holding the position we have quoted. But we have not always
been alone in holding this position. Read carefully the following
words:
". . . We must be very careful. If we allow ourselves to become

confused and mixed up with the Stalinists, we will cut off our road
of approach to the rank and file of the trade union movement, the
anti-Stalinist rank and file, which, in my opinion, is a more im
portant reservoir of the revolution than the Stalinist rank and
file
"We must classify the Stalinists and the reactionary and 'pro

gressive' patriotic labor fakers as simply two different varieties of
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enemies of the working class employing different methods because
they have different bases under their feet. It brings us into a
complicated problem in the trade union movement. It has been
our general practice to combine in day-to-day trade union work
with the progressives and even the conservative labor fakers against
the Stalinists. We have been correct from this point of view, that
while the conservatives and traditional labor skates are no better
than the Stalinists, are no less betrayers in the long run, they have
different bases of existence. The Stalinist base is the bureaucracy
in the Soviet Union. They are perfectly willing to disrupt a trade
union in defense of the foreign policy of Stalin. The traditional
labor fakers have no roots in Russia nor any support in its
powerful bureaucracy. Their only base of existence is the trade
union; if the union is not preserved they have no further existence
as trade union leaders. That tends to make them, from self-interest,
a little more loyal to the unions than the Stalinists. That is why
we have been correct in most cases in combining with them as
against the Stalinists in purely union affairs."
We do not think that this analysis is as thoroughgoing as it

might be; and even the conclusions are unnecessarily restricted.
But the line it indicates, the orientation which it seeks to give the
party— that is indubitably correct and for our purposes adequate.
Who is the author of these words? Some members of the Workers
Party, perhaps? It might well be, but in this case it is not. We
have quoted from a speech delivered at the 1940 Chicago con
ference of the Socialist Workers Party by no less authoritative a
party leader than James P. Cannon. The speech is not contained
in a secret, unavailable manuscript. The stenographic record of the
speech appears in the weekly organ of the Socialist Workers Party,
The Socialist Appeal, of October 19, 1940. The Russian proverb
reads, "Do not spit in the well from which you may have to drink."
The Cannonites need another version of this proverb: "Do not
spit into the good clean well from which you once drank and from
which you may find it necessary to drink again."

March, 1947





SINCE STALIN DIED





A New Stage in the Russian Crisis

THE ERUPTION OF THE LATEST PURGE
in the Russian leadership has precipitated a new discussion in the
political world. What is the meaning of the expulsion of Malenkov,
Molotov, Kaganovich and Shepilov from the Central Committee
of the Russian Communist Party and from its Presidium? Does it
presage a political reform, a democratization, of the regime in the
country to be carried out by the new leadership? Is it a step back
ward to the kind of personal dictatorship represented by the now
officially abjured rule of Stalin? Is it a step toward a new kind of
regime in Russia, a military dictatorship, under which the army
officers replace the Party officials? Or is it an unmeant prologue to
a revolutionary intervention in the affairs of state by the millions
who have till now been throttled and shackled by their rulers?
It is not a single one of these alone. But it is all four of them,

combined in an interplay of conflicting forces and trends unleashed
since the death of Stalin. Not one of the forces is reconcilable
with any of the others. If one seems to be dominant for a moment,
it would be well to bear in mind that the situation in Russia is
now exceptionally fluid and unstable. It would be hard to make '
a bigger mistake than to assume that the kind of final decision
has been made which clearly indicates the course of development
for a whole period. The disturbances and rearrangements at the
summits of Russian society have their greatest importance in sig
naling the turbulence that is warming up at the foundations. The
ruling class is sitting nervously on a vast accumulation of powder
kegs. That much is absolutely certain. The only important ele
ment of uncertainty is how long it will take for the attached fuses
to burn to the kegs. It should not surprise even the most optimistic
if it takes less time than anyone expects.
The quickening of the tempo of events is indicated in the

first place, as is usually the case in despotic societies, by the
rapidity of the changes made in the composition of the ruling
personnel. If we do not forget that stability and instability are
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relative terms it can be said that the Bolshevik revolution, in the
course of its victory and its establishment of order in the country,
produced a stable leadership. It took no less than fifteen years
for the Stalinist counterrevolution to exhaust and annihilate this

leadership, politically and physically, leaving only a tiny hand
ful to give a simulacrum, utterly illusionary, of continuity from
the past.
At the time of Stalin's death in 1953, he had succeeded in

establishing an entirely new leadership which appeared to have
far greater power and solidity than the Lenin leadership had in
the five years of its rule. Outwardly, for the first five minutes, so
to speak, the succession seemed to establish itself as pre-arranged
and foreseen. Malenkov, ostentatiously groomed as heir apparent
by Stalin at the last Party congress he allowed to take place, became
Prime Minister. He was associated with four deputies: Molotov as
minister of foreign affairs, Bulganin as minister of defense, Beria
as head of all the police, and Kaganovich as chief of industry.
The pre-arrangement was even fortified by lifting Voroshilov,
who had for a time been in the light shadows, to the position of
President of the republic.
In four short years, there is nothing, or next to nothing, left

of this team. Its stability, its "collectiveness" as distinguished from
Stalin's personal rule, proved to have only an external character.
Beria was the first to go, executed in secret, without a trial

worthy of the name, without the public knowing how he defended
himself against what were undoubtedly the justified but after all
long-known charges against him, or how he in turn accused his
accusers. He is now officially known, in the words of Khrushchev's
sensational speech last year, as "the provocateur and vile enemy,
Beria, who had murdered thousands of Communists and loyal
Soviet people," in other words, as a man perfectly suited for a part
in the collective leadership of his compeers.
Even before Beria was disposed of totally, Malenkov was

launched on a greased slide. Less than a fortnight after being
named Prime Minister and secretary of the party, he resigned from
(i.e., he was jerked out of) the latter position and the lesser-known
figure of Khrushchev was named in his place. The solemn specialists
all over the world nodded wisely at this move as an indication of
the dispersal of power among the new "collective leadership" as
against the reconcentration of power into the hands of a new
Stalin. Malenkov rapidly became touted as the leader of the "re
formers," of the "peace party," of the "consumer public," of the
relaxation and the thaw. There was no end to the blessings, ac
cording to the specialists, that the condescending but affable savior
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would vouchsafe to the masses without their having to lift a finger
of their own to achieve them. His gallant presentation of a flower
to a gentlelady at a British garden party removed all doubts as
to his character.
All doubts as to his future were also soon removed. He lost

his post as party secretary less than two weeks after assuming
pre-eminent power in the regime. Less than two years afterward,
he lost his power as head of the government, accompanied by an
extorted confession that he knew nothing about the problems he
was assigned to resolve, as if to underline the insight and foresight
of the colleagues so long associated with him. Bulganin took his
place. That was in February, 1955. Twelve months later, at the
party congress, Khrushchev drove a broader blade into Malenkov
by his dark description of him as the very right bower of Stalin in
the days of his ugliest capriciousness. At the June, 1957, Central
Committee Plenum, Malenkov was expelled from the body as an
anti-Leninist, an enemy of world peace, relaxation and welfare of
the people, and a plotter against the party, its leadership and its
integrity. A month later, Shvernik, now returning to the prom
inence he lost when Voroshilov replaced him in the presidency of
the republic, informed the public in passing that the same Malen
kov, among others, had been active in framing the notorious
"Leningrad affair" ten years earlier and was guilty, in general,
of "breaches of revolutionary legality committed . . . during the
period of mass repression." In a word, Malenkov now seems to
have just enough time in which to count the remaining number
of his days.
Molotov, the best-known party leader next to Stalin, and his

unwavering faction lieutenant for thirty years, was eliminated from
the post of foreign minister in May, 1955, about the time the treaty
with Austria, which he is now accused of having opposed, was
signed by the Kremlin. He is now named as the chief of the
"secret anti-party factional group" and as the only one who was
impertinent enough to vote against his expulsion from the Central
Committee (more exactly, who abstained from the voting—did his
co-factionalists therefore vote dutifully for their own ouster?) at
its June, 1957, meeting. Thrown out with him was his successor
as foreign minister two years earlier, Shepilov. Kaganovich suffered
the same punishment.
Of the ruling quintet installed in 1953, only one remains—

Bulganin. But he failed to jump to Khrushchev's defense as in
stantaneously as Mikoyan did at the meeting of the Presidium (the
former Political Bureau) where, according to all the obviously
authorized reports, the "anti-party" faction all but suceeded in
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crushing the new party secretary. Bulganin is, at this writing,
plainly in disgrace. A conservative insurance company would be
ill-advised to take his account. Below the uppermost ledge of party
leadership to which he now clings with only one hand is the
familiar oblivion or worse. Voroshilov, already an official nonentity,
from whom Khrushchev last year openly demanded a denunciation
of Stalin for which "even his grandsons will thank him," shares
Bulganin's precarious position.
In sum, the bulk of the first post-Stalin leader-team has been *'

wiped out in four years. In any country, a change of this kind
would be regarded as clear manifestation of a crisis of the regime.
Russia is no exception. What has happened in the past four years,
culminating in the June purge, marks the opening of a new stage
in a crisis of much longer duration whose roots reach deep into
the soil of Stalinist society. Khrushchev seems to have triumphed
over all possible or visible rivals. Some take this to demonstrate
that the new stage will be dominated by him, that he will be able
to determine the course of its development, that his rise to power
will be similar to Stalin's. A comparison will be instructive.
Stalin started his real rise to dictatorial power with advantages

that, especially now that we are able to look backward upon them,
were extraordinarily great. He had the task of destroying the
achievements of a revolution. The fact that it could no longer
maintain itself by its isolated efforts alone, that it could not solve
its fundamental economic problems on socialist foundations and

„ in a socialist way, was his greatest advantage. The revolution's
utter destruction of a native bourgeoisie that might have been able
/ to solve the economic problems on capitalist foundations and in
a capitalist way, and the inability of the foreign bourgeoisie to
undertake such a solution, was an accompanying advantage.
Where basic social problems are not solved in a progressive

way, they are solved (except where society lapses into utter mori-
" bundity) in a reactionary way. In Russia they were solved— by
which is simply meant that the country was completely modernized
and raised to one step from the very top of the world ladder
economically— in a reactionary, unique and never-foreseen way. All
the hugger-mugger about the progressive role of Stalinism "in the
economic field" overlooks the fundamental and overwhelmingly
decisive fact that in order to play this role Stalinism established
over the nation the rule of a new and more ruthlessly exploitive
class than any known in history. The establishment of the social
power of a new exploiting class in the epoch of the decay of
capitalist society and its overripeness for socialist reorganization is
a phenomenon of reactionary significance and consequences. Its
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reactionary character is confirmed by the fact that the only serious
resistance offered to the rise of Stalinism came from the working
classes and the revolutionary socialists of Russia, and that this
resistance had to be curbed, cheated and crushed before the new
rulers could achieve a real measure of consolidation, economic
and political.
The dilemma of the more earnest apologists of Stalinism,

especially those who try to think or write in Marxian terms, is
two-fold:
One, either the social role played by those who resisted Stalin

ism was reactionary; or the social role played by those who crushed
this resistance in the course of establishing, expanding and con
solidating the "progressive economy" was reactionary.
Or two, either the struggle against the Stalinist regime carried

on by the socialist elements in Russia was utopian, like the fight
for socialism in the days before modern socialist theory and move
ment were established, because the bourgeois social order, and
therefore exploitive class rule, was the then historical and necessary
bearer of social progress; or the "progress" achieved under Stalin
ism was correspondingly the work that could be performed only
by a historically necessary exploitive class and its class rule.
The indicated answer in either case leaves little to be said

for the progressive, let alone the socialist, character of Stalinism.
It is well to add that we for our part do not regard it as a his
torically progressive social formation, or "historically necessary"
in any sense comparable to the role played in its time by the
bourgeoisie.
To the advantages mentioned, was added the fact that Stalin

was, from the beginning of his new career, an outstanding and
established leader. He was not, to be sure, known to the masses
in 1923-1924, but then again, it was not to the masses that he
directed his appeal. He was known to the party bureaucracy and
was already well entrenched in its midst. His ability was widely
underrated, but not by Lenin who named him and Trotsky as
the "two most able leaders of the present Central Committee"—
which was itself not made up of nobodies. In the course of ten-
twelve years of bitter, dogged, merciless struggles, he disposed of
all the able and articulate representatives of the socialist revolution
of 1917 and its ideals. In the course of another five years, he wiped
them out physically. In the course of the same period, he destroyed
completely the revolutionary party without permitting any other
to take its place— he supplanted it with a compliant apparatus,
which is something else again (all talk of a Communist party,
under Stalin or since his death is, basically and literally, nonsense).
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Along with the destruction of the party went the destruction of the
remnants of the Soviets, the entire trade-union movement, the
factory councils, as well as any and every form of free and inde
pendent organization and expression.
Back in 1928 Trotsky wrote that "the socialist character of

industry is determined and secured in a decisive measure by the
role of the party, the voluntary internal cohesion of the proletarian
vanguard, the conscious discipline of the administrators, trade-
union functionaries, members of the shop nuclei, etc. If we allow
that this web is weakening, disintegrating and ripping, then it
becomes absolutely self-evident that within a brief period nothing
will remain of the socialist character of state industry, transport,
etc." In this he proved to be fundamentally correct, even though
the subsequent development took a historically unexpected turn.
The "web" was weakened, ripped and destroyed; with it went v
the socialist character of the statified economy.
That is what Stalin was called upon to achieve. An apparent

paradox: the rule of the working class is absolutely indispensable
to the development of a socialist economy, but in isolated Russia
the rule of the working class was an obstacle to the solution of
the economic problem by an exploiting class. Stalinism eliminated
the obstacle. In doing so, it attracted the enthusiastic support of
the elements required to make up the new bureaucratic class. It
was not that they were indifferent to Stalin's crushing of all op
ponents—they were ardently satisfied with it. It was not simply
that he provided them with the mantle of the authority of a revolu
tion in whose name he always spoke— he also provided them with
an apparatus to maintain their rule, with an unparallelled police
machine to smash all resistance to their rule. He fashioned a shame
less but Marxistically-couched theory to give ideological justifica
tion for their class privileges over the working classes, namely,
that Marxism rejects equalitarianism. No ruling class ever owed
so much to one man. Stalin was strategist and tactician, theorist
and political leader, ideologist and hangman for the collectivist
bureaucracy. In the obscene welter of extollment to "the greatest
genius of all ages," so revolting to any civilized ear and eye, the

bureaucracy, at least, expressed at bottom a sincere, heartfelt grati
tude to a man who lavishly deserved it from them. In outlawing
socialism, its principles, ideals and aims from Russia, he gained not
merely an obligatory but a genuine and veritably immense authority
from the beneficiaries of his leadership.
There is

,

however, a fatal and ever exasperating flaw in the
rule of the bureaucracy. Every step required for the consolidation
of its power over society has led inexorably to a greater centraliza
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tion of state power until it reached its peak in the establishment
of the personal despotism of Stalin. No other way was possible,
and no other way is possible now. The bureaucracy was enabled to
exercise every liberty over the working classes, ruling them with
an arbitrariness unknown in any other modern country. But it was
not and is not able to rule itself. Self-rule is possible for the ruling
class in capitalist society, has long been exercised there, and it still
is. For the ruling class in Stalinist society, self-rule is impossible.
To whom shall it submit the differences of opinions which

reflect the conflict of interests, economic, political and even per
sonal? To the objective decision of the market, that "blind
regulator" to which all capitalist producers of commodities are

fundamentally subjected? The Stalinist economy knows no market
and it is not based upon the production of commodities. To the
democratic decision of the people? But the moment it invites the
people to make any decisions that are binding on the economic or
political regime, is the moment when the rule of the bureaucracy
comes, as it is perfectly aware, to an end. To its own ruling ranks?
But that is a practical impossibility from a dozen standpoints.
Even if it were possible to organize its ranks for such a purpose,
the open discussion of its disputes would be tantamount to an
invitation to the masses to intervene in the decision. It is not for
nothing that Khrushchev closed his speech at the 20th Congress
with the warning that "we should know the limits; we should not
give ammunition to the enemy; we should not wash our dirty
linen before their eyes." (Who "the enemy" really is

,

is sufficiently
indicated by the fact that the speech has not been published inside
Russia to this day; and by the fact that the Russian people are
always informed only of the conclusions reached by the victors in
any dispute that arises in the ranks of the bureaucracy.)
In actual fact, disputes of any kind, even if not openly con

ducted, are a menace to the bureaucracy, and there is an excellent
reason why it forbids factions ("parties") in its midst. What ground

is there for the belief among the bureaucracy, whose rule is a

perpetual defiance of the majority, that a defeated minority will
abide by the "democratic decisions" of the whole and resist the
temptation to seek support for its interests and views outside the
ranks of the ruling class, that is

,

among the ruled, thus throwing
the entire social structure into jeopardy?
By its very nature this class, which is unique in the long

history of ruling classes, must abandon all thought of self-rule
and, however reluctantly, raise up above itself, as well as above
the nation as a whole, a supreme arbiter to whose decisions the
rulers bow by common consent. In turn, it can justify his omni
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potence only by ascribing to him omniscience. The megalomania
which Khrushchev attributed to Stalin may have been a psychic
disturbance. But the power of his megalomania was systematically
stimulated and nurtured by the bureaucracy itself in its own
interests. Stalin presents a problem in social analysis, not in
psychoanalysis.
In concentrating all power into his hands, Stalin was able

to assure order in the country. Translated, this means: to defend
the rule of the bureaucracy from the masses at home and from
enemies abroad. But if the power to make all decisions on dif
ferences and conflicts of interests in the bureaucracy was transferred
to him, it does not mean that the differences no longer existed,
that the conflicts were eliminated, or that his decisions were

accepted with equal satisfaction by all. The further the country
advanced toward modernization and the more critical the inter
national situation became, the more complex, diversified and multi
tudinous became the problems they posed.
Stalin's purely personal decisions on the vast and complicated

problems could not but arouse increasing hatred and increasing
fear in all sections of Russian society, the bureaucracy itself not
excluded. He could assure order, but he could not assure security.
The capitalist who is interested in a general or an abstract way
in the "social rule of the capitalist class," rapidly loses this interest
if his personal position as an owner of a share in the total capital
is wiped out. The bureaucrat is after all interested in the "social
rule of the bureaucracy" only abstractly, but is most intensely
concerned with his own position in the bureaucracy. If, overnight,
he finds he has been cast out of the job of regional party secretary
or of director of a trust, without recourse, and lucky to be alive
for the moment, he may very well find little consolation in the
assurance that the incumbents still rule society "as a class." He
wants security in his position and, better still, sure prospects of
advancement. Stalin offered the bureaucracy everything, but not
security.

"

The regime was coiled around the whole nation like hoops
of iron riveted at every point by the G.P.U. At the height of his
power and the adulation he was bathed in, Stalin was universally
detested and feared, even by his closest larrikins. There is no
reason whatever to doubt the description that Khrushchev gives
in this regard of the feeling that filled the manly breasts of him
self and the other intimates of Stalin. But it is equally important
to note that while the bureaucrats hated Stalin, they were not in
opposition to him. They had no political alternative to the megalo-
maniacal supreme arbiter who was their authentic creation.
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The totalitarian regime is not the absolute monarchy, al
though it has many features in common with it. The succession
in the former is not so simply indicated and effected as in the
latter. With the death of Stalin, a new situation was created. It
was obviously impossible merely to put forward another Stalin
who would continue where the other left off. Stalin acquired his
enormous power and authority only after many years of bitter
and arduous struggle for it, in which he not only wiped out all
opponents and rivals but reduced his own supporters to the po
sition of subordinates with so little power and authority of their
own that they lived, toward the end, in daily trepidation. The
bureaucracy, in March, 1953, presented any number of alternatives
for the succession, but not one of them with Stalin's authority or
anything comparable to it. In fact, the one who had been im
plicitly nominated by Stalin as his candidate, speedily found out
that the recommendation did not guarantee him the sword of
power in the hand but the stab of the dagger in the back. Indeed,
the race for the succession started with the candidates vying for
prominence, first in the implicit disavowal of Stalin's regime and
then in disavowing and even violently denouncing the man to
whom they owed whatever position they had. This proves not
merely that there is no gratitude in politics, but that the process
of recreating the kind of despotism that Stalin ultimately repre
sented is unfolding under radically different conditions than those
prevalent in the days of Stalin's own rise to power.
All of Stalin's work, all of his achievements, have combined in

a complex way to make the continuation of his rdgime, if not
downright impossible, then extraordinarily difficult, and in any
case to burden every attempt to stabilize the regime with con
vulsing crises.
Stalin did not appeal to the people against his opponents or

his rivals. He scarcely pretended to appeal to them. On the
contrary, the masses were, generally speaking, disinherited, dis
franchised and driven into silent drudgery like oxen. Stalin ap
pealed to the bureaucracy. With Stalin dead, the bureaucracy is
left with little or no authority of its own and with a tremendous
uncertainty about its own position. One of the accomplishments
over which Stalin presided was the establishment of a tremendous
working class which hardly existed at all at the beginning of his
rise. Another accomplishment was the establishment of a huge
industry now capable of satisfying the still unfulfilled needs and
aspirations of the working class.
The bureaucracy can now acquire authority, and confidence

in itself, only by appealing for the support of the people. It will
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not confer full power, that is, place all reliance upon any
leader or leadership who cannot assure the position of the bu

reaucracy among the people. It does not dare to make a definitive
choice among the candidates for leadership until one of them has
demonstrated by his policy that he can assure this position. The
whole past regime in which the bureaucracy was the basic social
force is so discredited in the eyes of the people, and the bureaucracy
itself is so disoriented, that it feels it is risking its very existence
unless it finds a broad base of support or at least acquiescence for
its continued rule among the working classes. The demonstration
of this fact is given by the words and deeds of every candidate for
the succession to Stalin.
Beria, immediately after the death of Stalin, was the first to

present himself as a reformer of the regime, seeking to enlist

popular support by promising the national minorities and the
minority nations a change for the better from the chauvinistic and

oppressive policy pursued so brutally by Stalin. He followed the
promise by announcing that the "doctor's plot" invented by Stalin
(surely with the complicity of Beria himself!) had proved to be
a frame-up. He was given no chance by his rivals to expand on
his role as reformer and friend of the people. His position as
head of the detested G.P.U. not only made such a role incongruous,
but made it easier for his rivals to appear as reformers themselves
by the arrest, defamation, secret trial and execution of Beria as
the man who "murdered thousands of Communists and loyal Soviet
people."
In their own eagerness to win the people, the residue of the

post-Stalin leadership placed Serov, a secondary figure, at the head
of the G.P.U. and rigorously reduced the powers of the G.P.U.
itself without, of course, abolishing the secret police completely.
At one stroke, the leadership made a concession to three forces:
to the masses who hated the G.P.U. even more than they feared
it; to the bureaucracy which had been perpetually subjected to
the insufferable intervention of the till then omnipresent and
omnipotent secret police; and to the regular army officer corps
which suffered not only from the same intervention but also from
the existence of an army-within-the-army constituted by the ex
ternally-controlled and independent G.P.U. troops— Stalin's own
combination of S.S. divisions and Gestapo.
The rivalry among the would-be dictators was given pause

for a moment by the first big manifestation of open struggle of
the masses against the- Stalinist regime, the June 17 rising of the
workers of East Germany. But only for a moment. Malenkov, who
had begun with an announcement that the hypertrophied horde
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of bureaucrats and bureaucratic institutions would be reduced,

proclaimed the doctrine, unknown under Stalin, that the successes

in heavy industry had now produced all the conditions "for organ
izing a rapid rise in the production of consumers' goods" and
that "it is indispensable to increase substantially the investments
devoted to the light and food industries." In that sentence he
unquestionably voiced the deepest conviction of the overwhelming

majority of the Russian people. On Malenkov's lips, this pledge
was anxious demagoguery, not unknown on both sides of the Iron
Curtain, and calculated above all other things to promote his
own political interests. That did not prevent the rise of the most
excited predictions about the worthy intentions of the new regime
and its apparent spokesman. One observer (he turned out to be
Isaac Deutscher), reminded his readers that Trotsky had once
advocated a "limited political revolution" against Stalinism, and
that although he was tragically ahead of his time, "he could not

imagine that Stalin's closest asssociates would act in accordance
with his scheme. What Malenkov's government is carrying out
now is precisely the 'limited revolution' envisaged by Trotsky."
That did not turn out to be precisely the case. The "limited revolu-j,
tion" was not carried out, but in little more than a year the
"Malenkov government" was kicked out. The over-eager observers
consoled themselves with the thought that Malenkov, after all, had
not been, or had not yet been executed by the now rising Khrush
chev, forgetting that Stalin, too, did not begin by executing the
opponents he removed or expelled.
Khrushchev became the most spectacular and in his conduct,

at least, the most self-assured of the candidates. He best reflects—
not represents, but reflects— the conflicting forces whose interplay
is the outstanding characteristic of the new stage.
He appeals for support to the masses more outspokenly, one

might almost say more recklessly, than Beria or Malenkov did, or
than any of the others who are now in the official leadership.
Even though his 20th Congress speech has not yet been published
in Russian, it is safe to believe that virtually everybody knows
of its substance. In effect, he has told the Russian people: "This
is what the mad tyrant was in reality and in detail, and I feared
and hated him no less than you did. The thoroughness and
vehemence with which I exposed and denounced his evils are the
best proof I can give that under my leadership the dread regime
of terror and caprice will come to an end." It is hard to overrate
the importance of the fact that Stalin started his rise to power
with the oath that he would be nothing but a faithful disciple
of Lenin, the leader of the preceding regime; whereas Khrush
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chev starts with a bitter denunciation and renunciation of the
leadership and regime of his predecessor.
Khrushchev must know that the successor regime cannot even

think of maintaining itself without popular support. To gain it,
not even the curbing of the G.P.U. was enough. The monstrous
slave camps had to be largely liquidated. The release of millions
of only half or one-third productive workers from the camps served
to satisfy the increasingly desperate need for industrial manpower,
and that was not the least of the reasons for the grand gesture.
But it was skillfully made to invest the leadership with the mantle
of reformers. Nobody has been heartier than Khrushchev in
promising that, now at last (or at any rate in the not distant
future!) the people, and not merely the bureaucrats, will eat their
fill, as much as the Americans eat and maybe even more.
He gives whatever bond he deems it safe to give in order to

show that his promises are being implemented. It is not only
Stalin who is disavowed and, at least as a cadaver, dethroned. It
is the whole despised gang around him who are being repudiated,
except for a few worthy exceptions among whom Khrushchev
nominates himself as the worthiest. With the expulsion of his
three opponents from the Central Committee, he not only
strengthens his own position but assures the people that it is now
rid of practically the last of the outstanding members of Stalin's
immediate circle: Malenkov, the heir apparent and for that reason
alone the most personal embodiment of Stalin's regime; Molotov,

reputed the "hardest" of the Stalinists, the most unyielding in
seeking to maintain the old regime, and now, above all, the op
ponent of relaxation of international tension that might break
out into a war which the Russian people (and not they alone)
dread more than anything else; and Kaganovich, the very in
carnation of the Simon Legrees of Stalin's harshest exploitation
of the toilers.
But the whole point of all the reforms, the real as well as

the sham and apparent, those already vouchsafed and those that
will in all probability be granted in addition, is that they must
be safe reforms. They cannot and will not go beyond what is
required to restore that adequate measure of stability to the founda
tions of the regime which it has lost since Stalin's death, or more
exactly, which it has lost to such an extent that the regime is in
a state of crisis. The foundations of the regime are the totalitarian
powers of the bureaucracy, guaranteed by the abolition of all
representative institutions of the people, without which democracy,
above all workers' democracy, exists only in the imagination. And
while Khrushchev appeals and must appeal for the support of
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the people, he cannot, and he will not under any circumstances,
allow that support to be asserted and tested in the only meaning
ful way, namely, by enfranchising the disfranchised masses, by
universal suffrage and with it

,

necessarily, all the other elementary
democratic rights without which voting ceases to be voting and
becomes nothing more than a classical Bonapartist plebiscite.
Unless you live in the dream-world where one luminous day

the bureaucracy announces to the masses, "Ekh, you are now old
or bold enough to be granted all the power to determine your
own fate," the inherent limitations upon reforms are plainly
indicated. Anything and everything is possible from the bureauc
racy now in its days of indecision and apprehension, but not the
freedom of the people expressed in the self-maintained machinery
of representative government. Ruling classes in the past have
fought like tigers against the attempt to deprive them of their
power, and in some cases they have yielded forlornly to the will
of the people without offering armed resistance. But there is no
recorded case of a ruling class committing suicide in deference to ^
the popular will. There is no indication that the Stalinist bureauc
racy will offer itself as the first case in history.
But if Khrushchev, or a restored Malenkov (he is after all still

alive and therefore still available if the bureaucratic wheel should
turn) or any other candidate at present not visible, cannot rule
through the machinery of representative government, what ma
chinery is left? It is not possible to rule without a machinery of
rule to enforce sovereignty and authority, to see to the execution
of decisions, or if it is preferred, an apparatus. Can Khrushchev
rule through the rule of the bureaucracy, the party bureaucracy
in the first place? Stalin ruled through the rule of the party ap
paratus, indispensably supplemented by the G.P.U. The G.P.U.

is not presently available to Khrushchev, and with its former
powers, at least, it is not likely to be available for some time. Is
the party apparatus, the party bureaucracy, available to him? It is

not. And therein lies another decisive change from the days of
Stalin's despotic power.
There are two important reasons why it is not simply at his

disposal, at least not yet.
The bureaucracy is not to be had in a day by the first one

to come along with the demand that it surrender its favors.
Malenkov, has learned this, despite the advantage of having been
for years at the central control point of the party bureaucracy
under Stalin and of having been designated by Stalin as his suc
cessor. He was discarded by machinations and intrigue at the very
top without the bureaucracy lifting a finger to protect him. Stalin,
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we recall again, had to fight tough and numerous battles before
the bureaucracy entrusted him with full power, and even then
it was only after he had succeeded in reorganizing and replacing
the bureaucracy literally from top to bottom. He won out with
them and over them only after having demonstrated over a long
period of time and in a whole series of vital questions, that his
policies and his leadership sufficed to satisfy their basic require
ment, the stability of their rule.

Why should the present bureaucracy, overnight, as it were,
turn over full power to Khrushchev, place itself completely at his
disposal? He has relieved them of the unendurable terror of
Stalin's days, and that is welcome. But it is far from enough.
Stability, order—that is enough, or at any rate, it is adequate. The
bureaucracy is in its nature obsessed with the fear of self-rule. It
has no way of discussing and deciding freely the policies it requires
for its preservation. Indeed, it does not want any such way, for
inherent in it are the open divisions in its ranks, the cracks in the
monolithic structure through which the masses can so easily pour
and wash away all the obstacles to popular sovereignty.
The inexorable trend toward extruding a supreme arbiter,

even though it has slowed down in the present crisis, is still in
operation. The bureaucracy, without a clear course of its own,
disoriented by events, can tolerate a Khrushchev while he demon
strates what his capacities are and what they can yield, but it is
far from ready to give him full confidence and blind obedience.
It does not, or does not yet, oppose Khrushchev; but neither
is it committed to him. In the crucial hours when— as all the
reports agree— the "anti-party faction" of Molotov, Malenkov and
Kaganovich tried a coup de palais against Khrushchev, they seemed
to manage without too much difficulty to get a majority in the
uppermost circle of the bureaucracy, the Presidium, to favor the
ouster of the apparent party boss, and even Bulganin was won to
their side for a moment. The coup did not, to be sure, succeed;
and on that point, more later. But it is preposterous to assume
that the bureaucracy as a whole has attached itself slavishly and
irretraceably to Khrushchev's claim to supremacy when its most
authoritative representatives at the top were ready to challenge
the claim so rudely.
On his side, in turn, Khrushchev has little reason to submit

his claim for endorsement by the bureaucracy. In the very first
place, he has no guarantee of the outcome, since he cannot but
know the position and the state of mind of the bureaucracy. He
was able, two years ago, to oust Malenkov from the position of
Prime Minister, but Malenkov remained in the Presidium. Even
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at the June, 1957, meeting of the Central Committee where he
succeeded in having Malenkov-Molotov-Kaganovich-Shepilov ex

pelled from the Central Committee, they were not expelled from
the party even though the resolution makes a significant allusion
to the threat of such expulsion. To attribute such restraint to
Khrushchev's oath to avoid Stalin's road or to a passion for the

principle of collective leadership, is absurd. The all-but-successful
attempt of the Presidium members, who incarnated the "collective

leadership," to vote Khrushchev out of his post, just as Malenkov
was voted out of his post two years earlier, is sure to have cooled

any passion he may have had for the famous principle.
In the second place, there is a sharp conflict between the

attempt to gain popularity among the masses and the attempt to
rule through the bureaucratic apparatus as before. The bureauc
racy is enormously discredited among the people. When Khrush
chev delivered his massive blows at Stalin, the bureaucracy as a
whole was morally shattered. It is inconceivable that the people
would thereafter retain any respect for the representatives of a
regime guilty not merely of failing to resist the frightful abomina
tions of Stalin but of defending and participating in them with
enthusiasm and praise.
The Russian people are not cattle. There is not a country

in the world whose government would last five minutes after it
was shown that its entire officialdom had been the active or
passive accomplices of such monstrous crimes as Khrushchev
catalogued at the 20th Congress, provided the people were free
to act. The only difference here is that the Russian people are
not yet free to act. But they are free to think to themselves. Their
thoughts cannot be consoling to the bureaucracy which was strip
ped to revolting nakedness by Khrushchev himself. And he would
have to be the biggest dolt of all to entertain illusions on this score.
And, in the third place, Khrushchev finds himself compelled

to undertake such actions against the bureaucracy as are guaranteed
to achieve anything but its enthusiastic support.
The pores of the Russian economy are choking with bureauc

racy. There is no regime possible in Russia today or tomorrow that
could any longer tolerate such a condition. Since Stalin's death,
almost a million bureaucrats have had to be sacked from their „
posts, according to Khrushchev's own report earlier this year. Al
most half a million other superfluous bureaucrats, he added, should
be up for discharge. These two figures alone are enough to give
the appalling picture of the waste, inefficiency and downright
parasitism spawned by bureaucratic collectivism. This is the main
respect in which it has caught up with, if it has not outstripped,
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the vices of capitalism. In addition the vertical super-centraliza
tion of industry has multiplied the waste and inefficiency of the

economy in grotesque ways. In a situation where the still enormous
bureaucracy must be maintained, where the wretched conditions

of the workers and peasants must be alleviated to some degree at

least, where yesterday's exploitation of the economy of the satellite

countries for the benefit of the Russian economy is no longer so

easy to pursue, and where the international situation demands

strenuous efforts to achieve industrial and military equality and

even superiority over the United States—a change in the economic
structure is an unpostponable elementary necessity. Khrushchev
is trying to undertake the change. The central Moscow ministries
of most industries (but not of war industry!) have been eliminated,

and Russia has been divided into 92 regions with 92 Economic
Councils to manage the industrial establishments of their respective
areas, with restricted rights of local planning and of local inter-
industrial and inter-factory transactions.
This is not the place to evaluate the economic prospects of the

new economic arrangement, except, perhaps, to note that in gen
eral, in capitalist economy, too, where industrial and technological
rationalization is not unknown, observers tend to abstract their
evaluations from what turns out to be decisive in the long run,
the influence of the social relations which develop out of the
structural changes, and the political consequences that follow. But
it is in place to point out that the "horizontal" reorganization of
industry, the "decentralization," will not result in greater power
for the local bureaucracy and a corresponding "withering away"
of the omnipotence of the central state power. This is now the
claim of over-enthusiastic observers who expect the early flowering
of socialist democracy in Russia as an organic outgrowth of bureau
cratic benevolence. But it is the contrary that is indicated. Despot
ism and decentralization are not mutually exclusive. On the con
trary, atomization is often the essential precondition for the preser
vation of despotism. It is worth noting a relevant passage in the
well-known official Russian government organ, Economic Problems
(April, 1957): "It is obvious that the division of the territory not
only does not diminish the centralization of the economy by the
state throughout the country as a whole, but on the contrary,
requires its reinforcement. The economic role of the state is not
only not relaxed under present conditions [the conditions created
by the establishment of the 92 regional Economic Councils.— M.S.],
but acquires a greater reality, becomes more effective." So that,

apart from the objective conditions that dictate the "horizontal
reform" of the economy, the change has the effect of dispersing
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the bureaucracy, of reducing its possibilities for cohesion and mu
tual contact to a local level, and of concentrating the power to
make unobstructed decisions on the most vital and fundamental

questions in the hands of the uppermost ranks of the centralized
state bureaucracy.
What is left? The army, or to be precise, the army apparatus,

the officer corps. Khrushchev may inveigh against bureaucrats
twice as much as he does in order to elicit the sympathy of the
masses. But he needs something stronger than their sympathy to
assure the continued domination of the regime over them. The
army machine is stronger. Its rise is entirely new in the history of
the Stalinist regime. It constitutes an important new element of
the latest stage in the crisis.
Throughout Stalin's career, he employed political means

against his opponents and to solve political problems; he employed
bureaucratic means of all sorts toward the same ends; from 1927
onward, he supplemented these increasingly with the employment
of the G.P.U. But the military machine was kept apart. Even
when it was decimated in the Tukhachevsky purge, it did not lift
a finger to intervene in the situation. Politically, it was inert,
except to the extent that the party bureaucracy kept it under
rigorous surveillance and control through political commissars and
G.P.U. spies. There is little doubt that the officer corps, in its
own way, shared the growing general apprehensions and discontent
over Stalin's policies and despotism, and that is certainly all that
^Tukhachevsky and his colleagues were guilty of. But so long as the

party bureaucracy was intact and capable of ruling the country
and maintaining order, the officer corps remained in its own field
and obeyed orders. Even at the end of the war, after the army, and
with it its leadership, had acquired a tremendous moral prestige
among the people, Stalin was able to keep it in its allotted place
and even to banish to the provinces the most popular of the Mar
shals, Zhukov (under "socialism" there are, of course, Marshals).
Since Stalin's death, a radical change has been in process.

There is a crisis of the regime— the rulers can no longer rule in
the old way, the ruled do not want to be ruled in the old way.
The bureaucracy is no longer intact, no longer solid, no longer
self-confident, and order is in jeopardy. The military machine now
has to play, dares to play, and is even called to play an increasingly
active and direct political role.
Immediately after Stalin's death, Zhukov was brought back to

Moscow from his banishment to resume leadership of the army,
although still under the civilian control of the minister of defense,
"Marshal" Bulganin (Bulganin is as much a military man as
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Zhukov is a party man). A few months later the Beria crisis super
vened. The reports then current that Zhukov mobilized regular
army troops to invest Moscow in order to prevent a possible
coup d'etat by Beria at the head of his G.P.U. divisions, ring with
verisimilitude. In any case, Beria was executed after a secret trial
presided over by Marshal Koniev, in whose person the officer corps
took revenge upon its rival and tormentor, the G.P.U. From that
moment on, the exceptional power and prerogatives of the G.P.U.
were drastically reduced. Less than two years later, in the Malenkov
crisis, Bulganin replaced Stalin's heir, and his own position as
war minister was given to Zhukov. It was the first time, under
Lenin or under Stalin, that this post (or for that matter any other
post of cabinet rank) was given to a military man, or to anyone
but a party leader. However, it was still only a government post,
whereas the real governing body of the country is the Political
Bureau or as it is now called the Presidium.
At the 20th Congress, the advance of the new element in the

situation was further and more clearly manifested. The more
violently Khrushchev denigrated Stalin, the more lyrically did he
sing the praises of the army chiefs, of Zhukov in particular. He
ridiculed and riddled Stalin's reputation as a military strategist,
laughed at him because he "planned operations on a globe," cited
case after case of his "nervousness and hysteria" during the war,
and topped it all by claiming that Stalin's orders caused numerous
defeats at the hands of the Germans, untold and unnecessary deaths
of troops, and all but utter disaster in the war. For the military,
he had only the most lavish praise. Everything went calamitously
in the first period of the war "until our generals, on whose
shoulders rested the whole weight of conducting the war, succeeded
in changing the situation." To Stalin's contemptuous remarks
about Zhukov, Khrushchev reported in 1956 that he had answered
stoutly: "I have known Zhukov for a long time; he is a good
general and a good military man." At the Congress Zhukov was
elected an alternate member of the party Presidium, again an act
without precedent in the history of the Stalinist regime, let alone
of Lenin's.
Early in 1957, the "anti-party faction" tried its coup against

Khrushchev, and in his absence, in the meeting of the Presidium.
Only Mikoyan stood by Khrushchev; Bulganin wavered. Krush
chev returned precipitately to Moscow; so did Zhukov. All the
unofficial newspaper reports agree, and it should be obvious that
the account was deliberately "leaked" from an authoritative source,
that it was Zhukov who turned the momentary Presidium majority
into a minority with the ominous warning that the army stood

by Khrushchev.
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It is true that Khrushchev called an emergency meeting of
the Central Committee to call the Presidium to account. By this
act, he violated a fundamental precept of Stalinist rule which
had always been not to appeal to a lower body against the decision
of a higher one, and no body is higher in the bureaucratic hier
archy than the Presidium. In the unwritten rules of the totalitarian
hierarchy, this is an unprecedented, inadmissible and dangerous
procedure, which can lead to appealing to a party congress against
the Central Committee and God alone knows how much further
from there. But Khrushchev was able to venture on this procedure
not so much because he was sure that the wider group of the
bureaucracy had confidence in him, but because of the crucial and
decisive support he had from Zhukov as the authentic representa
tive of the officer corps. He was saved not by the party bureaucracy
but by the military. In return, Zhukov was elevated by the Central
Committee from alternate member to full member of the Pre
sidium. It has never happened before. For the first time the military
occupy not merely decorative positions at Congresses or in gov
ernment posts, but a full position in the real ruling body of the
party and the country as a whole.
Is the road now opening up to a Bonapartist dictatorship of

the classical military type? It is. It does not follow that the road
will be travelled to the end, but it has opened up. The officer
corps, too, wants order and stability in the country. Professional
soldiers, officers in particular, are notorious for their contempt of
"politicians," that is, of the civilian authorities and even of the
civilian population as a whole. When all goes well "at home,"
the contempt is in check; when there is trouble, difficulty, in
competence and bungling in the civilian government, the contempt
becomes more active, outspoken and even defiant; and when the
social order itself seems imperilled without anyone being able to
stabilize it, the contempt is idealized into the call they feel to
intervene to save society with a strong and firm hand.
The party apparatus is not in a position to end the crisis of

the regime by stabilizing it. It does not have a consolidated leader
ship or a clearly-set policy, it has lost heavily in cohesion, and
even more heavily in prestige among the people. Can the army
apparatus substitute for it? Unlike the party bureaucracy, the
officer corps unquestionably enjoys immense popularity, not only
because of its successful defense of the country in the war but
also because it is not regarded as sharing in complicity and re
sponsibility for the Stalin regime. Indeed, it bears the aura of

heroically silent victims and even martyrs of Stalinism, as well as
the laurels of heroes in the war victory. The huge popular demon
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stration reported for Zhukov in Leningrad after the June Plenum
bears the marks of authentic spontaneity, in contrast to the dreary,
manufactured, enforced "ovations" exacted from the people by the

bureaucracy. The military has that advantage, and Khrushchev's
exceptional efforts to associate himself with it shows that it is
not a trifle.
On the other hand, however, the idea that the military has a

greater cohesiveness than the disoriented party machine, a greater
capacity for decisive political action and the resolve to take the
risks of assuming power or trying to—and they would certainly
prove to be great risks— is still only a hypothesis, a strongly-indi
cated hypothesis without which any analysis would be faulty, but
still only a hypothesis. It has not yet given sufficient proof in
action of the necessary qualities. It cannot be equated, for ex
ample, with the Prussian Junkers, who had a long and practiced
tradition not only of military but also of political leadership and
on top of that a long and strong class bond. The Russian army
corps is appearing on the political scene for the first time. This
is a phenomenon of first-rate importance, but as yet its importance
is more symptomatic than effective. In its first appearance, it is
likely to proceed with the greatest caution, feeling its way gradually
and resorting only to minor tests of strength and acceptability—
unless the crisis suddenly sharpens and compels it

, in the absence
of any other force for "law and order" to make precipitate decisions.
The complexity and fluidity of the situation permits of no

certain answer for the next period. To forestall the inevitable,
the regime, while it is wrestling with the crisis, may alleviate it

by more and more concessions to the masses. To master the bu
reaucracy, Khrushchev (this one or another one) may invoke the
prestige and power of the military as the only means of cowing
the party apparatus, an initial indication of which was given by
the June crisis. The officer corps may move to the seizure of
political power as the savior of the country as a whole and the
benevolent protector of the people from the rule and vices of the
quarrelsome and incompetent "politicians"; or it may smash the
party bureaucracy and try to administer the economy of the coun
try through the medium of a subordinated industrial bureaucracy.
These are all real possibilities, and unexpected combinations are
not excluded. But anything between or outside of the re-consolida
tion of the dictatorship over the masses in the old form or in a

new one, and the smashing of the dictatorship by a revolutionary
people, that is not a real possibility.
And the people, the Russian workers and peasants— and stu

dents? Is it really possible for them to undertake a revolution?
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After the series of demonstrations, strikes, local uprisings and in
one case a national revolution that have marked the post-Stalin
period in East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Hungary,
not to mention isolated outbreaks in Russia itself, the skepticism
implied in the question should at least be modified. It is not a
matter of whether or not the Russian masses want a revolution.

They did not want one in 1916 or even in the first month of 1917.
It is a question of what they are being driven to in order to solve
the crisis of the regime and establish their own law and their
own order. The fact that the uprisings against Stalinism started
at the ends of the new Russian empire should not disorient the
conclusions about the possibilities of an uprising in Russia. Be
cause a decaying organism so often shows the first manifestations
of weakness and even paralysis at its extremities does not warrant
the diagnosis that the heart is therefore sound. It is certain that
the Russian regime itself does not have confidence in such a
diagnosis. It is not at all excluded that one of the considerations
of the bureaucrats in bringing or allowing the army into such
unprecedented prominence and association with the regime is to
ward off a revolutionary intervention from below which they take
with far greater seriousness than do the gullible visitors from
abroad. "

The Russian people is a revolutionary people with living
revolutionary traditions and very recent revolutionary examples
on their borders to remind them of these traditions. The working
class in particular is a new, vastly more numerous and compact,
more self-confident and more demanding mass than any working
class known in Stalin's days. So are the peasants and the students,
each in their own way. It was Chesterton who is supposed to have
said long ago: "We don't know what the British working classes
think because they haven't spoken yet." Neither have the Russian
working classes. Not yet. When they do, they will speak with the
voice of the revolution whose aim it is, in the forgotten but ever-
timely words of Marx, to establish democracy.

May, 1957
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The Fight For Socialism
Preface

This booklet is designed to present the ideas of socialism, as expressed in the principles and the program
of the Workers Party. The highest and clearest form which the aspirations of social groups and classes, and
even individuals, can find in modern society is the political form. The ingenuity of man has produced no
better vehicle for realizing these aspirations than the political party. A political party which bases its claim
for support on the superior personal qualities of the man or men who head it, or upon this or that
momentary platform, is not worthy of serious consideration. Only those political parties merit support that
stand upon clearly-defined, publicly-proclaimed and firmly-defended basic principles, and put forward a
program for the organization and reorganization of society. Such a political organization is the Workers
Party. Its principles and program are the principles and program of socialism.

In the pages that follow, an attempt has been made to set down these principles and program in the
simplest and most popular manner, so that every worker who reads them may be able to understand them
without difficulty. The author is not unaware of the fact that such an attempt faces difficulties and even
dangers. The difficulties do not lie in the intellectual inferiority which the ruling classes attribute to the
working class, to whom this booklet is addressed primarily, but only in the mass of misconceptions, and
outright falsification of the ideas of socialism which the ruling classes have systematically cultivated in the
minds of the people. The dangers lie only in the fact that an attempt to present the rich and systematized
ideas of socialism in a simple and popular way often ends - as the literature of socialism amply testifies! -
in a cheap vulgarization and even distortion of these ideas. It is the hope of the author that he has avoided
the dangers and overcome the difficulties to a satisfactory extent. Whatever success has been attained
here, the author owes in .thankful measure to many of his comrades in the leadership of the Workers Party
who were kind enough to read the original manuscript with meticulous care and to make numerous
criticisms and suggestions for change and improvement which were finally incorporated into the booklet.

The publisher and the author also wish to thank Edith Harvey for her work in preparing the manuscript for
critical reading and publication; and Sally Greene and Eleanor Mason for their scrupulous work in reading
proof.

 

CHAPTER I
What Are You?

YOU do not live by yourself on a desert island. You are a member of an organized social community.

In this society, you cannot simply do anything you please and as you please to do it. You cannot simply
get anything you wish and do with it as you wish. What you want and do affects and limits what others
want and do. In turn, your wishes and actions are affected and limited by the wishes and actions of others.
The effects and limits may be direct or indirect, may be felt immediately or only after a while. But they
exist, and they determine our lives. We are all subject to the social laws governing the relations between
individuals and groups.

What are these relations? What are the laws governing them? What are you – what kind of individual are
you and to what group do you belong? Once you understand the answers to these questions, you will not



only have a clear idea of your place in society but also of what you can do to make it a better place to live
in.

The first instinct of man is to preserve himself. He cannot do it without food, clothing and shelter. Only if
he satisfies these elementary needs can he develop intellectually, spiritually and culturally. The basis of
every organized social community is production – the production of the means of life and of the
instruments and materials to produce the means of life. Society cannot exist unless it is based upon
production. If there is no production, then you may have a cemetery or a jungle or anything else you
please, but you will not have an organized social community of living human beings.

How does production take place? A man alone on an island might build his own shelter, raise his own
food and make his own clothing out of materials which he himself procured. To produce in modern
society, men must, willy-nilly, enter into certain relations with each other. In doing so, it is immediately
clear that not everyone stands on the same plane, does the same thing, or enjoys the same powers, rights
and benefits. In entering these relations, we find that some fall into one group, others fall into a second
group, still others into a third, and so on.

If, then, you see society as a community based upon production, it is not divided into so many single
individuals, but rather into so many groups of individuals. The group you fall into in the process of
production determines what you are in society.
 

Social Divisions in Past Societies

Just what are the groups that society is divided into?

In the first place, history shows that societies have changed and changed fundamentally. Along with these
changes have naturally come changes in the groups that compose society.

The first basic division we know is the one between men and women. A division between them still exists
and it always will. But it is no longer the basic division today. It was basic in the earliest period of man.
The men did the hunting, fishing and fighting; the women made the clothing, prepared the food and took
care of the home. What society there was, was based on the clan or tribe. Everything was pretty much
owned and shared in common. There was no privately-owned property, no government, no rulers and
ruled, no laws in the sense in which we know them today.

Private property came into existence when it proved more profitable to enslave captured enemies than to
kill them. Agriculture had developed to the point where a slave could produce enough to keep himself
alive and, in addition, a surplus which the master of the slave appropriated. Slaves were the first form of
private property, owned outright like cattle. They were a distinct and separate class. So were the owners of
slaves.

Who wants to be a slave, lorded over, doing all the hard work and enjoying none or very few of the
benefits of his labors? To keep the slaves in the condition of slavery, to prevent them from fleeing or
rebelling, the slave-owners had to develop a governing power, with rules and regulations that had the force
of law. They aimed at keeping themselves in the position of slave-masters and the slaves in the position of
slavery. Special groups of armed men were set up to enforce these laws. This is the origin of the state, or,
as it is often called (somewhat loosely, we shall see) the government.

Government, then, came into existence in order to maintain the division of society into the two main
classes of slaves and slave-owners. It was not a machine functioning impartially for the good of all, but a
class instrument. It protected the interests of the slave-owners as a class, and not those of the slaves.
Emperors, kings and princes, legislatures (where they exited), the body of laws and decrees, the courts, the
armies and the police – all these operated to keep the large mass of slaves subjected to the small minority



of slave-owners.

At a certain stage of historical development, chattel slavery gave way to feudalism. Production could not
develop beyond certain limits under slavery. Society began to stagnate and go to pieces.

Under feudalism, the feudal lord (the lord of the “feud,” or estate, domain, manor) owned the large tracts
of land, but the toiler was no longer a slave owned by his master as a thing is owned. The toiler was now a
serf, with certain limited rights. But he was under strict obligations to the feudal lord. Either he performed
personal labor for the lord or paid him certain fees and taxes. His small farm was his own, but he worked
the estates of the lord without payment. He was bound to the soil, and could not leave it.

The way in which the means of life are produced had changed. As with every such change, it brought with
it a change in the main classes of society. Now it was no longer slave and slave-owner, but serf and
landlord. The way in which they entered into relations with each other for the purpose of production
decided the social relations between them. That is, it decided the class to which each belonged, and the
class relations.

Just as under slavery, the government corresponded to this relationship and existed for the purpose of
maintaining it. The feudal lord had armed force at his disposal. It was brought to bear against the serfs
whenever they attempted to free themselves or to lighten the burdens imposed upon them by the ruling
lords. It maintained the property rights of the feudalists, and the extraordinary social rights and privileges
which belonged to them alone. Everyone in feudal society was kept aware of the fact that there was a strict
class division among the people. The serf and the landlord were not mere individuals; each was a part of a
distinct social class, determined by his position in the economic structure.
 

The Division in Society Today

What is the fundamental division in society today? In all the advanced countries, at least, the slave or serf
of old no longer exists. The classes that once ruled over them do not rule today. The primary division is
certainly no longer the one that existed between men and women so many centuries ago.

Is the division in society based upon nationality, between those born in this country and those born
abroad? Between those whose skin is one color and those of another color? Between those who are of one
religion and those of another, or those who are of no religion? Between old and young?

There are such divisions, some of them natural, others artificial or artificially maintained. But they are not
the lines along which the main social groups are divided today. Foreign-born and native, old and young,
white and Negro, Catholic, Protestant, Jew and atheist are found on all sides, in all the social groups of the
country.

The main division in society is based upon the difference in the relationship of persons to the process of
production. In present-day society, this division gives us a class composed of those who own the means of
production and exchange – factories, mines, mills, railroads, banks – and a class composed of those who
own only their mental and physical ability to work. Between these two lies a variety of middle classes –
small farmers, merchants, professional people and others – but the main, basic, decisive classes in our
society are the two mentioned: the owners of capital or the capitalists, and the workers.

How is this to be proved? Very easily.

In order to live and propagate the race, man must first satisfy his bodily needs. He must feed, clothe and
shelter himself. Food, clothing and shelter do not drop into his lap from the skies. They must be produced.

To produce them today, an employer makes an oral or written agreement with an employee. By it, the one
provides the other with a stipulated income in return for a stipulated amount of work. When they come



together for this agreement, how do they know who is employer and who is employee? By the difference
in age between them? By the difference in sex, or color, or creed or nationality? Obviously not! The
difference has nothing to do with these qualities. It is simply this:
The employer owns the plant, the machinery and the raw materials; the employee possesses only his
ability to work, his labor power. It is not the employer who goes to the employee for a job but the
employee who goes to the employer. Whenever the employee applies for a job, or seeks to keep his job, or
asks for better working conditions, he recognizes implicitly that there is a fundamental division between
the owner of capital and the worker.

There are, to be sure, more brutal capitalist employers and less brutal ones. Some employers, the worker
never even sees; with others he may even play a ball game on the week-end or belong to the same
fraternal order. Some employers pay extremely low wages and maintain the most primitive working
conditions; others pay better wages and even maintain special services for their workers. Some are
irreconcilably hostile to labor organizations; others tolerate and negotiate with labor organizations. Some
are looked upon by workers as “good” and others as “bad.”

None of these things, however, changes the basis of our capitalist society. All the employers, “good” and
“bad,” have one all-important thing in common: they are owners of the means of production or exchange,
and derive their income from this ownership. By virtue of this ownership, they are in a position to dictate
to the employee the conditions of his existence. They therefore have in common a basic class interest. It is
to maintain capitalist private property, and the social system built upon it by which the relationship
between capitalists and workers is preserved. “Good” and “bad” capitalist, “friendly” and “unfriendly”
capitalist – all are united in the effort to maintain the private ownership of the means of production and
exchange and the power that is derived from it.

This ownership keeps the workers at the mercy of the capitalist class. It makes them dependent upon the
capitalist class for their livelihood and therefore for life itself. Without this ownership, the capitalists
would not have the power, the wealth, the privileges and the ruling position they now enjoy. Without it,
there would still be personal distinctions among people, but there would no longer be a basis for social or
class differences, for class rule and class conflict.

This fundamental division of capitalist society into economic classes is often obscured by other divisions
which cut across it, or seem to do so. The worker sees members of his class antagonistic to each other and
sometimes even tom by violent conflict. He sees the same thing in the ranks of the capitalist class. He sees
employers who favor workers of the same religion, or nationality, or sex, or color, or age, and who
discriminate against all other workers. He even sees workers of the same color joining hands with their
employers against workers of another color, or another religion, or another nationality.

These are all facts. Far from being denied, their importance should be emphasized. But, above all, they
should be correctly understood.

Naturally, the capitalists, who are a small minority ruling over the big majority, do not want the workers to
grasp the truth about the real class division in society. That would not be in their interest. If the workers
understood that they are part of one class, with common basic social interests, then the days of the rule of
the capitalist minority would be numbered.

The capitalists therefore create, stimulate and exploit every possible difference, every prejudice, in the
ranks of the working class. If the native-born worker can be led to believe that the basic antagonism in
society is between those born in this country and those born abroad, that will make it easier for the
capitalist to rule undisturbed by a united working class. The same is true if the capitalist can make the
worker believe that the basic antagonism in society is between white and Negro, or Catholic and
Protestant, or Gentile and Jew. If the working class is fighting among itself along such lines, capital,
whose only real religion is capital itself, and which has neither color, nationality, age or sex, can continue
to rule society and to keep labor at its mercy.



The worker who understands his class position in society has already freed himself from the most
oppressive and misleading idea that capitalists seek to pump into his head from childhood on. With this
understanding comes the first big step toward freedom. Only if you know what society is based on, what
position you occupy in it, what your relations are to other classes, can you begin to transform society into
what it can and should be.

Above you, ruling society and ruling you, is the capitalist class. You are a member of the working class. It
is to you that these pages are addressed.
 

CHAPTER II
The World We Live In

BY establishing the fact of the fundamental division of capitalism into two economic classes, we have
gone a great distance, but there is still much ground to cover. Capitalism is kept alive not only by force,
but by ideas. These ideas it instills into the masses of the people from the day they start thinking to their
last day. The schools, the newspapers, magazines and books, the radio, the moving picture theater, the
pulpits, are all the means by which the thoughts of people are shaped. They are used by the class that
controls them to argue that the society we live in is fundamentally good and correct. By and large, the
working class accepts these ideas. If it did not, capitalism could not exist very long. Because he is stuffed
full of these ideas, the worker will usually say at this point:

Granted that I am a worker. Even suppose I am part of a class. Granted, further, that my employer is a
capitalist, a member of another class. What is wrong with that? That is normal, isn’t it, and proper?

Why should there be conflicts between these two groups? Or, if there are conflicts, why can’t they be
settled amicably, to the satisfaction and benefit of both sides, provided they both take a reasonable
position?

“Isn’t it a fact that just as capital needs labor, so labor needs capital? If there were no labor, naturally
capital could not produce and make a profit. But if there were no capital, who would employ labor and
provide it with an income? Aren’t both sides interested in production, and more production, making
possible jobs and wages for the one and a legitimate profit for the other?

“What is more, if he is a smarter or abler man, like a great artist, it is perfectly legitimate for him to rise to
the top and become a capitalist. What is to prevent me from getting to the top of the ladder myself if I
work hard enough, or if I am left a legacy by someone, or if I have a stroke of good luck?”

Let us consider these last points first, before we deal with the other, more basic, questions. It is perfectly
“legitimate” if a man who has genuine talent and applies himself diligently to study and practice, rises to
prominence as a violinist, a painter, a writer. If I have no talent and am lazy in the bargain, I cannot
rightfully complain if I am not recognized as a prominent artist.

But the great artist who has risen to the heights cannot be compared with the capitalist. The artist
entertains us and enriches our lives. He does not employ us, exploit us or oppress us; nor does he have or
claim to have the power to do so. He cannot and does not bequeath his prominence to his heirs. The social
consequences of his “being at the top” are in no wise the same as in the case of the capitalist.

Secondly, it is clear that the whole working class, which numbers tens of millions, cannot become
capitalists, who number only thousands. If ten workers rose, by one means or another, to the ranks of the
capitalist class, that would change the social position of ten persons, but would leave the fundamental
division of society unchanged. If worker A became a capitalist and capitalist B was forced to become a
worker, that would change the social position of two persons, but everything else would remain the same.

Thirdly, we see any number of capitalists who do not lift a finger to do a lick of work of any kind, and yet



remain the wealthy and powerful owners of industry and finance. Others do perform a useful task, but
their tremendous incomes and powers do not correspond to their labor but rather of their mere ownership
of capital. Still others never did work of any kind in all their lives, or haven’t a trace of ability or a
functioning brain cell in their heads, yet they are wealthy and powerful and part of the ruling class only
because of the accident of birth and the law of inheritance. Finally, we see workers by the million who toil
like beavers all their lives, who are ingenious and talented, who try to save every penny they possible can,
and yet do not become capitalists.

Or let us take the question of production.

It is perfectly true that both the workers and the capitalists are vitally interested in production. But they
are interested in a fundamentally different way.

The worker is interested in production primarily in so far as it is production for use, that is, in so far as it
makes it possible for him to have the things needed to preserve and expand life – food, clothing, shelter,
comforts.

The capitalist is interested only in production for profit. He will produce poison gas as readily as he
produces shoes, and more readily if it yields a greater profit. However, if he cannot realize a profit for
himself on the market, he will produce neither poison gas nor shoes. The fact that people always need
shoes and food and shelter is of absolutely no concern to him, unless he can realize a profit for himself in
producing these articles. If he cannot, he suspends production. He closes down his plant. Thousands and
sometimes millions of workers are thrown out of work.

These workers are still interested in production, in jobs, in a regular income. They are compelled to be
interested in continuous production, for without it life is extremely wretched if not impossible for them.
Their interest in production is not based on whether or not it yields a profit to the capitalist. It is based on
their needs, which do not disappear for a minute. The capitalist, on the contrary, will produce only if it is
profitable to do so. Capitalism cannot reconcile these two conflicting social interests!

However, the best way of seeing how superficial and wrong are the ideas which capitalism inculcates into
the working class, is to go to the roots of the world we live in today, capitalist society. Let us examine it
with as little emotion as possible and with a maximum of scientific accuracy. Society is an organism that is
subject to analysis as scientific as any employed in analyzing other organisms. Let us see bow this one
came into existence, how it operates, what makes its blood circulate, what its diseases are and how they
developed, why they threaten it with extinction and why this extinction is inevitable.
 

Commodity Production

Our analysis of capitalism starts with the two words: commodity production. What do they mean?

A commodity is any object that labor has produced for sale on the market. A stool produced by a man for
his own use, and not for sale, is not a commodity. Exactly the same stool, produced out of the same
materials and in the same way by the same man, but offered for sale on the market, is a commodity.

The fact that a commodity can be and is sold on the market already shows that it has two values. One is its
use value. That is, it is valuable to someone for whom it satisfies a need, real or imaginary. The other is its
exchange value. That is, it has a value in terms of money or other commodities for which it can be
exchanged. Without these characteristics, a product of labor could never be sold on the market – it would
not be a commodity.

Commodity production is many centuries older than capitalism. But in pre-capitalist times, it was simple
commodity production. The small peasant producer, the artisan or handicraftsman produced commodities
for the market. But he owned his own tools, his own equipment, or his own land, that is, his own means



of production. He produced commodities for exchange with another producer for the purpose of satisfying
their respective needs. He did not employ hired labor. His object was not primarily the gaining of profit.
The accumulation of great wealth and capital was practically out of the question under these
circumstances.

For commodity production to become capitalistic, a tremendous change had to take place. It was first
necessary to separate the means of production from their former private owners, the small peasant, the
artisan; in a word, to expropriate or destroy the private property of the independent producer. The cruelty
with which this was accomplished, re suffering and misery it brought to millions, make some of the
foulest pages in human history. It is ironical to note that the great beneficiaries of modern capitalism, who
grow hysterical at the very mention of the word “expropriation,” came to their present power and wealth
on the basis of the most widespread expropriations known up to that time.

The vast expropriations and ruin of the independent producer were greatly stimulated by the Industrial
Revolution, the advent of steam power, the development of modern machines, which meant the
displacement of manufacture (making by hand) by machinofacture (making by machine).

Modern production is not based upon the spinning wheel, the cobbler’s bench, the tailor’s needle, and the
peasant’s plow. Its foundations are big, complicated, expensive but infinitely more efficient machines and
workshops. To go into the business of shoemaking, it is no longer sufficient to get a bench, an awl, some
nails and thread, and a few hides. Nowadays, it requires tremendous investments of capital, not only for
raw materials and labor but for machinery which is entirely in the hands of a powerful monopoly. In the
old days, a newly-established small foundry could easily enter into fair competition with another.
Nowadays, iron and steel are produced in mills of vast dimensions, whose control is centralized in the
hands of a tiny group of monopolistic capitalists. The idea of a “little man” competing with these mills by
setting up a foundry with a few hundred or even a few thousand dollars he has managed to save, is the
wildest kind of fantasy.

The tremendous change that has made simple commodity production capitalistic, consists in separating the
big mass of independent producers from the means of production and converting these means into the
private property of a small minority of monopolists. Production is no longer carried on to satisfy mutual
needs, but only for private profit, for the accumulation of capital.

The ruin of the big mass of independent producers resulted in the creation of a large class of propertyless
laborers, the modern wage worker. The laborer of today is radically different from the laborer in the social
systems that came before capitalism. He is not owned like the ancient chattel slave, like a thing, like a
piece of private property that can be bought and sold. He is not a serf bound to the soil, without any rights
whatsoever, and duty-bound to work not only for himself but also for some feudal lord. He is a free
worker. In what sense? He hires himself out on the market to an employer. He offers for sale only his
power or ability to work, in return for which he receives a wage. He is “free” to work at a job, or not to
work. That is, he is free to work – or starve!

There is another, and a very important, sense in which he is “free.” His ancestors owned their tools,
equipment or land, which made it possible for them to be independent producers. Under capitalism, the
worker has been “freed” from his tools and equipment. He no longer owns, and he cannot own, the means
of production. He is a propertyless worker. He does not and cannot own the big machines, the mills and
workshops, the vast stocks of raw materials, with which modern production is carried on. He must work
on the land, in the plant, with the machines and raw materials owned by others.

Let us, then, summarize the distinguishing marks of capitalism:

The predominance of commodity production, production for sale on the market, production for
profit.
The monopolization of the means of production and exchange as the private property of a small
minority, the capitalists.



The existence of a vast body of “free” workers who are forced to sell their labor power for wages.

At this point, we must add to our understanding by looking into the matter of labor power, that is, the
mental and physical ability to work.
 

Labor Power – the Peculiar Commodity

The worker is not a commodity, but his labor power is. He produces and reproduces his ability to work so
that it can be sold on the market. He offers it to the highest bidder in exchange for wages, just as any other
commodity is exchanged on the market. But labor power is a unique commodity. It differs in one basic
respect from all other commodities. If this difference is not clearly and fully understood, nothing will be
understood. Let us therefore examine it with the closest attention.

Every commodity has a value, and must have a value to be a commodity. This is its use value. It can be
used as an article to be consumed, like a pair of shoes, or as a means of producing other articles, like a
machine for making shoes. But capitalism is not in the least interested in producing articles merely
because they are useful, or have a use value. That is not the way it is organized or the purpose for which it
functions.

Let us bear in mind that capitalism is based on commodity production, that is, production for the market.
For capitalism, or a capitalist, to provide an article, it must therefore have exchange value. That is nothing
but the quality of an article, of a product, that makes it possible to exchange it on the market for other
commodities, usually through the medium of money. Every commodity has not only a use value but also
an exchange value.

The question now is: how is the exchange value of commodities determined? A suit of clothes has a
higher exchange value than a pair of shoes; and an engine lathe has an even higher value. To say that one
costs more than the other, does not answer the question, for it is only another way of saying the same
thing. In measuring the exchange value of commodities, we must first find out what they all have in
common and then establish the greater or lesser amount of it that each commodity possesses.

It should be obvious that the measuring rod is not the use value of a commodity. We can hardly say that an
engine lathe has fifty times the value of a pair of shoes because it is fifty times more useful, or that a
machine gun has the value of ten radios because it is ten times as useful. It is impossible to compare
commodities on the basis of their use values, because each of them is so different in quality. All of them
must, instead, be compared with something else, with something they have in common, but in different
quantities. And what all of them have in common is human labor. That is, human labor has been expended
to produce them.

The value – exchange value – of a commodity is determined and measured by the quantity of labor needed
to produce it.

Let us expand on this for a moment in order to be as exact as possible. What is meant by the “quantity of
labor needed to produce” a commodity? Does it mean that a pair of shoes that a slow worker takes ten
hours to produce on a cobbler’s bench is worth ten times as much as a pair of shoes that a fast worker
takes only one hour to produce on a modern, highly efficient machine? Obviously not. Assuming
approximately the same quality in the two pairs, they will have approximately the same value on the
market, the same exchange value.

Exchange values are always being changed. They change in accordance with the rising productivity of
labor, the increase in skill of the worker, the improvement of machinery and efficiency of operation, the
invention of new machinery. The labor needed to produce a commodity thus changes in quantity.
Exchange value is determined not by the slower worker with the old-fashioned methods or machines, but



by the faster worker operating the newest machines by the latest methods developed in society. Which is
another way of saying that the value of a commodity is determined by the quantity of socially-necessary
labor needed for its production.

Labor is the source of all exchange value. This is a basic truth that capitalism and all its defenders move
heaven and earth to prevent workers from learning.

What about the value of labor power, which we have also called a commodity? The same holds true for
the commodity, but, as we have said, with one extremely important difference.

The worker sells his labor power to the employer. This he must do, because, as we know, it is the
employer who owns the plant, the machines, the raw materials as his private property, whereas the worker
possesses only his ability to work. In return for the work he does for the employer, the latter gives him
wages.

Now the question is: are the wages received by the worker equal to the value of the commodity he has
sold the employer, namely, his labor power? Here we come to the heart of the whole problem of
capitalism and capitalist social relations.

If labor power is a commodity, then, like all commodities, its value, too, is determined by the quantity of
socially-necessary time needed to produce it. What produces labor power? Food, clothing, and shelter
which a worker requires to maintain himself in a condition enabling him to continue working, and to
maintain a family in which new generations of workers can be raised. The worker sells his labor power to
the employer, and in exchange he receives money needed for food, clothing and shelter.

So far, everything seems to be proper and perfectly fair. The worker gives something and gets something;
so does the capitalist. The capitalist says, “Give me a fair day’s work and I will give you a fair day’s pay.”
The worker says, “For a fair day’s pay, you will get a fair day’s work.” It would seem that there has been a
fair-and-square exchange between the two parties. But let us look a little further.

If the employer has given the worker as much as the worker has given him, why did the employer need the
worker in the first place? He had just as much before he hired the worker as he did at the end of the first
working day – assuming he gave the worker, in the form of wages, the same value as the worker
contributed to him, in the form of applied labor power. He may not, it is true, have lost anything by the
transaction, but neither did he gain anything. This would make no sense, however.

Let us put it another way. Before he hired the worker, he had (to take an example for illustration) $100
invested in raw materials. He had another $10 to give the worker in wages for, let us say, ten hours of
work. The worker applies his ability to work (his labor power) to the raw materials. He thereby increases
its value from the originally invested $100 to the sum of $110, which can now be realized by selling the
finished product on the market.

What good has the worker’s labor been to his employer? The employer had $110 to begin with ($100 for
raw materials and $10 for wages) and he can now sell his finished product only for the same $110. The
employer has not advanced an inch; he is right back to where he started. The only one who seems to be
ahead is the worker. He started without a penny, and at the end of the day he is tired out but he has $10 he
never had before. It would then appear that the employer had only two reasons for opening up a plant for
production: one, to produce articles which are of use to people so that they can buy them on the market;
and the other, to provide the worker with the money needed to buy these articles. As for himself, he got
absolutely nothing out of the whole affair, except the warm and pious feeling that he was benefiting
humanity.

But this makes no sense, either. The capitalist produces only if a profit can be made. When there is no
profit, he does not keep his plant working but closes it down or disposes of it to someone else.



The key to the mystery lies in this: Labor power is a peculiar commodity. It differs from all others in the
fact that it alone is capable of creating greater value than the value which itself possesses! What is meant
by this?
 

The Basis of Exploitation, Profit and the Class Struggle

The exchange value of the commodity known as labor power is received by the worker in the form of
wages. With his wages, the worker buys other commodities which enable him to maintain and renew his
ability to work. But while it takes him only a part of the working day to produce the value represented by
his wages, the capitalist has the use of his labor for the whole of the working day!

By his work, the worker adds to the value of the materials, be they cotton to be made into a shirt, leather to
be made into shoes, metal to be made into automobiles. A shirt is worth more on the market than the
cotton originally used to make it. In transforming the cotton into a shirt, the worker has added to its value.
But if the worker is to be paid in wages to the amount of the value he has added to the cotton, the
employer, as in the illustration above, has not advanced an inch. He does advance if the worker adds a
greater value than he receives in the form of wages. That is exactly what happens.

During the first three or four or five hours of the working day, the worker adds enough value to equal the
wages he receives. But he contracted to work a full day. He continues to create value during the balance of
the day. This additional value is known as surplus-value. It goes, not to the worker who created it, but to
the capitalist who hired the worker for the full day (or week, or month, as the case may be), and who
pockets this surplus-value in the form of profit. It is only because the worker can create this surplus, and
only because the employer can pocket it, that labor is hired and capitalism can produce. That is the secret,
and there is no other.

That is the basis for the exploitation of the working class by the capitalist class. The ownership of the
means of production as the private property of capitalists makes it possible for them to exploit the workers,
to squeeze out of them surplus-value and thereby profits.

Once this is understood, the rest follows easily. The capitalists give every explanation possible for their
profits, except the real one. They talk about the “risks of capital,” about the “legitimate yield of
enterprise,” about their own “hard work,” and a thousand other things. But if they were a million times
more enterprising than they are, and took a million more risks than they do, and if they cheated each other
and everyone else a million times as much as they do – there would still be no other way of making profit
under capitalism than by exploiting labor, by forcing labor to create a surplus-value above that which is
represented by wages. And the means they employ to reduce labor to the position of a wage-slave rests in
the private ownership of the means of production and exchange.

That is why capitalists always seek to reduce wages. The lower the wages paid, the higher the profits
made. That is why they seek to lengthen the working day. The longer the working day, the more hours the
worker devotes to producing surplus-value. That is why they always seek to speed up the worker, to
intensify his production, to have one worker operate more and more machines and do the work of more
and more workers. The more intensely the worker labors, the more value he creates; therefore, the more
surplus-value; therefore, the more profit.

The greed for profits knows no limit. If capital makes five per cent profit, it is not content until it makes
ten; when it makes ten, it seeks every possible way of making twenty. Profits can be obtained and
increased only by a constant intensification of the exploitation of labor, by reducing labor’s share of the
national income, by lowering labor’s standard of living.

Consciously or unconsciously, in an organized manner or as individuals, labor seeks to resist this
exploitation and its intensification. It seeks to maintain its standard of living and even to raise it. It seeks



higher wages and a shorter working-day. It comes into constant conflict with the compelling, irrepressible
drive of capitalist production, which is the drive for profit, for the accumulation of more and more capital
and the production of more and more profit.

This conflict is not so much a conflict between the individual worker and the individual capitalist, but
between the working class and the capitalist class. It is the modern class struggle. Nobody has artificially
manufactured it; nobody has invented it. It is the direct, natural, inevitable product of capitalist society.

There are other conflicts in capitalist society, to be sure. There are conflicts inside the working class, as
has been noted before. There are also conflicts – violent ones – inside the capitalist class. Each capitalist
seeks to dominate others. Each seeks to control, absorb, expropriate the other for his own benefit. Such
conflicts rage within the capitalist class of each nation, and between capitalist nations themselves. But the
capitalists are united as a class for the maintenance of their own social system and the defense of their
class interests. They can and will differ on a thousand subjects, but they are united in defense of the
system of capitalist private property upon which rests their power and rule.

The class struggle between capital and labor is therefore basic to modern society. It is a struggle that goes
on all the time, now hidden and now open, now muted and now violent. It is not only unceasing, but also
irreconcilable. The basic class interests cannot be harmonized. One or the other must triumph.

Let us see why this is so. Let us see why it is absurd and futile to oppose the idea of the class struggle. Let
us see why it is necessary for the working class to understand that the struggle exists, that it cannot be
patched up by compromises in which both sides “give in a little” and act “reasonably,” but that, on the
contrary, it is a struggle that must be carried through to the end and in a conscious manner.
 

CHAPTER III
How the World We Live In Operates

WE will leave the class struggle for a while and return to the foundations of capitalist society. They need
closer examination, so that we may see more clearly how this social system functions and in what
direction it is moving.

In order to keep their great power, the capitalists and their defenders teach the idea that capital and
capitalism have always existed. In this way, they seek to convey the idea that capitalist class society and
capitalist exploitation will continue to exist forever. In other words, that it is a system of society that is
natural and eternal, and there is no use anyone thinking of making fundamental changes in it or replacing it
with any other social system.

This idea is completely false. It has been developed only to maintain the capitalist class in economic and
political control.

Money or some other medium of exchange, and treasures of all kinds, have indeed been in the hands of the
few, and poverty has been the lot of the many, almost since the beginning of history, or at least since
society first divided into classes. Tools and instruments of production, of one kind or another, have also
existed from time immemorial. But only with the rise of modern capitalism, which is only a few hundred
years old, have money and the means of production been converted into what they never were before,
namely, capital. More accurately, it is only under modern capitalism that capital becomes dominant, that it
pervades and controls and actuates all economic life.

Under slavery and feudalism, the nobility and the landlords owned human chattels or the land and
mercilessly exploited the slaves and serfs. But what these slaves and serfs produced beyond the needs of
their own wretched existence, was consumed by their overlords. What did they produce? Food, clothing,
castles and palaces, and other objects of personal use and consumption. Little or nothing was produced for
exchange. There was accumulation of great personal fortunes, but no accumulation of commodities to



speak of. The means of production were simple and primitive, like the hand-plow and the spinning wheel,
and their primary purpose was to satisfy the needs of the ruling classes. In addition, there were numerous
free producers who owned their own land or their own shops and tools. They were small independent
producers.

Modern capitalism arose only with the development of machinery, with the great expansion of production
which this made possible, with the expropriation of the independent producers, and the concentration of
the means of production in the hands of a few. The means of production became capital when they became
the private property of a capitalist minority and were employed for the exploitation of the modern wage-
worker.

The peculiarity of capital, which distinguishes it from mere money and mere tools and mere raw materials
and mere labor power, is this: All these become capital when they are used for the purpose of
accumulating more capital. This is the difference between capitalism and all societies that went before it.
The difference is so important that it cannot be over-emphasized.
 

How Capital Is Accumulated

The accumulation of capital falls into two historical divisions. If you examine them, you will see how
preposterous are the claims of the capitalists that they acquired their power by hard work and laying aside
savings. Capitalism came into this world by means of such plunder, rapine, devastation and expropriation
as history had never before recorded. The newly-discovered lands of America, Africa and Asia were
plundered by merchants, adventurers, trading companies and brutes of all kinds; their wealth and treasures
were ruthlessly stolen; their defenseless peoples were mercilessly exploited, and often slaughtered
wholesale. Other fortunes were made by the hideous trade in human flesh, as was notoriously the case
with the African Negroes. Still other fortunes were built on the seizure of the lands of peasants by
powerful noblemen and landlords, who simply expropriated these cultivators of the soil by force and
without fear of legal punishment. And yet other fortunes were multiplied by plundering public lands and
the public treasury, often by outright corruption and bribery of legislators.

The idea that the original fortunes on which modern capital is founded were accumulated by “hard work”
and “thrift” is an impudent myth. The first historical period of the accumulation of capital is sordid,
thievish and bloody from beginning to end. It is the period of the primitive accumulation of capital.

It was only on the basis of this accumulation that modern capitalism became possible. Capitalism is large-
scale machine production for a vast market. To set up modern factories, with costly machinery that
requires a steady flow of raw materials from all corners of the world and a large supply of labor – all this
needed investments that the ordinary person, no matter how hard-working and thrifty, could hardly dream
of acquiring. The possessors of great fortune could do it with ease.

Once capitalist production is under way, however, its continued existence demands continued
accumulation of more and more capital, the continued expansion of capital. The accumulation of capital is
made possible only by the fact the worker produces surplus-value out of which the capitalist derives his
profit. In turn, a constant accumulation or expansion of capital is necessary if profit is to be maintained.

It is well to note here, before this key point is developed, that the drive to accumulate capital is peculiar to
capitalist society. The fundamental purpose of this society is not the production of the necessities of life,
but production for profit, production for the sake of accumulation, production for the sake of more
production. Basically, this does not depend upon the wishes or desires of this or that capitalist. It is
inherent in the system of capitalist production.

Capitalist production can no more take place without constantly accumulating capital by means of
extorting profit, than the human being can live without constantly breathing. If it were possible for a



human being, by sheer will power, to stop breathing for any length of time, the only result would be the
collapse of his lungs and his own death. The collapse of any capitalist would follow his attempt – if he
were so extraordinary as to make it! – to stop accumulating capital. By the same token, this applies to the
capitalist class as a whole and to its method of production.

From this alone it should be evident that the basic problem of capitalist production has nothing to do with
whether this capitalist is “good” and “generous,” and that capitalist “bad” and “miserly.” It is not at all the
personal character of the capitalist that is involved – his character usually merely reflects his social
position. It is not at all the individual capitalist who must be “changed” in order to change conditions. It is
rather the mode of production that is involved. That is what must be studied, and that is what must be
changed.

Let us take for our first example a modest and pious capitalist. He owes nothing, he argues, to the labor of
others. All he has he acquired by his own labor or wit or good luck. By working like a slave for years, by
stinting himself, by saving every penny; or by a legacy from a wealthy uncle; or by stumbling over a
valuable gold nugget – he has managed to get hold of, say, $100,000. He got that wealth without
employing labor, therefore, without exploiting anyone. So far, it seems, argument is on his side. It is not
even necessary to challenge his argument, for thus far he is not yet a capitalist.

Suppose, however, that this man of wealth launches an enterprise in which he invests his hard-earned, self-
earned, or luckily-found $100,000. We will even overlook how he got it in the first place. He has it, and he
invests it in production.

On this sum of money, he makes a profit of ten per cent per year, or $10,000. We keep in mind here our
theory of surplus-value, and we assume that the rate of surplus-value in this case is 100 per cent. That is,
if the workers in his plant worked an average of four hours per day to produce the equivalent of their
wages, they worked an additional four hours to produce the surplus-value. At the end of the year, the total
capital would amount, thereafter, to $10,000 more than was originally invested, or to $110,000. The
additional $10,000 is his profit.

The capitalist, however, is not too ambitious. He is not interested in accumulation, that is, in expanding
production. All he wants is his modest profit of $10,000, and all he wants to do is spend every penny of it
on food, clothing, a home, an automobile, a little life insurance, and some other necessities of life and a
few small comforts for himself and his family. In other words, he consumes his profit personally and does
not re-invest it. He is content in the feeling that he deserves this income because of his enterprising nature,
the risk he took in launching the business, the talent he displayed in organizing production and selling his
commodities on the market at a reasonable profit. His piety is satisfied by the feeling that he exploited
nobody, but instead gave a number of workers a good job and good wages in return for a fair year’s work.

If this is the basis on which he operates, he will naturally start the second year as he did the first, with a
capital of $100,000, having himself consumed, as an income he considers his rightful own, the $10,000
profit he made.

But let us stop a moment. The $100,000 with which he starts the second year is not the same $100,000
with which he started the first year. Of the original $100,000, he used $90,000 for machinery, raw
materials, etc., and $10,000 for wages. When he received $110,000 on the market for the goods produced
by the end of the year, it divided up this way: $90,000 represented the value of the machinery, raw
materials, etc., incorporated into the finished products; $10,000 represented the value contributed by the
workers to make up for the wages he gave them; and another $10,000 represented the surplus-value
contributed by the workers in the second part of their working day.

After taking as his income $10,000, the capitalist still has left what he started with – $100,000. But only
$90,000 of that came from his original capital; the remaining $10,000 came from the workers whom he
exploited.



Now, if this same process is repeated during ten years, it should be clear that he will start the third year
with only $80,000 of his original capital and $20,000 of surplus-value; the fourth year with only $70,000
of his original capital and $30,000 of surplus-value; and that he will enter his eleventh year in business
without a penny of his original capital. He will once again invest a full $100,000, but every cent of it will
have been the product of the exploitation of labor!

From this example it may be seen that no matter how noble and spotless the methods by which a man may
have gathered together a large sum of money in the first place, the moment it is converted into capital, it
cannot be increased, and it cannot even be maintained at its original size, without the exploitation of labor.
The idea that capital is the result of “hard work” by the capitalists, of their “savings” and “economizing,”
of the “risks of enterprise” they take – or of anything else but the exploitation of labor and surplus-value –
is utter nonsense.

Our example was hypothetical and, in fact, a rare one. It is seldom, if ever, met within capitalist society.
Our modest, unambitious capitalist is not the capitalist as he really is and really must be. This one was
content with merely reproducing his capital, and cared nothing for accumulating capital, for expanding
capital. But in the real life of capitalist society, what the individual capitalist cares for or does not care for,
matters very little.

It has already been emphasized that what this or that capitalist desires to do is not decisive. The mode of
production is what decides. The capitalist who does not accumulate, expand, is doomed. He must expand
or be crushed. This lies not in his nature, but in the nature of capital itself.

We have seen what the primitive accumulation of capital meant. It was primarily the piling up of vast
sums of money and treasure. Capitalist accumulation is something else again. It is the application of
wealth to the production of more wealth. How does capitalist accumulation take place? Why must it take
place? What results from it?

The capitalist produces for the market. (When we speak here of the capitalist, we have in mind not so
much the indi- vidual, as the capitalist enterprise, capital itself.) This implies the existence of competition
between different capitalists. No competition – no capitalist market. The value which the worker adds to
the product by means of his surplus labor-time cannot be realized in the form of profit until the product
has been sold on the market. The finest and hardest work put into making a machine tool, an automobile,
or a hat will not yield a profit to the employer until the product has been bought and paid for. The
consumer, be he a worker looking for a pair of shoes or an industrialist looking for a milling machine, will
not pay a higher price if he can get the same article for a lower price. In competing on the market for the
buyer’s favor, the winner will be the capitalist who can produce the commodity at a cheaper cost and sell
it at a cheaper price.

The winner in the race for the market is therefore the capitalist whose machines are better and more
modern, whose plant and production system are more efficient, who can buy raw materials in larger
quantities and therefore at lower unit cost. In other words, the large-scale enterprise based on a big capital
has all the advantages over the small-scale enterprise based on a modest capital. The former has big turret
lathes, boring mills, multiple drills, giant presses; the latter must be content with smaller and less efficient
machines. The former organizes production with large numbers of unskilled workers, who perform single
and simple operations at great speed, like tightening the same nut all day long; the latter, because it can
afford only a few workers, must have them skilled enough to do a multiplicity of operations, from
tightening a nut to precision milling. The former can buy materials by the carload, at favorable rates, or
even has its own private, guaranteed source of raw materials; the latter can buy only in small quantities
and must pay higher rates. The former maintains engineering staffs to work out speedier and cheaper
production schedules, and it has the working force and the tools with which to carry out such schedules;
the latter just struggles along. The unit cost of production is lower with the former and higher with the
latter. The difference has developed and continues to develop with all the force of an economic law, which
may be bent a little under certain circumstances but which cannot be broken.



The result is that the small-scale enterprise cannot stand up in the competitive race for the market. It goes
bankrupt or is absorbed by the large-scale enterprise. Or it ceases to be a real competitor by being reduced
to sub-contracting for the big enterprise, which places it at the mercy of the latter. Or else, by hook or
crook, and most usually by Squeezing its workers to the last drop of their energy, it manages to eke out a
miserable and hopeless existence.

What about enterprises that are approximately equal in size and efficiency, and therefore equally situated
as competitors? They must engage in the competitive race, too. In the long run, which will win the race?
The one that enlarges its plant; that purchases more modern machinery; that gets its raw materials cheaper,
either by agreement with the source producer or by acquiring its own sources, that is, again, by expanding;
that speeds up its production to lower unit cost; that increases the working force, or intensifies its
exploitation.

This last it can do, and does, in several ways. It lengthens the working day. It reduces the wages of the
workers. It speeds up the workers so that they produce the same amount in less time. It cuts down on
expenses involved in protecting workers on the job or in making little comforts available to them. To win
the race for the market, the capitalist must do some or all of these things. If he does not, he loses the race
and is himself lost.

But all these things, except the last-named, involve expansion. If the capitalist consumed all his profits for
purely personal use, as in the first example given above, expansion would obviously be impossible. He
therefore sets aside some of his profits, as he must, for capital expansion (more plants, more raw
materials, more and better machines, larger working force, more advertising and salesmen, etc.). He
cannot survive if he just stands still, or continues at the old pace. Survival under capitalism – just survival
– demands expansion, demands accumulation of more and more capital, demands, therefore, more and
more profit, without which accumulation is impossible. Profit makes accumulation possible; accumulation
makes profit necessary. No profit – no accumulation; no accumulation – no production. That is how it is,
and that is how it must be under the capitalist mode of production, entirely independent of the best wishes
and intentions either of the worker or the capitalist. Capitalism is production for profit, or there is no
production at all!
 

The Consequences of the Profit System: Ruin of the Middle Classes

But we remember the question that was asked at the very beginning:

“What is wrong with a man making a profit, especially if it is a reasonable profits If he makes a profit out
of my labor, and if he is forced to accumulate and produce in order to make a profit, that certainly means
that I will at least have a job. He will make a reasonable profit – I shall see to it that his profits are no more
than reasonable; and I will get a reasonable or fair wage – and I shall see to it that my wage is reasonable.
Each of us gives something and gets something, which is fair all around. It is just his good luck that he is
on top, and my bad luck that I am not.”

Whoever talks this way shows that he is still thinking of the problem in terms of a personal relationship, so
to speak, a relationship between himself and his employer. But it is not the kind of problem that depends
for solution on both sides being reasonable. It is a problem of social relations, relations between two
classes in society. It is a problem of the social consequences of the capitalist system, and only because of
them is it a problem of the individuals involved. Let us examine some of these consequences.

One of them has already been indicated, with emphasis placed on the fact (and this emphasis must be
repeated over and over again) that it does not result from the “goodness” or “wickedness,” the
“reasonableness” or “arbitrariness” of individuals, but from the operation of forces which make up
capitalist society itself. We refer to the gradual ruin of the owner of small-scale enterprises, which can be
stated more widely as the gradual ruin of the middle classes.



It is precisely in the competition for the market that monopoly ownership and control arises and is
consolidated; This is a trend that can be slowed down by one device or another, but it cannot possibly be
halted. The small capitalist is squeezed out and ruined, absorbed or reduced to complete dependence on
the big capitalist, just as relentlessly as the small independent commodity producer was squeezed out,
expropriated or absorbed in the early days of capitalism. This process results in the establishment of big
monopolies, trusts, cartels, syndicates. There is no way of stopping this process. It flows from the nature
of capitalist economic development.

The process results in the centralization of production on an ever-increasing scale, that is, production in
plants of tens of thousands of workers instead of in little shops of a dozen or a hundred workers. It results
in the concentration of capital, that is, concentration of the ownership and control of the means of
production in the hands of fewer and fewer capitalists, united in dominant monopolies. It results in the
expropriation and ruin of the middle classes for the benefit of the monopolists.

The old independence of the small owner, who was usually a working owner, disappears. This is true of
the small metal-working shop. It is true of the small grocer, who is either wiped out by the big chain stores
or becomes completely dependent on the food trust and the banks from which he obtains credit. The ranks
of the capitalists decline in number. But there is a swell in concentrated, monopolistic power. The ranks of
the working class, of the expropriated, of the propertyless, of those at the mercy of capital, continue to
grow in number. More and more are dominated by fewer and fewer. Where the lives of millions were once
in the hands of thousands, the lives of tens and even hundreds of millions are now in the hands of
hundreds. For the hundreds, there is fabulous wealth and power without parallel in history. For the
millions, there is increasing dependency, suffering, poverty and degradation.
 

The Consequences of the Profit System: Growing Exploitation of Labor

There is another consequence inherent in capitalist production, which affects the working class even more
directly. This one, too, is connected with profit and the accumulation of capital. Accumulation is
impossible without profit. What is the source of profit? As we have seen, it comes out of the surplus-value
created by the worker in the surplus labor time he gives to the capitalist without compensation. (Not all the
surplus-value goes to the capitalist as profit, by the way. Some of it does; the rest of it goes to the
landlord, where there is one, as rent, and to the banker, where there is one, as interest. For the sake of
simplicity, however, we can speak here of surplus value being the profit of the capitalist enterprise.) This
means that it is not the whole capital invested that produces profit, but only one portion of it, the portion
set aside for the payment of wages. It is surprising how clear many things about capitalism become once
this division of capital is understood. It is not at all surprising that capitalist economics denies, ignores or
hides the significance of it.

From the standpoint of what interests the worker, capital is divided into two parts.

One we call constant capital. It is that part of the total capital that is represented by buildings, machinery,
raw materials and the like. Since every part of these that enters into the final product does not change in
value, but is merely used up or represented in the product in a different form, it is called constant. If the
building in which a shirt is made deteriorates to the extent of $1.00, its original value is transferred, so to
speak, to the shirt to the same extent. The same holds true of the machinery that wears out in making the
shirt. The same hold true of the cotton or other raw materials.

The other part we call variable capital. It is represented by the wages paid to the worker for his labor
time. But inasmuch as part of the labor time he spends in the shop is surplus labor time, the value of the
raw materials, etc., is changed. An additional value, a surplus value, is added. Hence it is called variable
(or changing) capital.

How much value is added to the product by the worker? That depends on the rate of exploitation to which



he is subjected. If he works an eight-hour day, and the rate of exploitation is thirty-three and a third per
cent, it means he is working six hours to produce the equivalent of his wages, an two hours to produce
surplus value for the capitalist. If the rate of exploitation is one hundred per cent, it means he is working
four hours for himself, for his wages, and four hours for the profit of his employer.

But the rate of exploitation takes on a fuller meaning when it is related to the actual division between
constant and variable capital. Let us take an example.

A given plant represents a total capital of $10,000. Of this, $5,000 is devoted to constant capital (building,
machinery, raw materials, fuel or energy) and $5,000 to wages. Obviously, this would not only be a tiny
plant, but one with a very low machine level. Let us assume a rate of exploitation of one hundred per cent.
This would give the capitalist a profit of $5,000 per year, or fifty per cent on his total investment. (For the
sake of simplicity, again, we are assuming that the transfer into the finished product of the value
represented by the constant capital takes place completely within the year. Actually, of course, the
machinery is not used up as speedily as the raw material and the building does not go as fast as the
machinery. But the principle is the same.) A fifty per cent profit is, of course, exceptionally high. The
point is however, that a given rate of exploitation will yield a higher profit with a low composition of
capital (the lower the amount of constant capital as compared with variable capital, the lower the
composition of the capital), than with a high composition of capital (the total capital being the same).

Now let us take a much larger plant, representing a total capital of $1,000,000. It is a modern machine
plant. Buildings, machinery and raw materials, the constant capital, amount to $900,000 and wages to
$100,000. Again, let us assume the high rate of exploitation of one hundred per cent; that is, for every hour
the worker works for his own wages, he works an additional hour for the surplus value pocketed by the
capitalist. At the end of the year this would yield the capitalist a profit of $100,000, or only ten per cent on
his investment, as compare with a fifty per cent profit in the case of the small plant. The mass of profit has
increased (from $5,000 to $100,000) but the rate of profit has declined (from fifty per cent to ten per cent).

Capitalist expansion, as we have seen before, means primarily the expansion of the plant, additional
buildings, more and newer machinery, more raw materials; in other words, the growth of the amount of
constant capital and of its percentage of the total capital. This expansion often also entails the growth of
the variable capital, by virtue of the need for a larger working force. But the growth of the constant capital
outstrips the growth of the variable. The percentage of the variable capital in the total tends to decline.
(This is seen most clearly every time a machine displaces one or more workers.) Now, if the composition
of capital tends to be higher and higher (more constant as compared with variable capital), and if the profit
is derived only from the variable capital (which alone produces profit), it should be clear that under
capitalism we have what is called the falling tendency of the rate of profit. This is one of the most
important features of capitalist production. It is of vital importance both for worker and capitalist, though
in different ways.

To live, capital must accumulate. To accumulate, capital must yield profit. Accumulation however brings
with it a fall in the rate of profit. What happens under these circumstances? In order to accumulate to the
greatest degree possible, the capitalist is compelled (again, it is not a question of what this capitalist or that
one wants to do, but what is compulsory under the present mode of production) – he is compelled to
compensate for the decline in the rate of profit by an increase in the mass of profit. This is possible only by
raising the rate of exploitation, or the rate of surplus value.

Basically, there are two ways of raising the rate of exploitation.

One is to lengthen the working day. Let us take a simple example. A worker sells his labor power to an
employer for an eight-hour day at $4 a day. In the first four hours of his work, he produces the equivalent
of his wages, to the value of $4. In the second four hours, working at the same speed, he produces a
surplus-value of $4. The rate of exploitation is 100 per cent. But if the employer succeeding in imposing a
twelve-hour day on the worker, without an increase in wages, he is now getting eight hours of surplus



labor-time out of the worker. The rate of exploitation has increased to 200 per cent – four hours for the
worker and eight for the employer. The work-day has been lengthened without an increase in wages.

The other form in which the same end is accomplished is the maintaining of the work-day with a decrease
in wages. So fierce is the drive of capital for profit, that it turns the world upside-down, if need be, in the
hunt for cheap labor. The United States is the classical example of this hunt. Millions of foreign-born
workers, accustomed to a lower standard of living, were lured into this country year after year, to form a
vast reservoir of cheap labor. All over the world capital does not hesitate to draw women into industry, on
the basis of the lowest possible wages and poorest working conditions, and without making the necessary
provisions for maintaining the family life about which capitalists speak with such hypocritical piety. Even
the employment of children, often under hazardous and sometimes downright bestial conditions, is known
as one of the sacred institutions of capital. Capital will shrink from nothing in the pursuit of profits.

The second basic way of raising the rate of exploitation is the intensification of labor. It boils down to the
speedier production of the product by the worker. The number of hours in the work-day is not increased,
but the number of units to be produced in that work-day is raised. The labor-time needed to produce the
value of the worker’s wages is reduced, and the amount of surplus labor-time which the employer extracts
from the worker as profit, is increased.

So profitable is this intensification of labor that capital spends millions of dollars for specialists to work
out all kinds of systems, methods and devices to make it possible. It takes different forms. There is the
assembly line, which breaks down the division of labor to its simplest and most monotonous parts. There
are all sorts of speed-up systems. There is, especially, the notorious, nerve-wracking and back-breaking
“piece-work” system, which transforms workers into their own slave-drivers. There are all sorts of
“standard of efficiency” systems. There is the bonus and premium system, by means of which the worker
breaks his neck trying to add to his income. The same holds for the “incentive-pay” system.

In every one of these methods of raising the rate of surplus-value, the nerves and muscles of the worker
are placed under exceptionally great tension. The eyes are strained, the muscles taut, the nerves frayed,
the stomach tensed, the legs stiff, the back bent, the brain numbed. Under such murderous conditions of
the usage of the mind and body, the capitalists can often afford to maintain, with much proud self-praise a
relatively short work-day and to pay a relatively higher wage. The mass of profit they accumulate more
than makes up for these benefits they give the workers. But nothing can make up for the utterly broken
bodies and exhausted minds of those workers who, as a result of the intensified exploitation, find
themselves thrown on the economic scrap-heap at the age of forty-five, or even less. Capitalism is a coldly
ruthless devourer of human life.

Always and everywhere, the inexorable drive for profit and accumulation, expansion and profit, occurs at
the expense of the workingman. Capital seeks to lengthen the work-day, labor seeks to shorten it. Capital
seeks to decrease wages, labor seeks to raise them. Capital seeks to intensify exploitation, labor resists and
seeks safeguards for its health, security for its living standards and assurance for its old age.

As capital brings more thousands and ten of thousands together under one roof, and exploits them under
the same conditions, the worker begins to realize more clearly that it is not a problem of his relation, as
one individual, to the employer as another individual, but a problem of the relations of all the workers to
their exploiters. He finds himself compelled, in sheer self-defense, to unite with other men and women,
who may be different in a thousand ways (age, color, sex, nationality, religion, etc.) but have in common
the fact that all are workers. In a word, he finds it imperative to organize as a class, the working class, for
self-defense against another class, the capitalists.

We are back, as you see, to the class struggle. It is not an artificial creation. It is not imported from a
“foreign land,” which in turn must have imported it from who-knows-where. It is a natural and inevitable
product of capitalist society. As capitalist society develops, it only adds fuel to the class struggle. It is the
struggle between owners and disowned, possessors and dispossessed, rulers and ruled, the fabulously



wealthy few and those whom they doom to poverty and misery, the capitalist class and the working class.

So we establish as another consequence of the capitalist mode of production, not only the ruin of the
middle classes, but the growing impoverishment and intensified exploitation of the working class,
accompanied at the other end of society by the concentration and centralization of economic power in the
hands of a monopolistic few.
 

The Consequences of the Profit System: Anarchy of Production and Crises

There is still another consequence of capitalist production that merits examination in order to round out
our understanding. It is one of those features that distinguish capitalism from every system that preceded
it. This one is the fact that only under capitalism is society periodically wracked by economic crises due to
over-production. Before capitalism, crises, and the hunger and suffering they brought to people, were due
to a failure to produce enough. Only under capitalism are crises due to producing too much! Let us see
how this happens, and why it must happen this way under capitalism.

Capitalism is production for the market. The surplus-value created by the workers cannot be realized by
the capitalist in the form of profit until the product has been sold on the market. It should be borne in mind
that the market, under capitalism, has a far wider meaning than is usually understood by that term. The
capitalist market is not confined to the consumers who buy the simple commodities required for life –
food, clothing, home furnishings and the like. Every capitalist enterprise produces for the market. But each
one is itself a market. Mines buy lumber, tools and machines. Steel mills buy coal, brick, concrete, iron,
machinery. Machine-tool plants buy machines and metals. Automobile factories buy machine tools,
metals, glass, rubber, woolens and even agricultural products. Textile mills buy machines, cotton, wool
and synthetic materials.

How does a capitalist enterprise know how many of its products can be sold on the market, in other words,
how many it can safely turn out for any given period? It does not know. It cannot know. All it can do is to
depend on the market price and a judgment of its trend. Prices are regulated by supply and demand. Low
supply and great demand usually mean high prices, and vice versa. If prices are relatively high and it looks
from the trend that they will stay high or go higher, the enterprise is stimulated to produce and to capture
from its rivals as large a share of the market as possible. The market is the only basic regulator of capitalist
production. As we shall see, however, it is a blind regulator.

The capitalist enterprise begins to produce. It acquires machinery or replaces its old equipment with new,
more modern, more efficient equipment. It purchases raw materials, and uses more fuel and electrical
energy. It may set up an annex to its building, not only to produce a greater quantity of its commodity but
to produce each unit cheaper. It hires a larger working force.

By these very acts, it stimulates production in other enterprises. Wages in the pocket of the worker means
a greater demand for ordinary consumers’ goods; the industries producing them therefore increase their
activities. The machine-tool industry expands production; so do those industries which supply it with raw
materials, construction materials, tools, etc. The raw materials’ industries – chemicals, mining, cotton and
leather, steel and iron – likewise speed up production. Multiply all this a thousand times and you get a
clearer picture of how production gets under way and develops on an even-wider scale.

As the market expands, each capitalist is impelled to produce more, in the hope of capturing a greater
share of the market and out of fear of losing out to his competitors. They, meanwhile, are prompted by the
same considerations and act in the same way. Even in boom times, therefore, or rather precisely in time of
economic boom, capitalist production has an inherent tendency to over-production. This tendency to over-
produce does not refer to the real needs of society. There is over-production in relation to the capitalist
market, that is, there is a tendency to produce more than can be disposed of on the market at a profit.



Let us illustrate the process. The supply of automobiles is low, the demand high; the market price is
therefore high. The capitalist is stimulated to produce. Each automobile factory begins. None of them has
anything like an exact idea of how much the market can absorb. None of them has an exact idea of how
many automobiles its rivals are planning to produce. The competitive race commences. This race
stimulates the same kind of unplanned production among the manufacturers of rubber tires and other
rubber articles that go into the making of automobiles. This, in turn, stimulates the production of raw
rubber and the machinery required to process it. The production in the steel mills and aluminum plants is
stimulated in the same blind way, each plant producing more and more in the hope of capturing a larger
and larger share of the growing market. The same holds true of leather factories; the machine-tool
industry; the coal mining and iron ore industries; the plate glass industry; and a hundred others.

The more they expand production, the more complex the problem becomes. The expansion in an industry
that supplies automobile manufacturers, in turn stimulates all the industries that supply that one. The echo
of the initial stimulus to production reverberates to the most distant parts of economic life and back again,
like the shout of a man standing among canyon walls.

The trouble is that this expansion of production in boom times is in its very nature unplanned. For
example, a 100 per cent increase in wheat production does not require a 100 per cent increase in the
production of threshing machines. A 100 per cent increase in the production of threshing machines may
mean a 100 per cent increase in the iron that goes into the machines, but only a 10 per cent increase in the
production of the tools by which the threshers are made. A 100 per cent increase in cotton textiles may
require only a 25 per cent increase in the production of textile machinery. What is more, this small
increase in textile machinery for one year may suffice to keep textile production at the higher rate for five
years – the market for textiles themselves is more continuous than the market for textile machinery, the
one used up far more rapidly than the other.

If all the capitals could be joined under one roof, and production centrally planned with meticulous care, it
would be possible to work out a schedule of expansion for each industry so that each would develop in
harmonious proportion to the other. Planning on a national scale (eventually on an international scale)
could regulate the proportions in which each industry should be expanded so that the whole of economic
life advances harmoniously.

But we do not and cannot have that under capitalism. In place of planned production, there is anarchy of
production, competitive production for the market.

Does the development of monopoly put an end to competition and anarchy of production? No, under
capitalism, monopoly exists side by side with competition, even though it dominates it. As a matter of fact,
monopoly makes competition fiercer and more brutal.

Under the conditions of “free enterprise,” a big multitude of capitalist enterprises compete with each other
for the market. The weaker fall by the wayside or are absorbed by the stronger. The many are centralized
into a few. The few tend to unite with each other into a cartel or a single trust, which has a complete
monopoly in the industry. All the branches of industry undergo the same process, in one degree or another.
But inasmuch as each combination or merger of enterprises is much stronger than all these enterprises
when they existed independently, the competition between monopolies for the rule of the market becomes
more violent.

If competition between one steel mill and another is replaced by a cartel in which they agree to share the
market, or by a single trust which they establish, a new competition for the market develops between the
steel trust and the aluminum trust, or between both of them and the newly-developed plastics industry. If
coal and oil and electrical companies cease to compete with other coal and oil and electrical companies by
establishing “horizontal trusts” (trusts covering a whole branch of economic life, like all of coal mining,
all of steel making, etc.), a violent competition develops for the “fuel” or “energy” market between the
coal monopoly and the oil monopoly. The competition is now between mighty and extremely ruthless



giants.

We shall see later how this competition between monopolies is extended on a world-wide scale, in the
form of struggles between the monopolies of one nation and those of the others.

At this point, it will suffice to stress that production is carried on in every capitalist country in an anarchic,
unplanned manner, and that it cannot be otherwise.

What is the result?

As production gathers speed, free rein is given to what we have called the inherent tendency to over-
production. Remember, the capitalist enterprise does not have an exact knowledge of the state of its
particular industry, to say nothing of the market as a whole. Rising prices give the capitalist both the urge
to produce in greater quantity and the confidence he will find a profitable market for his products. Each
one produces without a knowledge of the proportions in which his enterprise or industry should expand
with relation to the expansion of the other enterprises in the industry, or in relation to the expansion of
other industries. Capitalism has no way of establishing what the total demand is, and therefore cannot
organize the production of the total supply to meet this demand.

The automobile manufacturers (assuming that all of them work it out together) decide that the market will
absorb sufficient automobiles to warrant an increase of production of fifty per cent. Steel, however, may
very well increase sixty per cent in the rising market; rubber, seventy per cent; plate glass, eighty per cent;
aluminum, ninety per cent. Each of these increases is based not only on a judgment of what automobile
production will require, but on a judgment of what will be required in the form of steel, rubber, plate glass,
aluminum and the like, in a hundred other industries, in tens of thousands of other enterprises, each of
which operates independently, with its own production schedule, separate from all others.

There is no way of telling immediately that the demand has been exceeded by the supply. The rising
market stimulates production in expectation of sales. Machinery and raw materials are not bought only for
the orders received and guaranteed, but also for orders that are expected. Finished products, as well as raw
materials, begin to accumulate, in the stores, in the warehouses and in the factories themselves. Industry
begins to overproduce without knowing it and without being in a position to know it in advance.

At a certain point a collapse takes place, and very suddenly. Not enough buyers are to be found for the
accumulated commodities of one enterprise or industry. Because of over-production, supply exceeds
demand. Therefore, prices fall. If the enterprise is not ruined entirely by the fall in prices, it is at least
compelled to suspend production or to cut down drastically. Workers are discharged or their wages
reduced. Orders which the enterprise previously placed with other concerns are reduced or canceled
altogether. Discharged workers mean a reduction in the market of consumer goods. Canceled orders means
a reduction in the market of industrial consumption.

Each enterprise is connected with all the others by thousands of ties. The collapse of one directly or
indirectly, immediately or soon, affects others, and they in turn affect still others, until virtually all are
involved. If, for example, automobile production declines, the production of steel, coal, aluminum, brass,
rubber, glass and all the others which were dependent upon automobile production, also declines. There is
in turn a decline in production in the enterprises and industries which depended for their market upon
them.

Banking, which is inseparably connected with industry, is stricken by the collapse. In the boom period
there were large borrowings by industries which were expanding to meet the rising market. With the fall of
prices, the collapse or retrenchment of enterprises, the latter are unable to meet their obligations to the
banks. What is more, individual depositors begin to withdraw their funds, fearing a coming crisis or
needing money because they are now without work. The difficulties in the sphere of production, on one
side, and the difficulties in the sphere of finance, on the other, combine meanwhile to upset or knock out
entirely the small retailers and businessmen, dragged down by large stock accumulations, loans they made



to finance these accumulations and falling prices.

Capitalist economy thus reaches the stage of crisis, which it experiences periodically. It is the kind of
crisis that occurs only under capitalism, a crisis generated by over-production. Thousands of enterprises go
bankrupt. Industries slow down production or stop producing altogether. Millions of workers are thrown
on the street, without employment and without a source of income, except, possibly, inadequate relief or
unemployment insurance. Plants do not operate because too many machines and too much raw material
have been produced! People cannot buy the food and clothing and home furnishings they need because too
much of them have been produced! Small businessmen are ruined. Millions of workers go hungry. Their
homes are lost. Their family life becomes a nightmare of insecurity. Suffering and privation spread like
wildfire.

The inevitable result of capitalist production is capitalist collapse. Production expands under capitalism
only to come to a periodic standstill. Crises of general over-production can be delayed in appearing, but so
long as capitalism exists they cannot be abolished.

The periodic crisis and collapse of production affects all the classes of society, but in different ways and in
different degrees. The ruin of the middle classes is speeded up and strikes more and more of them. The
weak ones who are driven to the wall by the crisis end up in the ranks of the working class. Their
enterprises are absorbed by the more powerful capitalists, who are able to weather the storm with greater
ease. The higher standard of living which the worker enjoyed during the “prosperity days” is “evened
out,” so to speak, in the days of crisis, depression and stagnation. The modest savings with which he may
have hoped to enjoy a comfortable old age, or which he may have planned to use presently in order to “go
into business for himself,” are wiped out. The comforts and little luxuries he may have accumulated
during the boom – a partly-paid-for home, a good radio, an automobile, time-and-back-saving electrical
appliances for the home – must be disposed of for a song during the crisis.

Just as the boom brings big capital the overwhelming bulk of the benefits, in the form of stupendous
profits, so the crisis brings the working class the great bulk of the burdens. The capitalists have large
reserves, the workers have next to none. The capitalist class suffers some losses, but on the whole it
survives the crisis with comparative ease. The big ones emerge from the crisis even stronger than before.
While it rages, they swallow up their smaller and weaker competitors. They enter the new boom period
with increased monopolistic strength. The crisis period shows most glaringly how reactionary anti-
outworn a social system is capitalism. It allows the spectacle – what else can it do, being what it is? – of
millions without work who want to work, of millions without adequate food because there is too much
food, of industries shut down tight when there is just as urgent a need as ever for industrial products. The
consequences of production for profit, of planless, unorganized, anarchic production, are shown in all their
ugliness.

Capitalism refuses to resume production – because it cannot – until it has been stimulated once more by
rising prices, by the prospect of a profitable market. It awaits the rise cold-bloodedly. Just as cold-
bloodedly, it undertakes the wholesale destruction of useful commodities. Citrus crops are burned in vast
funeral pyres. Vegetables, coffee and other foodstuffs are dumped into the sea and destroyed as though
they were poisonous. Hundreds of thousands are paid subsidies out of the public funds to “plow under,” to
annihilate the precious yield of agriculture – cotton, wool, corn, wheat, rice, fruit, tobacco, hogs, sheep and
cattle. Hunger stalks a land of plenty!

It is then we see the system in all its hideous absurdity, as the great destroyer of social wealth, and of
human happiness, security and life itself. The wondrous productive machine which it developed and
which, if rationally organized, could easily supply the needs and comforts of all, proves to be a mechanism
that degrades the people to poverty, wretchedness, suffering and every social iniquity.

As we have seen, the consequences of capitalist production are:

The accumulation of wealth and power at one pole of society and the accumulation of poverty and



misery at the other pole.
The ruin of the middle classes and increased exploitation of the working class.
Periodic crises which rend society, bring production to a halt, destroy wealth, and inflict untold
sufferings upon the working class.
The sharpening of the convict in class interests, and therefore of the class struggle.

Before we conclude our examination of the capitalist mode of production, it is necessary to dwell upon
another of its consequences for society – the most destructive of them all.
 

CHAPTER IV
A World of Imperialism and War

WE HAVE seen that capitalist production is subject to an irresistible tendency toward monopoly. The
results of this tendency are even more far-reaching than those already recorded.

Modern production is no longer carried on in tens of thousands of little enterprises employing two or three
or four workers. Where such enterprises continue to exist, their influence and effect on the economic life
of the nation are very small. Their place has been taken, because of the process that operates unceasingly
under capitalism, by huge enterprises, employing tens and even hundreds of thousands of workers at one
time, under one roof, so to speak.

What else could have happened? It is possible, presumably, to produce an automobile in a small machine
shop with a few skilled workers. But the total man-hours spent in producing it would be enough to turn out
a few dozen or even a few hundred automobiles in a modern, highly efficient automobile factory. It was
inevitable that the tiny shops and factories, the little independent stores and the like, should be
overwhelmed and replaced by huge factories and mills with allied factories and mills all over the country,
by elaborate packing plants, food processing factories and chain grocery stores.

By virtue of the same basic process, it was likewise inevitable that the larger plants should come together.
Seeking to escape from the murderous threat of cut-throat competition, declining prices and the
uncertainty of the market, they gradually establish secret agreements among themselves. They divide the
market into so many and so many shares for each enterprise, pledge themselves not to undersell each other
or at least not to go below a certain price, and not to monopolize the raw materials they require for
production. Such secret agreements are not satisfactory, however. The greed of each partner to the
agreement burns it up like a consuming flame. Behind each other’s back they try to cheat their way to a
dominant position in the industry and therefore in the market. The competitive war is carried on the day
after the agreement is signed.

A more advanced stage of centralization of capital is the outright formation of a trust, a single capitalist
enterprise which has absorbed all or practically all of the other enterprises in a given industry. Such an
organization of capital in a given industry is known as a horizontal trust – all the steel companies together
or all the oil companies together. The larger the capital required to launch a company in a given industrial
field, the more difficult it becomes for a newcomer to break into it. When the field is dominated by a
monopoly trust it becomes practically impossible to enter it, unless the effort is undertaken by a powerful
rival trust.
 

The Monopolies and the Banks

The horizontal trust tends to spread out as a vertical trust as well. In a vertical trust, the central industry
seeks to establish its control over the industries that supply it. For example, when steel controls iron ore
and coal which it needs for its fabrication, it is developing a vertical trust. The same holds for those
automobile magnates who own plate-glass factories, iron ore and coal mines, soy-bean plantations and



other original sources of supply for automobile manufacture. The idea of a “little man” breaking into such
fields as an independent producer with a few hundred or even several thousand dollars is simply
preposterous.

In the development of these big monopolies, the banks have played a tremendous part. In the old days, the
banks were primarily interested in making loans to merchants or manufacturers engaged in a
comparatively small operation. A merchant might want to add a wing to his store or buy a few extra
carloads of merchandise. The bank would extend him sufficient credit to swing the deal. A manufacturer
would need credit in order to change over to more modern equipment. The bank would accommodate him
at its usual interest rate and, of course, on the basis of sound security put up by the borrower.

The establishment of the large, modern enterprises was, however, beyond the financial strength of the
average capitalist. The banks, especially the big ones, had at their command tremendous amounts of
money with which to found and carry through the large enterprises. Or else they were in a position to raise
large amounts from investors by the sale of shares on the market. The profit from the issuance of such
industrial shares has almost always been enormous. But this is not all.

Very often, especially in the case of those enterprises that looked profitable, the banks would retain some
of the shares of the enterprise established. In other cases, banks would come into control of enterprises
indebted to them and unable to meet their obligations. In still others, banks would make partnership a
condition for credit. In one way or another the big banks have come to be equally big industrial powers.
Through the ownership of stock, a big bank may be represented on dozens of big industrial corporations, if
it is not in complete control of them. Through the notorious institution of “interlocking directorates,” a
centrally-controlled capital can dominate any number of industrial and financial organizations.

The result has been the development of a new form of capital arrived at by a merger between industrial
capital and bank capital. The industrialists are now in the banks and the bankers in industry. This new
form we call finance capital. It is now the dominant power in the economic life of every capitalist country.
And this gives it the most colossal power in every sphere of political and social life.

The increased domination of economic life by finance capital brings about important changes in society.
Haying more and more industrial enterprises under a single control tends to wipe out competition among
them. Finance capital presses constantly for the organization of horizontal and vertical trusts in order to
reduce the destructive effects of cut-throat competition. Finance capital, in other words, continually
promotes monopolization.

But one of the first effects of monopoly is to eliminate that very competition which was such a powerful
stimulant to the expansion of production in the race for the market. With monopoly more and more
dominant, capitalist production tends to stagnate. New inventions, eagerly seized upon in the earlier days
to be used by one competitor for the purpose of winning over another, are either discouraged or else are
bought up by the big monopolies and locked away. The monopolies deliberately limit production. In the
case of the looser syndicates the individual producers also agree to limit production. The object of such
limitation is to reduce the supply and maintain artificially high prices. The ordinary consumer is thereby
made to bear an additional burden, which has the effect of reducing the living standard of the worker.
Monopoly capitalism is capitalism in stagnation!

The idea that the monopolies can be destroyed and replaced by “free competition” among numerous
small-scale independent producers, is an idle dream. Monopoly is not the creation of “evil men” which can
he undone by “good men.” It is an inescapable product of capitalist development. If by some supernatural
miracle, the various “trust-busters,” who have been working at their job in vain for many decades, should
succeed in breaking up these big centralizations of capital and restore the small-scale producers of the
“good old days” of a century ago, the same process would start working all over again and before long we
would have the monopolies ruling as before. “Trust-busting” is a middle-class dream which can never
become a living reality. We shall see later on what it is that can be done about the problem of monopoly.



Another important change brought about by monopoly capitalism is in the function of the capitalist class.
There is no denying that the capitalist was originally, as a rule, a man of enterprise. That is not altered by
the fact that he acquired his original capital by the most sordid and unscrupulous means. He not only
launched production on its way but was very often the active manager, superintendent and organizer of
production. In that capacity, he had an important and valuable function to perform.

Those days are far behind us. The actual work of management and superintendence, which is necessary
and valuable in any society, is no longer done by the capitalist or owner of industry. It is performed by
“hired hands.” They are simply highly skilled workers in the profession of organizing production.
Naturally, they are paid far better than the average or even the skilled worker, so as to tie them to the ideas
and interests of capital and keep a gulf between them and the ordinary workers. The capitalists themselves
have become largely divorced from production. They have become owners of stocks and bonds. They used
to claim that, like the rest of the working force, they were “drawers of water and hewers of wood,” only
better ones, abler ones, and therefore entitled to their higher economic position. Now the only thing they
draw is dividends.

With the growth of monopoly capitalism, the capitalists move further and further away from the actual
process and management of production and become more and more the clippers of coupons. The capitalist
has decayed to the position of a social parasite. In this position he shows that if he ever had a use in society
he is now certainly superfluous. Production and exchange can be organized – and organized rationally –
without the capitalist parasites, and only without them.

(It is interesting to note, by the way, that the capitalists always used to speak of themselves frankly as the
owners. Now, increasingly conscious of the fact that they are nothing but owners, they try to impress
people with the idea that they are nevertheless indispensable to industry. They have therefore taken the
new name of “management.” In this way they hope to make people think they are not the superfluous
social parasites they have become, but are useful and necessary as the “managers” of industrial production.
There are people in the labor movement who fall in with this game and also speak of the parasite crew as
“the management.” They should know better, and if they do not, it is high time they learned!)
 

World Competition of the Monopolies

Thus far we have dealt with the growth of monopoly capitalism within each country. But the reduction of
competition within a capitalist country only sharpens the competition among the capitalist countries to the
extreme.

Capitalism is a world system. It has created a world market. It has brought the entire world (excepting
Russia, for reasons set forth later) under its complete domination. But capitalism is divided into a number
of more or less independent national powers. It is among them that the struggle for world control goes on
fiercely. It is a struggle frightful in its consequences. By virtue of its political power, monopoly capital
gets the tariff walls of its country raised as high as possible. By this means it is able to keep up the
monopoly prices it imposes upon the people at home, without fear of having to compete with cheaper
priced commodities exported by other nations. The tariff walls raised at the national boundaries thus
become a barrier to the further development of production. That is, monopoly capital acts like a brake on
production.

Each monopolist nation raises walls around itself in order to break down the walls erected by the others.
As in the case of the conflict between large-scale and small-scale production, the stronger usually wins. A
monopoly will sell at a high price at home but will “dump” its products abroad at a low price in order to
beat its foreign competitor on his own soil. Sometimes the monopoly will sell abroad at a price lower than
its cost of production. It makes up for this temporary loss in two ways. One, by maintaining artificially
high prices at home. And, two, by raising the prices abroad later on, once it has brought its foreign
competitor to his knees. There is also an additional way: the monopolists often get “export subsidies” from



their governments.

The economic warfare among the various nation monopolies is exceedingly sharp. It becomes sharper
when the capitalists of every country seek new markets abroad. The question of new markets is closely
combined with the question of colonies.

Most of the big capitalist countries inherited colonial possessions and even whole colonial empires from
the pre-capitalist days of colonial conquest, rapine and plunder. Some countries had larger empires and
some smaller – the colonies were not “evenly distributed,” so to speak. In the latter part of the 19th century
and the first part of the 20th, the grabbing up of the backward countries of Asia, Africa and Latin-America
and their transformation into colonies of the big nations of Europe, of the United States and Japan, was
completed. The world was divided into a handful of modern capitalist nations, with a minority of the
global population, and a mass of colonial or half-colonial countries, with the majority of the global
population.

There had been empires and imperialist rule for a thousand years back. What we have in our own time is
modern capitalist imperialism.

Capitalist production, we have seen, means the accumulation of capital, production for the market. We
have seen further that it means the over-production of capital and the crippling of the market. The colonies
offered the advanced countries exceptionally favorable conditions for extending their market by the export
of goods and capital.

In the first place, profits made by the exploitation of colonial labor are extraordinarily high. This can be
seen if we remember that a higher rate of profit usually comes with a lower composition of capital, that is,
where the capital allotted to machinery, raw materials, buildings and fuel is lower in relation to the capital
allotted to the payment of labor; and that the mass of profit increases with the increase in the number of
workers and the increase in the rate of exploitation.

From this standpoint, the exploitation of colonial workers, carried on as if they were the most defenseless
slaves, is ideal for the exporters of capital. They are employed in far greater numbers than they would be
in similar enterprises in the advanced countries. They are made to work incredibly long hours, and paid at
incredibly low rates. In many cases, they work not as wage-earners, but as outright slaves. The conditions
under which they were, and still are, exploited, has caused them to perish tragically in vast numbers.

In the second place, the colonies are a rich source of raw materials which may be obtained cheaply. Where
these sources could not be obtained from native rulers by trickery, wheedling or cheap bribes, they were
simply seized and kept by brute force. The acquisition of new sources of raw material, produced by hordes
of cheap labor, is of threefold benefit to foreign capitalists. It furnishes them with raw materials that
cannot be found at home, thus rendering them independent of the rival countries from which they formerly
imported these materials. It replenishes their own decreasing sources of these materials if they originally
did have a supply of them. Or, even if they do not need them for their own purposes, the acquisition makes
their rivals dependent upon them for their supply.

To make sure of continuing to suck wealth out of these backward countries, the imperialists add to the
barbaric exploitation of the natural resources and the people of these countries an equally barbaric
oppression. They are deprived of national independence, the right to govern themselves, and converted
into dependent colonies. Resistance to imperialist rule is drowned in the blood of the peoples. The
atrocities of imperialist rule in the colonies have few equals in the gloomier annals of mankind.
 

The Division and Redivision of the World

No capitalist nation can possibly rest content with the markets and colonies it already has. This is



especially true of the nations which, for one reason or another, do not have as large a share of the world
market and the colonies as others, or as large a share as they think befits their economic power – and
appetite.

Before the world was divided up among the big powers, each of them had at least some chance of getting
something in the scramble, without colliding very violently with the others. But once the world was
already divided, and there were no more defenseless nations and peoples that could be seized, occupied,
dominated and exploited, the situation changed. No big nation could expand its share of the world market
without cutting down the share of some other imperialist power. And inasmuch as it is an iron law of
capitalism that you must expand or stagnate and die, the stage was all set for the most violent imperialist
conflicts.

Economic warfare between different national capitalist groups has already been referred to. It is the kind
of warfare that goes on at all times. Each group of monopolist tries to shove the others out of their
positions, not only in the colonies, but right on their home territories! In this drive, the government of each
country is the zealous assistant of its capitalist class. It would be more accurate to say that it is its obedient
servant.

For a time, it is possible to continue the rivalries in the field of mere economic warfare. But that is only
one side of modern imperialism, and not its most deadly side, either. For inevitably the point is reached
where, on the one side, economic pressure is not enough, or on the other side, the economic pressure is too
menacing. The economic struggle develops into the military struggle.

That is the origin and the character of modern imperialist wars. They are wars for the defense of imperial
power acquired in the past, or for imperial power to be acquired from those who have it. They are wars for
a larger share, and eventually the domination, of the world market. They are wars for sources of raw
material and cheap labor. They are wars for lucrative fields of capital investment. They are wars to decide
which imperialist monopoly will dominate more of the highways and sea-lanes of the world, which will
enslave more of the emaciated, scarred and bleeding colonial peoples of the world. The masses of the
people fight them and are maimed and die in them. Capital wins them.

Naturally it would be practically impossible to get the common people of different countries to kill or
cripple each other, if the simple truth about the wars of imperialism were told to them. That is why the
imperialists keep filling the heads of the people with lies and poisonous ideas. The Americans are taught
that the Germans are born militarists, that their blood is made of gunpowder. The Germans are taught that
the Americans are born bankers and Shylocks, that gold flows in their veins. The Americans are taught
that Japanese are an inferior race, a “monkey-people.” The Japanese are taught that the Americans and
British are lowly devils, not of divine origin, and that anyway they hate all Orientals. Even in peace-time,
the imperialist mind, the imperialist way of thinking, is systematically bred into the people, in order to
stimulate national contempt, national hatred and chauvinism between the people of different lands and
origins.

In addition, the imperialist diplomats are polished experts in the business of creating “incidents.” The
whole business of diplomacy, especially as armed conflict draws closer, is to maneuver and manipulate
matters in such a way as to make it appear that “the other” country was the aggressor, and that “we” were
forced into the war in sheer self-defense. In imperialist war, there is no such thing as aggressor and
defender. Imperialism itself is by its very nature aggressive. The question of who fires the first shot has
very little to do with the issues in an imperialist war. If you are arming against me, and if I redouble my
armament against you, you may find yourself compelled to shoot first before I have become so strong that
it will be too late for you to shoot at all.

The imperialist wars of our time, and the part that each side plays in them, are determined by the
fundamental nature of imperialism itself. In every capitalist country, imperialism is aggressive. It always
seeks to expand at the expense of an imperialist rival, for it must expand or shrivel and die. The wars are



fought merely to decide by force of arms, who is to expand and who is to shrivel and die. That was the
meaning of the first imperialist world war, from 1914 to 1918. The second world war, which began in
1939, has the same fundamental meaning. Everything else that is said, is so much cunning capitalist
propaganda – and even if it is not cunning, it is always poisonous.

Another consequence of the development of monopoly capitalism, therefore, is the cruelest exploitation
and oppression of colonial peoples and the bloody devastation of imperialist war brought on by rivalry for
world domination.

Modern wars are carried on with appallingly destructive results. All economic life becomes organized to
produce the means of destruction. At one time, capitalism was the great builder, and as such it
accomplished veritable miracles. It set up the great modern nations, uniting the people in a new national
life. It built cities which were marvels of achievement. It built up factories and mills and dug up new
riches from the earth. It built highways, canals, railroads, opened up the whole world to commerce,
brought all the peoples of the earth within easy reach of each other, laying the ground for understanding
and brotherhood. All this was done to such an extent that it is now possible to produce the necessities and
comforts of life in abundance for all.

Now the only marvels capitalism can accomplish are in the field of destruction. Whole cities are destroyed
overnight. Millions of people live in caves, like the savages of old. New plants are put up to produce the
means of destroying other plants at a single blow. Railways and trains are blown into junk-piles of twisted
metal. Magnificent highways become pockmarked trails. More ships lie at the bottom of the sea than sail
upon it. Fields are flooded or scorched. Civilians die like soldiers, and soldiers die like flies. Children are
seared for life, and life is taken from millions. On the land, under the land, on the sea, under the sea, in the
air and in the stratosphere, capitalism wreaks the horrors of scientific devastation.

When men hungered and were willing to work, capitalism declared that it could not open the factories and
start the wheels of industry moving. There was use for goods, but capitalism is not production for use. All
the scientists, all the statesmen, all the industrialists, the bankers, all the politicians and economists of
capitalism, were unable to make capitalism operate to serve the needs of the people. There were
consumers at hand, but not profits. Therefore there were millions of unemployed, but no production for
them.

For war, capitalism functions splendidly. Every factory works, some of them around the clock. New
factories are set up. Money flows like water. There are consumers aplenty and undreamed-of profits.
Enemy ships consume our torpedoes and shells. Enemy cities consume our blockbusters. The legs, hearts
and brains of enemy soldiers consume our bullets. Capitalism has found an almost inexhaustible market
for its wares. It now works like a clock, ticking of blood and ruin with every second.

We have a social system that stands self-condemned. Its usefulness of the past is now long outlived. If it is
allowed to continue, the world will only plunge deeper into slavery, suffering, degradation, exhaustion and
death.
 

CHAPTER V
The Government and Democracy

“SUPPOSE everything that has been written above is true. The experiences of everyday life are full of
examples of how true it is that capitalists try to squeeze everything they can out of the workers, and of
how little concerned they are with the interests of society in their mad pursuit of profits. However, you
have forgotten something. The capitalists cannot simply act any old way they wish. They cannot simply
ride roughshod over everybody and everything. They are, after all, only a minority of the population. And
what is most important, in addition to capitalists and workers, there is the government.



“The government is there to protect the legitimate interests of the entire public, capitalists, workers and
middle classes. Maybe there is a class struggle. But the government is there to act as the impartial umpire,
giving both sides a fair decision. And if the men in the government should fail to serve the public interest,
remember that we live in a democracy. If we do not like the government we have, we simply vote it out of
office. Everyone has the same vote, and every year we get a fair chance to elect the right kind of men to
office. The capitalist may try every one of his tricks in the factory. We only work there, and he is the boss,
he owns it. But on the outside, he is no better than we are. In the polling booth, he has no more votes than
the humblest worker. If we want, we can elect good men to make up a good government. Then the tricks
of the capitalist will do him mighty little good. The government will see to it that he does not go too far.
For example, the government has adopted into law a good deal of progressive labor legislation and
progressive social legislation in general. And the people can get the government to adopt more of the
same. Thank heaven for our democracy, which makes it possible for us to have an impartial umpire over
all, a government of the people, for the people, and by the people.”

That is how most people, including most workers, argue. It is what they have been taught from their first
day in school, from the pages of their newspapers, over the radio and from the theater screen. Often, it
even seems to be that way in reality. Let us look at the reality a little closer, and, as we have done up to
now, examine it fundamentally.

There is undoubtedly such a thing as an impartial umpire in any dispute or contest. But only under two
conditions. One, that both sides have equal rights and powers in selecting the umpire. And two, that both
sides have equal, or fairly equal, strength in the fight. Under these conditions, an honest umpire can really
see to it that both sides fight it out fairly and squarely, abiding by rules that are commonly agreed upon,
and without taking undue advantage of the other.

If two fighters are of about the same weight, and each one has an equal voice in selecting the referee, there
is no danger that one fighter will be awarded the prize if he is unfair and knocks out his opponent by a
blow below the belt. But if Jones has a big edge in the weight class, is able to choose his own referee by
putting up more money, and allowed to fight, with a horseshoe in each glove, Smith has lost the fight in
advance, and the referee is anything but impartial.

Or suppose two thirsty men start on a race for a waterhole fifty miles away. The judge and manager of the
race is kind, and noble, and above all, impartial. He provides both men with the same good map of the
road. He lectures each of them against hitting the other on the head to knock him out of the race. He even
sends along an impartial policeman to see to it that each man retains his copy of the map and does not
interfere with the other man.

However, there is an automobile available for the race. One man built it, but it is not his property, and he
has to run the race on his two feet. The other man is to run the race in the automobile, because it is his
property.

The judge points out:

“I am here to see to it that both of you have a fair chance to get to the waterhole. However, the race must
be run according to the laws, rules and regulations. The law insists on the right of private property. This
man owns the automobile. He has paid his license tax to us for the right to use it. I must uphold his
property rights, and my policeman is here not only to direct traffic but to enforce these rights. Both of you
have equal right to a map, and equal right to use the road. The race is fair and square. Off you go!”

If the judge were the kindest and most honest man in the world; more than that, if he had been chosen by
the foot-man, if he were that man’s oldest personal friend, and sympathized entirely with his need and
desire to get to the waterhole first – he could not possibly be impartial if he insisted on the other man’s
right to his automobile-property. With the best will in the world, with the best intentions on justice, the
basis on which he conducts the race puts the “impartial judge” on the side of the automobile-man and
against the foot-man.



In other words, it is impossible to conceive of an impartial referee in a contest between unequal forces.

Capitalist society, like all class societies, is divided into unequals. So long as one class continues to own
the means of production, and another class owns nothing but its ability to work, which it is compelled to
sell to the other class in order to live – the best government in the world, composed of the best men and
adopting the best laws, cannot possibly establish equality between the two classes. If one class owns, it
will always exploit and rule the class that does not own. What then, is the government for?
 

The Class Character of the Government

We have seen that the two basic classes of capitalism are in constant struggle. Capital always seeks to
intensify its exploitation of labor. Labor seeks to resist the lowering of its working and living standards,
and attempts to improve them. Capital always seeks to strengthen its power in society. Labor defends itself
from this growing power and tries to develop its own.

If the class struggle were naked and absolutely unregulated, it could easily lead to complete chaos, to the
exhaustion and even to the destruction of both classes. Above all, in view of the fact that the capitalists are
so few and the workers so many, the workers could impose their will by sheer weight of numbers. Society
did not always have the institution we know as government. (We shall see later that the word
“government” is not quite accurate. It is used here only for the sake of convenience, and for the moment it
will do.) Before it was divided into classes, the community did not have any special public institution, with
a body of laws and a special body of men, like police, to enforce these laws. Primitive Communism
existed. All property, if we can speak of property in those days, was owned in common. If there were arms
and weapons, they were in the hands of the entire community. If they were used against other human
beings, it was for driving other communities away from desirable lands, or preventing others from doing
the same thing. Anyone who violated the prevailing customs was punished or banished by the community
as a whole.

Government arose only with the development of private property, which means only with the development
of the first division into classes. The first form of private property was human slaves. In order to capture
them, keep them at work, and prevent them from rebelling or running away, a special group developed out
of the old communal society, and occupied a special place in it. It was composed of the men with arms.
Their chiefs became the chiefs of the community. They maintained the institution of slavery by force.
Gradually, they supplemented this force by public laws and regulations, which guaranteed the rights of the
slaveowners and set forth the conditions under which the slaves continued in servitude.

Government, then, originally was, and still is, a product of the division of society into classes. It exists in
order to maintain this division. To do so, the government must function in the interests of the class that has
the greater economic power, that is, of the owners of property. Thereby, the government maintains their
social rule, that is, their domination of society. Under slavery, the government maintained the rule of the
slaveowners. Under feudalism, the government maintained the rule of the feudal lords and the nobility
over the serfs. Under capitalism, the government maintains the rule of private property, of the capitalists.

The government regulates the struggle between the two classes under capitalism. That is true. The
government intervenes constantly in the conflict between capital and labor. It adopts laws that regulate this
conflict. Suppose, however, the laws are not to your liking, and you proceed to ignore them. If you did not
know it before, you immediately learn that there is a special body of men, with arms at their disposal,
known as policemen, who promptly haul you before a judge. He decides if you have violated the law.
Suppose you refuse to accept his decision on the ground that it is unfair, or inconvenient to you. If you try
to leave the court and go about your business, you immediately learn something else. The policemen have
prisons at their disposal, where you are deprived of your freedom in accordance with the law. And if there
are many more than just one of you, and you all try to act in the same carefree way, you find that the
government has even larger numbers of armed men – state constabulary, national guard or militia, army



and navy – with which to enforce its laws and the decisions of its judges.

The government, therefore, is not primarily the Congress, and the President, and the courts, and their laws.
All of them put together could do very little in the business of governing if any substantial group of men
decided to ignore them. Basically, the government is special bodies of armed men separated from the rest
of the population and prisons. You can judge for yourself how true this is by asking what everything that
is usually called the “government” would mean, if it were not for these armed men and the prisons.
Without them, the rest of the government would be so much talk and paper.

Now the question is: If the government regulates the class struggle, what fundamental standards does it
use? It means nothing to answer, “the interests of all the people,” because the people are divided into
classes whose interests are in conflict. It is likewise meaningless to speak of “the interests of the public.”
The public is composed of capitalists as well as workers, and we are back again to the conflicting classes
with conflicting interests. The standard used by the government is: the maintenance of the system of
capitalist private property. Call it “free enterprise,” or the “right to life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness,” or anything else you please. But at bottom it is all the same – capitalist private property.

The capitalist may criticize the government. The worker may praise it. But so long as that government
exists for the purpose of maintaining private property and does maintain it, it is a class government. It is
the political instrument of the capitalist class. Without private ownership of the means of production and
exchange, the capitalist is not a capitalist. He does not have the power to rule society. A government that
maintains the private ownership of capital – regardless of what else it does – is a class government that
maintains the social rule of the capitalist class because it is upholding the most important foundation of
that rule.

It is just as it was in our “race for the waterhole.” The judge may give both contestants a map and the free
use of the road. If the foot-man protests too much against the odds, the judge may give him a concession
by providing him with an extra pair of shoes in the race and a helmet to keep the sun from burning his
head. He may arrange for a few benches along the road for the foot-man to rest on. He may send along the
policeman to see that the automobile-man does not go too far, and run over the foot-man or break his leg
with a tire-wrench. He may even add a special tax on the automobile-man’s gasoline. But if the foot-man
tries to take the automobile that he built, the judge will order the policeman into action. No matter how
friendly he may feel toward the footman, the judge and his policemen have as their basic job the
protection of the private property of the automobile-man. In the most important aspect of the race, they are
the automobile-man’s judge and policeman, not the foot-man’s.

Naturally, it is not a question of one capitalist and one worker. The illustration about the automobile-man
and the foot-man was only an illustration. It is not meant to show that the government is the instrument of
every individual capitalists against every individual worker. Life is full of examples that prove that this is
not the case.

In the first place, there are quarrels and disputes in the ranks of the capitalist class itself, for it is divided
into numerous groups with special interests of their own. There are divisions between capitalist groups of
different regions of the country. There are the small capitalists who are fighting for survival against the
big capitalists and the super-monopolists. There are some industrial capitalists whose main interests may
lie at home, and some financial capitalists whose main interests may lie abroad, in the field of foreign
investment. There are capitalists who press for a more violent policy against labor, and those who have
reasons for making some concessions to labor. There are capitalists who want a “stronger” foreign policy,
because they have direct interests abroad to protect or because they would enjoy far greater profits in a
war boom; and there are other, smaller, capitalists who might prefer a “moderate” foreign policy, because
of their own special economic interests. There are capitalist groups with special economic interests in
Europe and others who care very little about Europe because their economic interests lie in Asia.

That is not all. There are individual capitalists who are so narrow-minded that they act in such a way as to



endanger the existence of all the capitalists. For example, they might proceed against a very modest
demand of the workers with such extreme violence as to arouse all the workers against all the capitalists,
or against the capitalist government. Other capitalists, however, who are no less brutal and greedy, are
more conscious of their class interests as a whole, and they might readily intervene to restrain their more
narrow-minded brethren. In a period of general crisis and general discontentment the capitalist class may
again divide among itself. Some will take the position that their class interests are best served by giving
some concessions to the people, out of fear that the people might otherwise take far more by direct action.
Others will take the position that the best way to handle the discontented is to bear down hard upon them,
to “keep the mob in its place.”

In view of these differences and conflicts, how can the government still be called capitalistic? Obviously,
it cannot act in a manner that would satisfy each capitalist individual or group. That is true. It cannot and it
does not. Each capitalist, or group of them, exerts the greatest possible pressure to swing the government
to its point of view. Through the newspapers and magazines they control, they try to bring to bear
whatever “public opinion” they can. They make use of every legislator and government official under their
influence or direct control. In the end, it is usually those groups of capitalists that are economically
strongest – the big industrial monopolists, the big bankers – who prove to be politically strongest.

But even in those exceptional circumstances where this is not the case, the fundamental character of the
government is not changed. Let us take an example.

In the days of the Hoover administration, the people suffering in the crisis were simply told that nothing
could or would be done for them, that capitalism must take its natural course, and everybody must wait
patiently until industry picks up again. War veterans who came to petition the government for aid were
met with pistols and machine guns. Practically the entire capitalist class applauded this policy. But the
result was a growing dissatisfaction, demonstrations in the streets, threats by workers and poor farmers
that they would take matters into their own hands rather than be evicted from their homes and starve to
death. This was making for a very dangerous situation for capitalism in this country.

A few of the capitalists – only very few, however – were a little wiser. They supported Roosevelt and
helped put him in office. They knew what they were doing. Roosevelt began to appease labor a little. He
made concessions to labor and to the little farmers. He put through a good deal of long overdue labor and
social legislation. He acquired thereby a great reputation as a friend of labor. Many capitalists even cried
out that he was either a radical himself, or a friend or a tool of radicals, and was driving the country to
socialism. Nothing of the sort, however. In actuality, Roosevelt was an astute capitalist statesman. By his
methods and actions he saved American capitalism from the violent social collisions that threatened it. He
halted the growth of independent working class action for many years. (Of course, he was able to do this
because of the comparative strength of American capitalist resources, on the one side, and the political
backwardness of the American workers, on the other. But the fact remains that he did do it.)

Even if it meant defying the most powerful capitalist groups in the country, the Roosevelt Administration
protected the social system on which these groups are based. The government remained true to its class
character and interests.

In other words, the government remains capitalist even if it is compelled, for a time, to defend the
foundations of capitalism against the greed, or the short-sightedness, or the helplessness of this individual
capitalist or that one, this group or that one, or even most of the capitalists.

For this reason it is wrong to call the government “the capitalist class.” It is the executive committee of the
capitalist. class. In every decision it makes it bases itself on the upholding and strengthening of the social
rule of the capitalists, represented and made possible by the private ownership of capital. Its decisions rest
not so much on what is best for this or that individual capitalist, but what is best for capitalist society. If
the decision gives an inch to labor, the basic fact is not changed. If the decision results in a blow to one
capitalist, or a group of them, the basic fact is still unchanged. The government is the executive committee



of capitalism, the over-all manager of its common affairs.

A machine whose basic function is to maintain the rule of one class over another is necessarily also a
machine of oppression. That is essentially the reason for the prisons and the special bodies of armed men
separated from the population as a whole. The class whose rule is preserved by these arms stamps the
government with its class character.

These bodies of armed men are not “neutral” in the class, struggle, although capitalism makes tremendous
efforts to convince people that they are. In every important and decisive conflict, the armed men and all
the other instruments of the government, stand on the side of private property, that is, of the capitalist
class. When workers are thrown into unemployment, threatened with homelessness and starvation, the
police and militia are not turned out to force open the factory gates and compel the capitalist to continue
employing the men so that they may live. But when workers go out on strike against a wage cut or for
better working conditions, it is not very long before the police and militia are sent out to “protect private
property,” and also to protect the scabs and their “right” to break the strike.

(By the way, capitalism has not only the official bodies of armed men at its disposal. When these do not
suffice, or cannot be conveniently employed for one reason or another or – worse yet! – if they are
becoming unreliable from the capitalist standpoint, they are supplemented by “unofficial” armies: thugs,
professional strike-breakers and gunmen, company police, fascist or other reactionary gangs. The
economic power of the capitalists enables them to recruit and maintain these anti-labor bands.)

The capitalist government is therefore an instrument for maintaining the power over society of the
capitalist class and for suppressing the class that is ruled over, the workers.
 

The Class Character of Democracy

But what about democracy? What about the democratic rights that all of us enjoy? Can it be denied that
they give us the possibility of having a genuinely democratic government, in case the one in office does
not function in the interests of the people?

To answer these questions it is necessary first of all to make a more accurate use of the word which, for
convenience’s sake, we have thus far used loosely, namely, “government.” Up to now, what we have dealt
with is not so much the government as it is the state. What is the difference?

The state, as used here, should not be confused with such territorial divisions as we have in this country –
the state of Maine, the state of Oregon, and the like. The state, in any class society, is that public power
which rises above the contending classes for the purpose of regulating the conflict between them in the
interests of the economically dominant class. The state is an instrument of that class for the preservation of
its social rule and for the suppression of the class that threatens it. The essential characteristics of the state
are the prisons, the special bodies of armed men, and the large permanent officialdom, the governmental
bureaucracy. The state machinery that arose and was developed to preserve capitalist private property
makes up the capitalist state.

The capitalist government differs in form in different capitalist countries and at different times. The
government represents the particular political form in which the capitalists rule. In one country the
government may be a representative democracy; in another, a military dictatorship; in one, it may be a
constitutional monarchy; in another, fascist dictatorship. All of these countries, however, are capitalist
states so long as all of them are based on capitalist private property and its preservation.

What do the different governmental forms depend upon? A number of things. First, there are historical
forces and forms that have been inherited in one way or another. Then, there is the stage of development
of the given capitalist country. Finally there is the factor of the relationship of class forces – which is



stronger and which weaker, which is more and which is less conscious of its interests, which is better and
which is less able to fight for its interests, and so on.

Where the government is an outright capitalist dictatorship, which mercilessly suppresses labor and the
labor movement, which wipes out representative government and all democratic rights and institutions, the
capitalist state operates in a naked form. It is easily recognized for what it really is. Its class character is
unmistakable. Where there is not such a naked dictatorship, the class character of the government is not so
easily recognized, but it is capitalist just the same.

This can be seen if we examine closely the realities of the most democratic capitalist states, like England
or the United States. Let us take the latter first.

It is said that the worker has the same vote as the capitalist. If the government shows itself to be pro-
capitalist, the workers, being much more numerous than the capitalists and enjoying the rights of
democracy, can elect a good government, one that will not be a tool in the hands of the capitalist minority.

In the very first place, the fact that so many people, above all the workers, believe this, and act on that
belief, shows that they live in a capitalist society. In every society, the prevailing ideas are the ideas of the
ruling class. The idea that all classes, or the members of all classes, are equal, or are at least political
equals, is one of the basic ideas of the capitalist class. It does everything it can to get the workers to accept
this idea in order to conceal the fact that this is a society of unequals organized to maintain the rule of the
capitalist minority over the big majority of the people.

Let us dwell on this point. In doing so we will get a clear understanding of just what kind of democracy we
really have under capitalism.

It is obviously impossible to gain influence or control over the government without organization. The
capitalists are organized economically, in powerful industrial and financial associations, and politically, in
big parties. In addition, they have thousands of social organizations, ranging from Boy Scouts to fraternal
orders, from veterans’ groups to sports societies. They have the wealth which makes it possible to
organize, control and maintain them. They have always enjoyed the unrestricted right to organize them.
The workers, on the other hand, are limited in their ability to organize by their lack of wealth. Moreover,
they have not only had to fight the most violent battles to establish the right to form their own class
organizations, like unions, but they are constantly forced to fight for it all over again. Capitalists have no
difficulty in maintaining their political parties. But countless restrictions and obstacles are placed in the
way of independent working class parties, even in such matters as getting on the ballot, and above all in
the fact that the workers do not have the wealth that the capitalists use to maintain their parties and
conduct their election campaigns.

The right of organization means nothing without the right of assembly. An organization which cannot
meet is an organization in name only. All people enjoy an equal right of assembly in a democratic
capitalist country, but only in form and not in reality. If one class owns all the big meeting halls, or the
wealth with which to hire them as often as it pleases; and the other class owns only the smallest halls and
does not have the wealth to hire the large ones frequently; then the exercise of the right of assembly, even
under a formal democracy, is limited by the class position of the workers. On paper, their organizations
may have an unlimited right to public meetings. But if they do not own the halls in which to meet freely,
or do not have the funds to hire such halls as often as they want or need to, they do not enjoy the right
equally with those who own the halls or have unlimited funds for hiring them.

The right to organize and the right of assembly mean nothing without the right of free press and free
speech. How can you organize if you do not have the means of informing others of your aims and the
means of answering falsehoods spread about you? How can you organize if you cannot talk to those you
want to bring together?

The right of free speech and free press, too, is enjoyed equally by all only in form and not in reality. The



economic power of the capitalists enables them to own the daily newspapers (in this country the workers
do not have a single daily newspaper of their own!), and the vast majority of all the weekly and monthly
periodicals. They have the biggest and best printing presses; they monopolize the paper mills; they have
the biggest news associations; they have tremendous distributing machines. Where they do not own the
press outright, they control it firmly, through advertising, through shareholding, through control of the
sources of news reporting, or simply by virtue of the fact that the owners and editors have a thoroughly
capitalist point of view themselves. In any conflict of interests between labor and capital, the press always
takes the fundamental capitalist position. Newspaper lies and misrepresentations about labor’s views are
notorious. Even if the government never interfered with the right of free speech of labor or organizations
(as it often does, especially in times of sharp conflict, and especially in the case of militant labor
organizations); and even if the government never interfered with the right of free press of labor
organizations (which it actually does do, as in the case of free speech) – class inequality in the exercise of
these rights would still be the basic feature of capitalist democracy.

The capitalist class owns and controls the means of creating and influencing opinion through its control of
the press, the radio, the movies and the theater, the schools and the church. In a thousand different ways it
instills its class ideas into the minds of the workers. It poisons their thinking. It not only gets them to
believe that capitalism is eternal and good, but that socialism is evil, unnecessary and impossible. It even
gets many of them to oppose such an elementary necessity as unions, which is the main reason why the
entire working class is not 100 per cent organized. It is really able to exercise the right of free speech and
free press to the maximum extent. The workers, in the best of times, are able to exercise the same right
only to a minimum extent. (In times of violent crisis of capitalism, as under fascism, the state entirely
deprives the workers of even their most formal democratic rights.)

If the capitalist class can do ninety-nine per cent of the talking and writing, because of its economic
power, and the working class only one per cent – then we do not have a genuine democracy but, as we
have called it, a capitalist democracy.

Fundamentally, the same may be said of the right to vote, without which it is impossible even to speak of
representative government, much less of workers controlling the government. In the first place, this right
is automatically limited by the class restrictions placed upon the other rights dealt with above. Your right
to vote has genuinely democratic meaning only if you have equality with the capitalist class in exercising
the right to organize, the right to free speech, free press and assembly. It is by organization, by speech and
writing, by meeting, that votes are influenced. Economic power gives the capitalist class an overwhelming
advantage over labor in influencing votes and thereby determining elections.

That is not all. Millions of workers are disfranchised; they have no vote. First, there are millions of Negro
workers and poor farmers who are prevented from voting by a multitude of cynical legal devices and
sometimes by outright terrorization. Then, there are millions who are forced by capitalism to be migratory
workers, without a permanent residence, and therefore without the legal qualification for voting. Finally,
there are millions whose only crime is that they were born in another country; their contribution to society
is equal to anyone’s but they have a thousand difficulties placed in the path of acquiring citizenship and
the right to vote.

Furthermore, as has been indicated, working class political parties are handicapped by lack of funds with
which to operate and to campaign. Especially the radical parties, which tell the truth about capitalism, are
suppressed in the newspapers and on the radio. It is made hard for them even to get on the ballot.

But even that is not all. On numerous occasions and in many countries where militant workers have sent
their own candidates into office, and these legally elected legislators fight for labor’s interests, the
representatives of capitalism do not hesitate to violate their own laws by expelling these working class
representatives from the legislative halls. This has happened many times, not only in countries like
Finland, Italy, Germany and elsewhere, but in the United States as well, as at the state capital in Albany,
NY and even in the Congress of the United States itself (Berger case).



Still the full picture has not been drawn! In reality, the situation is much worse for millions upon millions
of people who have not yet been dealt with. We have seen how workers in the capitalist countries enjoy
democratic rights only in a distorted way, in a way rigidly limited by the class nature of society. But every
big capitalist country rules not only over its own working class, but over nations and peoples it controls as
colonies or half-colonies.

Take the case of Great Britain, which prides itself on being the most democratic country in the world, with
the oldest and most democratic Parliament. It has the largest empire on the globe. Just one of its colonies,
India, contains almost one-fifth of the entire population of the world. All these people are ruled and
exploited by Britain. The Indians do not even have the elementary democratic right of self-government,
the right to rule themselves. The British rule over them. A few million British thus decide the fate and rule
the lives of hundreds of millions of Indians without even the formality of democracy which the British
worker enjoys. Great Britain is only one example. The United States, ruling the Philippines, Puerto Rico
and other colonies, is another example of several other big imperialist powers, each with its own colonial
empire. A minority of countries, representing a minority of peoples, rules by sheer force over the lives of
the big majority of the world’s population. It is therefore right to call the most democratic of capitalist
countries, like England or the United States, an imperialist democracy.

In other words, political equality is a myth when there is no economic equality. Equal rights is a myth
when there is no equality of economic rights. The democratic rights that exist in some capitalist countries
are enjoyed mainly, primarily and most effectively by the capitalist class. Even at its best the democracy
that exists under conditions where the capitalists own the means of production and exchange is a capitalist
democracy.

For the reasons already set forth, the most democratic government ever produced in a capitalist country
remains a class government, and it cannot be anything else. The reason for its existence, its basic purpose,
is the maintenance of capitalist property, which means the domination of society by the capitalist class,
which means keeping the workers in the condition of the exploited and oppressed class of society.

Capitalist society is organized against the working class. The capitalist class is an irreconcilable enemy of
labor. The capitalist government exists to keep labor in the position of the exploited class. What can the
workers do in these circumstances? Are they doomed forever to be wage slaves of capitalism? Must they
endure the exploitation and misery of capitalism without hope of changing society and their position in it?
Are they helpless before the enemies arrayed against them? Or is there a way out?

“We are not helpless,” replies a thoughtful worker. “We are not just so many submissive individuals. We
have learned something about the capitalists and how to defend our interests. We are organized. We now
have our unions. Whatever the capitalists may or may not to do, whatever the government is or wants, it is
no longer possible to exploit and oppress us at will. Our unions are here to protect us, and both the
capitalists and the government are forced to deal with them.”

Let us consider now the labor unions and their position in the class struggle.
 

CHAPTER VI
The Labor Unions and the Class Struggle

IN ALMOST every country, the workers have organized themselves into labor unions, embracing all the
workers of a given craft or, in a more advanced stage, all the workers of a given industry. The worker soon
learns that if he is by himself, not in an organization, he is an utterly helpless victim of capitalist greed. If
the employer, especially the more powerful employer in the big industries, is able to deal with each worker
separately, he can set almost any wage and working standard he pleases. If each worker offers himself
singly on the labor market, he soon finds that other workers, especially when there is a large surplus of
unemployed, will “underbid” him in an effort to get the job. To defend themselves from the efforts of the



employer to lower wage and working standards, the workers find themselves forced to organize together,
to represent themselves to the employers as a group and to bargain collectively. The formation of labor
unions is therefore the first step naturally taken by the workers to organize themselves as a class.

How is this fact to be reconciled with the argument that there is no class struggle, no basic conflict of class
interests, in capitalist society?

The most vigorous champions of this argument are the official spokesmen of labor, the leaders of the
unions. (We are dealing here with the labor officialdom as it is today, and not as it should and will be.)
The labor leaders will readily admit that there is a conflict between capital and labor. But, they say, this
conflict need not exist. The conflicting interests can be composed and settled satisfactorily if both sides
take a “reasonable attitude.” If there is a struggle, it can be moderated and eventually eliminated.

Why? Because both sides, capital and labor, have a fundamental interest in common: both want to continue
and expand production. If industry produces, capital will be able to get its legitimate profit and labor will
be assured of work and a fair day's pay for a fair day’s work. It is necessary, therefore, to convince the
unreasonable capitalists to become reasonable (which means to pay a fair day’s pay for a fair day’s work)
and to restrain the unreasonable workers (which means to assure capital of its legitimate profit). Once the
unreasonable have been made reasonable, the struggle can be done away with and both groups can live in
harmony, to the benefit of all.

The conclusion, says labor officialdom, is that labor must pursue not the path of class struggle but the path
of class collaboration. That is why it promotes such schemes as labor-management committees, joint
production committees, standards of production, efficiency minimums, and in general follows a policy of
bringing labor and capital together on the basis of recognizing “the rights of capital” and “the rights of
labor.” The main job of the labor movement thereby becomes not the elimination of capitalism, but
“making capitalism work.”

Capitalist Ideas in the Labor Movement

Fundamentally, these ideas of the labor offcialdom are capitalist ideas. It is entirely true that the capitalists
do not see eye to eye with the labor leaders on every question, and often come into bitter conflict with
them. But that is due primarily to the fact that the labor leaders, in order to hold their special position in
society, strive to keep the labor unions alive and even to strengthen them. Without labor unions behind
them, these leaders would be nobodies, without power, without influences, without privileges, without
social position. In this sense, they are labor leaders. For this reason, they and the organizations they lead
must have the support of every worker whenever they come into conflict with the capitalist class and its
government.

But there is another aspect to the part played by the present labor officialdom. It leads the workers along
the path of collaboration with the capitalists. It instills in the workers the idea that no matter how bad this
or that capitalist may be, the capitalist system (which it usually calls the system of “free enterprise”) is
fundamentally sound and must not be attacked. When workers do develop to the point of militant struggle
against capitalism, the labor leaders intervene to restrain them or thwart their aims. In this sense, they are
capitalistic labor leaders. For this reason, the workers must oppose their ideas at all times and seek to
replace them with leaders who understand what capitalism is and who know how to fight it consciously in
the interests of the working class.

If you bear in mind our analysis of capitalism, you will understand that the idea of collaboration of the
classes is a basically capitalist idea. Certainly, both capital and labor are interested in maintaining and
expanding production. But the interest of each of them is fundamentally different and exclusive.

Capital is interested in production for profit, labor in production for use. Capital is based upon a constantly
increasing exploitation of labor, in order to maintain its profit; labor constantly resists this exploitation.



There is and can be no such thing as a “legitimate profit,” inasmuch as all profit is derived from paying
workers less than the value they add to the product. There is and can be no such thing as a “fair day’s
wage for a fair day’s work,” inasmuch as wages are the payment for only one part of the day’s work, the
other part of which the worker is compelled to contribute to the employer in the form of surplus-value, or
profit.

Labor may collaborate with capital twenty-four hours in the day. It can outdo itself in the attempt to
“maintain production,” to eliminate strikes and lockouts, to establish production schedules and efficiency
standards. It can sit side by side with the capitalists in “labor-management committees” until it can sit no
longer. But it cannot do away with a fundamental fact: capital always seeks to intensify the exploitation of
labor by reducing wages, increasing the work-day, or speeding-up production, or by all three at once; and
labor always seeks to raise its wage and working standards. Capital always seeks to increase its profits,
which can be done only by exploiting labor; labor always seeks to resist exploitation, which can be done
only at the expense of profits. These are fundamental economic facts. Under capitalism, nothing that all
the capitalists, or the whole government, or all the labor leaders, or all the workers, or a combination of all
these, will ever do, can succeed in wiping out these facts.

The capitalists, of course, hammer into the heads of the workers, from childhood on, that the laws of God
and Man and Nature entitle them to a profit, especially a “legitimate” profit. They hammer into the heads
of the workers that capitalism always did exist and always will. Maybe it should be improved a little,
patched up and painted up here and there, but not eliminated. They hammer into the heads of the workers
that there always have been people working for wages and there always will and must be such people; that
it is so decreed by divinity and “human nature”; and that the best to be hoped for is the rule of a “fair
day’s wage for a fair day’s work." They work hard at instilling these ideas into the heads of the people. If
these ideas did not prevail, they could not retain their monstrous power for a week. What the labor leaders
do is to spread essentially the same ideas.

However, there is a simple indication that the idea of class collaboration is as false as the idea of the class
struggle is true. It lies in the very existence of the labor unions.

The organization of labor unions is based upon a revolutionary idea. This idea is that the workers should
organize as a separate, distinct class, independent of the capitalists and all other classes. In organizing
labor unions, the worker is not asked if he is for capitalism (or “free enterprise”) or against it; for
socialism or against it; for the class struggle or against it. Even the most conservative and pro-capitalist
labor official has one standard for organizing unions: is the candidate for membership a worker in the
given trade or industry? If he is, he belongs; if he is not, he does not belong.

(Of course, there are some stupid and reactionary unions which exclude Negroes or apprentices from
membership. But this does not change the basic principle with which we are dealing. For those that are
admitted even to these unions must fulfill the basic requirement of being workers.)

The unions do not admit any capitalists to membership. Why not? Do not the labor leaders who preach
class collaboration insist that some capitalists are “good” and “reasonable” and “friendly to labor”? If their
ideas are valid, why not bring into the unions at least the “good” and “reasonable” and “friendly”
capitalists? If they believe that labor and capital can work together in “joint management committees“ of
industry for the benefit of both, then why cannot labor and capital belong to and work in the same union
for the benefit of both? If there is no irreconcilable class struggle, why is a separate and independent
organization of the working class necessary? If the interests of labor and capital are common, or if they
can be harmonized, why can’t that be done in and by a common organization of workers and capitalists?

It is true that there are organizations which are based on this idea and act accordingly. But they are rightly
called company unions. Every intelligent worker, and even the labor leaders, recognizes them as capitalist,
anti-labor organizations. They strive to replace them with genuine, independent organizations of the
workers, and of the workers alone. It is true, also, that the collaborationist policies of our capitalistic labor



leaders tend, willy-nilly, little by little, to transform these independent labor organizations into company
unions. But this does not alter the fact that the organization of workers into independent labor unions is a
revolutionary act based upon the idea of the class struggle. If this is denied, the idea of an independent
labor movement simply makes no sense. The labor leaders should then advocate the giving up of separate
labor unions, or transforming them into company unions or joint organizations of labor and capital.

“Well,” it may be said, “if the unions are based upon the idea of the class struggle, isn’t that enough?
Doesn’t that qualify them to solve the problems faced by the working class?”

No, not yet.
 

Why Unions Are Not Enough

In the first place, the unions are not conscious of this important fact. Except for a small percentage of their
membership, they do not understand its significance, all that it implies. This reduces their effectiveness in
the struggle to defend the interests of the working class. These interests can be properly defended only if
there is a clear understanding of the nature of capitalist society and an organized struggle against
capitalism.

The actual work of the unions is based upon an acceptance of capitalism. They are not organized for the
purpose of liberating the working class from the condition of exploitation and oppression to which it is
doomed under capitalism. Instead, they confine themselves to the attempt to raise the wages of the
workers and obtain favorable social legislation while keeping the capitalist profit system. The longer
capitalism is allowed to exist, the more acute become its problems. The more acute its problems, the
stronger and more urgent its drive against the workers' living standard. The most that the unions can do –
given the way they are now constituted and led – is to resist this drive, try to slow it down. If they remain
committed to the capitalist system, the unions, and the workers in general, are limited to defensive actions
and, in the long run, to defeat.

In the second place, the unions are dominated at present by a bureaucratic officialdom with a capitalist
outlook. The labor bureaucracy occupies a special position in society. Taken as a whole – not this or that
individual labor official – its standard of living and social outlook bring it closer to the middle classes than
to the working class. Due to its leadership over a big social movement – the unions – it enjoys special
privileges and powers in society.

To be sure, it does not want to see the labor movement destroyed, as happens under Fascism, because
without a labor movement to represent and rest upon, its powers and privileges disappear and it is wiped
out as a special group. At the same time, however, it can retain its special position only in so far as it keeps
the labor movement tied to capitalism. If the labor movement were committed to a militant struggle
against capitalism itself; if the labor movement were imbued with a socialist understanding of society; and
above all, if the working class succeeded in replacing capitalism with a classless society – there would be
no place for bureaucrats and exorbitantly-paid officials, and no place for special privileges of any kind.
There would be no life-time officers, as some unions have. There would be no capitalistic salaries, as some
officials have. There would be no autocratic powers, as some officials have arrogated to themselves. There
would be no grafting, no financial manipulations, no investment of workers’ funds in capitalistic
enterprises – all of which are so widespread nowadays in the labor movement. There would be no “upper
classes" and “respectable society” for labor leaders to hobnob with, because there would be no class
divisions of any kind.

That is why the labor officials (again, taken as a whole) are such vigorous opponents of socialism or a
fight for socialism, opponents of militant class action against capitalism, and equally vigorous champions
of capitalism (“free enterprise”) and collaboration with capitalists. Their special social position explains
why the labor leaders are in favor, at one and the same time, of maintaining the capitalist government (if it



tolerates a labor movement) and of maintaining the unions (if they are docile toward capitalism).

It should be obvious that under such a leadership, the labor unions cannot carry on an effective struggle for
the defense of working-class interests, and cannot solve the fundamental problems of society.

In the third place, the class struggle is a political struggle, but the unions, by themselves, are not equipped
to conduct it successfully. The problems of the workers cannot be solved in the form of a “better contract”
between one local union and one employer, or even between one industrial union and a large capitalist
combine.

To begin with, even if we think only in the most narrow “wage” terms, the most modest victory of the
workers in one plant or industry depends upon the organized strength of the workers all over the country,
in all the important plants and industries. In other words, the progress of any group of workers depends
upon the strength and organization of their class, upon its ability to contend with the capitalists as a class.

But the struggle between the two is not confined to the economic field. The state, the government, is an
instrument of the capitalist class in this struggle. It intervenes in the struggle more and more directly. The
closer capitalism comes to collapse, the more frequently it breaks down – the more active and direct is the
intervention of the government to “organize” it, to maintain it. The further capitalism moves toward
monopoly, the closer it is intertwined with the machinery of the government. It is not an accident, and not
a whim of some group of politicians, that the government and its agents are increasingly present and
dominant in the economic life of the country. It is the inevitable result of a capitalist process.

Consequently, the attempt to solve labor’s problems on the purely economic field, yields fewer and fewer
results. To solve their economic problems, the workers find themselves forced to go deeper into the
political field, to engage in political action. Even such matters as wages, work-day and working conditions
are no longer simply settled between one union and one employer. They must be taken up with the
government, or one of its bureaus or boards, which have acquired the power to settle them. This serves to
bring about a clearer understanding of the fact that the class struggle is a political struggle. The trouble is
that the unions are not equipped for effective working-class political action.

Before we can proceed with this problem, it is necessary to examine the much-confused and much-
misunderstood question of politics.
 

What Is Politics?

What does the word “politics” mean to the average worker? It brings to his mind a picture of graft, bribery
and corruption. If he sees two men fighting madly to grab off a rich office-plum, he says, “That is politics
for you.” If he sees a public figure (or sometimes a figure in the labor movement) doing something under-
handed in order to line his pockets or to climb up the ladder of officialdom, he says, “That is politics.” If
he sees a man getting a summons for speeding cancelled by telephoning a friendly ward-heeler, he says,
“That is politics for you.” If he hears a labor leader shout, “We don’t want any politics in the unions,” he
nods his head in agreement.

All this is based upon some of the realities of capitalist politics, which is always accompanied by
rottenness, corruption, office-hunting and spoils. But it represents at the same time a fatal misconception
of what political action really is. Before a decision can be made on what to do about politics, we should
have a proper definition of it.

Politics deals with government power and the powers of government. Political action is any activity
directed toward gaining influence or control over government. The basic aim of politics is state power.

Once this is fully understood, the working class can take a tremendous step toward solving its problems,
especially in a country like the United States, where labor is so far behind in the question of politics. The



road is then cleared for independent working-class political action. It is such action that the capitalist class
fears more than anything else.

Often, the capitalists and their press say to the workers:

“Don’t get into politics. Politics is a terribly dirty business meant only for professional politicians. If there
is any politics to be conducted, let us sinners conduct it. You should keep away from it. It is too
complicated for you to understand. The best thing you can do, and the most you should do, is to vote for
those who are suited to this sort of business.”

To be sure, politics as conducted by the capitalist politicians is usually dirty and sordid enough. But the
reason why they give such pious advice to the workers is not that they want to keep labor’s hands nice and
clean, and not even that they fear the cleansing influence of labor in politics. What they really worry about
is that labor getting into politics means, eventually, labor’s control of government.

Inside, as well as outside, the labor movement, the same advice is usually heard. Union officials repeat,
year-in and year-out: “No politics in the unions. The unions should keep out of politics.” What does this
really mean?

The very early days of the labor movement were the very early days of capitalism. In that period, the
unions were able to confine themselves pretty much to negotiating wage contracts with small, individual
employers, especially where the unions represented only the highly-skilled crafts. The economic
conditions of the workers could be improved, especially in a rich and growing country like the United
States, without the unions concerning themselves greatly or primarily with the government or with
political questions. About all they did was to advise their members, once a year, to vote for this “friend of
labor” and against that “enemy of labor.” But even in giving this advice, no organized action was taken to
mobilize the political power of labor as a class.

To talk about keeping the unions out of politics today is to talk the language of horse-and-buggy
unionism. War, a vital problem of the working class, is a political question. Peace, no less vital a problem,
is a political question. Taxation, a matter which affects the living standard of the workers more than it
ever did before, is a political question. Democratic rights of all kinds, which labor finds itself forced to
fight for more vigorously than ever before, is a political question. And even such elementary things as
wage and working standards have become, as was pointed out before, political questions, that is, questions
settled by government and its agencies. Whether they want to or not, the workers and their organizations
are compelled to take an interest in politics and to engage in political action. Unions find themselves
setting up local and national political action committees, which means that for the time the labor
movement, at least large sections of it, are entering politics as a labor movement.

What, then, is meant by those labor leaders and “friends of labor” who continue to speak about keeping
labor out of politics and politics out of the unions? It means what it has always meant: Keep labor out of
working-class politics! Keep working-class politics out of the unions! It means: Continue to act as always
in the past. In other words, workers should continue to support capitalist politics, for that is what they
have been doing in the past. The motto of “No politics” has always meant, in the working class, no
independent working-class politics.

If the correct definition of politics is borne in mind, it will readily be seen that the labor movement is
constantly engaged in political action. When a union adopts a resolution to be sent to Congress, that is a
political action. The union is seeking to influence political decisions. When a union organizes a meeting or
demonstration in favor of or in opposition to the passage of a given bill before a local or federal
legislature, that is a political action. When a union sends a delegation to the state capital or to Washington,
that is a political action. When it. sends its representatives to argue a wage dispute before a governmental
body, that is a political action. When it endorses a candidate for office, that is a political action. The fact is
that the labor movement is involved in politics every day of the week. There is no escape from it. There is
no need to escape from it. Politics, the struggle for political action, is a legitimate, inevitable and, more



than that, an urgently necessary field of activity for the working class.

In that case, what is wrong? Two things.

First, the politics of the labor movement is still capitalist politics. The political activities of the unions are
still directed toward supporting one of the capitalist parties or the other. Where they do not support such a
party outright, they support one capitalist politician or another, on the ground that he is a “good man,” or a
“friend of labor.”

In order to keep labor tied to their apron-strings, the capitalist parties always have a few politicians around
who can be presented as “friends of labor,” especially when labor is discontented and shows signs of
breaking away from the parties of capitalism. They say to the workers: “You may think that Smith is a
reactionary, with an anti-labor record. But how can you think that about Jones, who is such a fine
progressive, who has said and done so many good things for the workingman? At least, support Jones.
And above all else, do not form a party of your own. That would be a class party, and there are no classes
in this country.”

By heeding this cunning advice, the labor unions and the bulk of the working class confine their political
activities to the capitalist parties. They do not organize to put labor itself in power, but only the "friends”
of labor. At every crucial test, these “friends” prove to be what they always were, namely, defenders of
capitalism. The defense of the interests of capitalism is, however, incompatible with the defense of the
interests of the working class. Labor is already in politics, but because its politics are still capitalistic, it is
not engaged in political action as a class for itself.
 

Labor Party and the Workers’ Government

Second, although labor is engaged in political action, it has not equipped itself with the most important
instrument required for participation in politics. Labor has no party of its own. To meet the capitalists on
the economic field under more favorable conditions, the workers very wisely organized a special machine,
the labor unions. To deal with the capitalist class on the political field, it is also necessary to organize a
special machine, a working-class political party.

The class struggle is a political struggle. It cannot be fought successfully by the workers unless they have
a political weapon, which means, their own political party. The capitalist class has its own political
organizations. It sees to it that they remain committed to its basic interests, the maintenance of the
capitalist system. It sees to it that they remain under its control. It provides them with a press. It provides
them with funds, running into millions of dollars each year. In some places, the capitalists are in direct
control of these parties, in others, its agents and sworn friends are in direct control. Even if, under certain
conditions, a “progressive” breaks through to a nomination and gets elected, the capitalist class still
maintains control of the political machinery and is able to realize its aims in the end.

Why should not the workers have their own political party, which openly calls itself the party of the
working class? The workers are the most numerous and most important class in society. They have the
most representative and largest organizations in society, the labor unions, which outnumber by far the
membership of all the capitalist and middle-class organizations put together.

That is not all. Labor leaders and “friends of labor” try to discourage the workers from forming a party of
their own with the argument that the workers, and especially the labor unions, by themselves, do not form
the absolute majority of the population, and therefore could not win in the contest with the existing parties.

An utterly false and misleading argument! The capitalist parties represent a far tinier minority of the
population than do the labor unions. That does not prevent the labor leaders and the “friends” from
supporting these parties. A working-pass party, with a correct program and leadership, could win the



support of the overwhelming majority of the population. The main enemy of the working class is
monopoly capitalism, represented by the big industrial and financial magnates. Why should not, why
cannot, labor, in its fight against the monopolistic class, enlist the support of the poor farmers, of the lower
middle classes, of the Negro people in town and country, who are also under the heel of monopoly
capitalism? Why cannot labor draw up and carry on a serious fight for such a political program as would
attract to it the support of these other people, together with whom labor makes up far more than a simple
majority of the population? On what ground should we believe that the political support of these people
will always go to the leadership of capitalism, but never to the leadership of labor?

Those who argue against independent political action by the workers, against an independent workers’
party, are tied in body and mind to the chariot of capitalist politics. They find no difficulty in believing
that capitalism always can and should win the support of the farmers, the lower middle classes and the
Negro people. But they have so little confidence in the working class in whose name they presume to
speak, that they cannot conceive of it winning the support of the bulk at the people and acquiring the
leadership of the nation. That a few thousand capitalists should run the country seems natural to them.
That it should be run by millions of workers is inconceivable to them. In this way, as in all others, they
show they are capitalistic labor leaders, not real working-class leaders.

The workers need a party of their own. To form it, is to issue the Declaration of Independence of the
American working class. It is the first big step in breaking from the capitalist parties and capitalist politics,
and toward independent working-class political action.

However, it is only the first step. A political party that does not proclaim its intention of taking
government power, is not worthy of the name. A Labor Party which announced, as some so-called labor
parties do, that its aims in politics is to support the candidates of the capitalist parties, could neither inspire
the support it should have nor fulfill the task before it. A party that proclaims as its purpose the
nomination of “good” candidates by the capitalist parties and their election with its aid, is a miserable
bargaining agency, but not an Independent Labor Party. Its proclamation is a confession that the capitalist
parties are so bankrupt and rotten, that their candidates can get support from the workers only if they also
appear under the emblem of another party.

A Labor Party which announced that it had only a modest aim, like the election of a few candidates of its
own, and nothing more, could not inspire serious support among the people. It could get such support and
justify its existence in the eyes of the people only if it declared boldly that the capitalist parties are
bankrupt, that it challenges them all along the line, that it aims at taking government power and
reorganizing society to serve the interests of all the people instead of serving only the interests of the
capitalist minority.

The formation of an independent workers’ party acquires great significance only if it proclaims the
objective of a Workers’ Government.

What would be the program and purpose of a Workers’ Government? Would it simply be to put the
workers in the offices now occupied by capitalist politicians and bureaucrats? Would it simply be to take
over the responsibility for managing the affairs of the capitalist class? In that case, it would be a Workers’
Government only in name, and a capitalist government in reality. It would confuse the workers, and make
it easy for capital to get back all its power.

This is not a mere assertion, it is a fact proved by experience. Twice in England, a Labor Government was
in office; in Germany, in Austria, in Spain and in other countries, the same thing was true at different
times. But in every one of these cases, the government failed to act in the interests of the working class. It
left the power of the capitalists intact. It made no fundamental change. The position of the masses of the
people was not sufficiently improved or not improved at all, because no bold steps were taken to remove
the causes of the social evils produced by capitalism. The hopes of the people were disappointed. Their
enthusiasm declined. The capitalist class thereupon found little difficulty in regaining all its political



control by taking over the government directly. It either crushed the labor government by violence or
simply dismissed it from office. In many cases, an outright reactionary or fascist government took control.

A Workers’ Government is needed not to protect the power and interests of the capitalists, but the power
and interests of the workers, and of all the little people as a whole. We have already seen that political
power – the government, the state – exists only to serve class interests. All the interests of the capitalist
class are tied up with and based upon preserving their ownership and control of the means of production.
Their whole power over society is based upon this ownership. It enables them to exploit and oppress the
majority of the population. It results in growing social inequality, in unemployment, economic scarcity,
insecurity and war. The maintenance of capitalist property is the basic principle of every capitalist
government. To this principle, it subordinates everything else.

A Workers’ Government must have a basically different principle if it is to discharge its great obligation to
those who placed it in power. To the evils of capitalism, it must oppose social progress and human
welfare. To the interests of a ruling minority, it must oppose the interests of all humanity. Its aim must be
to assure society a high, continuous level of production which will permit the cultural development of all,
and which will not be broken periodically by convulsive crises; to assure abundance to all and peace
among all the nations and peoples, so that the nightmare of insecurity is dispelled; to assure everyone
freedom from physical and intellectual enslavement of any kind. Are not these the things that all the
people long for?

Capitalist class rule has demonstrated to the hilt that it cannot, by its very nature, achieve this aim. Yet its
achievement is not only necessary, but, as will be shown, it is quite possible. Now the question is: Once
the workers have political power, once there is a Workers’ Government, what can and should it do to
make this aim a living reality?
 

CHAPTER VII
A Workers’ Government and Socialism

SOCIALISM, based upon the planned organization of production for use by means of the common
ownership and democratic control of the means of production, is the abolition of all classes and class
differences.

“As an ideal, it would be a good thing to have socialism; but it is only an ideal which cannot be realized in
practice.” This is said by many people who have a poor understanding not only of socialism but of
capitalism as well. Let us see. Is socialism merely a noble ideal, or is it more than that – a practical
possibility and urgent necessity?
 

The First Steps of a Workers’ Government

Without production, society cannot live. The first step that a genuine Workers’ Government would take
would be directed toward assuring continuous production so as to satisfy the needs of the people.

How could that be assured? There would be all sorts of difficulties in the way. Most of them would come
from the big capitalists. If they saw that this government was really serious in applying its principle of
serving the interests of society and not merely of serving the profit-lust of capitalism, they would set up all
the obstacles they could. Their aim would be to throw monkey-wrenches into all the machinery of industry
and administration, to weaken the government, to undermine its authority, to discredit it, and to overthrow
it as soon as possible. When the capitalists feel that their property and profits are in any way endangered,
there are no lengths to which they will not go to preserve them. The interests and welfare of the people are
their very last concern.



What would they do? They would refuse to carry out the orders of the government, or carry them out in
such a way as to nullify their purpose. They would sabotage production in a thousand different ways, or
shut down their plants on one pretext or another. They would conceal their real stocks and assets. By their
control of the banking system, they would deny the government the funds required to carry out a
progressive program. They would even create an artificial financial panic, as they have done on other
occasions. They would use their great economic power to finance bands of thugs and reactionaries
assigned to the job of creating turmoil, of impeding the smooth operation of the government, and
eventually of overthrowing it by force or the threat of force. By their monopoly of the press and radio,
they would keep up a running fire of misrepresentation, lies and slander against the government with the
aim of undermining it, sabotaging its efforts, and confusing and misleading the people. They would soon
show the Workers’ Government what it means for them to have a monopoly of social power!

These are not mere predictions. They have already occurred in many countries. The capitalist class acted
in exactly that way not only in Russia, when a revolutionary Workers’ Government took political power,
but also in England, Austria, Spain, Germany, France and other countries, where there were only
conservative and timid Labor Governments or half-Labor Governments. The only country in which this
campaign was properly dealt with was in Russia, in the revolution of 1917. A genuine Workers’
Government in any other country would have to deal with the capitalist class in fundamentally the same
way – if only in simple self-defense.

A Workers’ Government would, first of all, nationalize the key, basic industries, the means of
transportation, and the banking system. These are the main strongholds of monopoly capitalism and the
foundations of modern production. By nationalizing and centralizing them in the hands of the state, the
Workers’ Government accomplishes two objectives with one stroke. It is now in a position to organize
production and distribution in a planful and systematic way, and it deprives the reactionary monopolists of
the economic power to interfere with production and the functioning of the government.

In undertaking the nationalization of industry and finance, several questions of first-rate importance
immediately face the Workers’ Government. Let us consider them one by one.

First: Shall the property of the big capitalists be confiscated without compensation?

The very word “confiscation,” especially when the words “without compensation” are added to it, raises
shrieks of horror from the ranks of the capitalists. Outrageous! Inconceivable! Yet the whole system of
capitalism is based on confiscation. The original accumulation of capital, as will be recalled, was
accomplished for the most part by an elaborate system of confiscating (expropriating) the wealth and
resources of small producers, independent peasants and farmers, and entire colonial peoples. Day-in and
day-out capitalism exists only because it confiscates the surplus-value produced by the worker over and
above the wages he receives for his labor. Capitalism has developed confiscation to a forcibly-maintained,
scientific process of exploitation. If we understand the fact that the value of all the products of society has
been produced by labor, it would be perfectly proper for labor to confiscate without further ado.

Nevertheless, confiscation of capitalist property without any compensation to its former owners is not an
absolutely necessary step for the Workers’ Government to take. If the capitalists reconcile themselves
quietly to the new government and the social progress it undertakes to achieve, it might very well prove to
be a wise step to compensate them for the property that has been nationalized. Or, compensation might be
offered them in order to show that the new government is not interested merely in vengeance. Its primary
concern is the organization of economic life for the benefit of the whole of society. There is room in this
organization even for former capitalists who wish to cooperate and are ready to place at the disposal of
society whatever technical and managerial skill they may possess. Under these conditions, compensation
would be a cheap way of assuring a smooth and speedy reorganization of economic and social life.

Naturally, even if compensation were decided on, it would certainly not be based on calculations
arbitrarily made by the former capitalists, but on estimates made by the government. The capitalist would



not be permitted to present the government with any claim he himself saw fit to make and to demand,
“This is what my property is worth. Pay me off in full.” In addition, whatever compensation he received
would be for his personal wealth, but could not be used to acquire ownership of the means of production
all over again so that the exploitation of labor might be resumed. Finally, all incomes would be subject to a
progressive tax with a democratically-fixed schedule.

All experience indicates, however, that the capitalist class will not quietly submit to a Workers’
Government. Wherever it seemed on the verge of coming into existence, the capitalists always organized
all the armed forces at their disposal to crush it. Wherever it did take power, the capitalists fought tooth
and nail to overturn it by the same armed force. In all likelihood, that is how they will act in every country
where their immense power to rule society is threatened. It goes without saying that where the capitalist
class or any part of it tries to overturn the Workers’ Government, tries to impose the will of the minority
upon the majority by force and violence, tries to throw the country into a bloody civil war, it would be
treated like any traitor. These capitalists would be declared outlaws, they would be deprived of all civil
rights and their properties confiscated outright by the state.

In other words, the choice is really theirs. If they recognize that the day of their despotic domination over
society has ended, and that they had best cooperate as useful citizens, then chaos and bloodshed will be
averted, and smooth and speedy progress assured for all. If they do not reconcile themselves, and seek to
turn progress into reaction by sword and bomb, they can hardly complain about the inevitable
consequences.

Second: Shall all private property be nationalized immediately?

Certainly not! In the first place, we are concerned not with private property but with capitalist private
property, that is, privately-owned means of production and exchange, that is, with capital, or wealth used
for the creation of more wealth by exploiting the labor of others. We do not have in mind such things as
clothing, the family home, radio or automobile, furniture, your own fishing boat or hobby equipment, and
other items of purely personal property. If anything, the aim of the Workers’ Government is to make such
“property” available in larger quantities to millions who have never enjoyed them. The basic problem of
society is related to such property as is represented by the means of production and exchange. It is these
that must be nationalized, and forthwith.

Does this mean the Workers’ Government will immediately take over every corner grocery, every shoe
store and tailor shop, every little farm? Certainly not! In the first place, it would be foolish for the
Workers’ Government to alienate the members of the middle classes and drive them into the arms of
monopoly-capitalist reaction. In the second place, the evils of capitalist society do not grow out of the little
farm or grocery store, but out of the big industrial monopolies that are linked with the big banking
institutions. In the third place, the Workers’ Government can act with complete confidence in the
superiority of the way it will organize and manage economic life. It can afford to let the evidence of this
superiority convince the small farmer that it is far more economical and far less back-breaking to work
collectively with other agriculturists on highly-mechanized, scientifically-exploited, efficiently-managed,
socially-owned-and-operated big farms. It is wrong and quite unnecessary to try forcing the farmer to rive
up his farm for a collective farm. Essentially the same attitude may well be adopted toward the small
merchant and producer. The Workers’ Government has no need or interest in forcing these small property-
owners, producers and merchants into the machinery of state-industry, state-farming. It can fully rely on
the persuasive power of example.

Third: Shall economic life be centrally organized and planned?

Most decidedly! If not, what sense would there be to the nationalization of the means of production? The
government would have the responsibility for solving the economic problems of the country. It could not
possibly discharge this weighty responsibility unless it had the power to do so. It cannot have this power
unless it has the economic machinery in its hands and is in a position to gear all its wheels so that they



operate smoothly.

There are people who argue against a Workers’ Government nationalizing the means of production and
exchange. They say that it is not so much that they oppose the formation of a Workers’ Government, but
that they are against it having “too much economic power.” As a “compromise,” they propose that some
industries be nationalized and others remain private property.

But this does not make sense. If private property is superior to nationalized or socialized property, then the
nationalization of property should be opposed altogether, which is as good as saying that a Workers’
Government has no reason for existence. If both are equally good or equally bad, there is supply no point
in bothering to replace one with the other. If nationalized property is superior to capitalist property, then,
even if only part of industry were nationalized, its superiority would be demonstrated so quickly that
private property could not properly be maintained. The worst aspect of this argument is this: If only part of
the means of production were nationalized and centralized in the hands of the Workers’ Government, it
would not find it possible to organize and plan production on a national scale. It is not possible to plan the
production and distribution of goods if part of the machinery is under one control and direction and the
other part under different control. The whole purpose of the nationalization of property would be defeated
in advance.

The purpose of planning, long-term planning, is to assure the harmonious expansion of industry and the
systematic raising of the standard of living. The raw materials, machinery and labor power of the nation
would be brought together into an integrated whole. The waste of capitalist competition and the stagnation
of monopoly capitalism would be overcome. Production would not be organized on the basis of the blind
push and pull of the capitalist market, but in accordance with the needs of the people. Production for profit
would give way to production for use.

Fourth: Shall economic life be democratically managed and controlled?

Absolutely! It is the maintenance of capitalist domination of society that demands, more and more, the
abandonment of democracy. A Workers’ Government would have to extend democracy continually, not
merely because it is a desirable ideal, but because it is indispensable to the planning of production for use.

Capitalism produces bombs for the destruction of homes just as readily as it constructs homes, if not more
readily. It produces barbed wire to tear the flesh of men just as readily as it produces clothing to cover
them. It produces luxurious palaces while millions live in shacks. Its motive of production was, is, and
always will be profit. It is not the needs of the people that dictate its production.

If, however, production were carried on for use, to satisfy the needs of the people, the question
immediately arises: Who is to determine what is useful and what would satisfy these needs? Will that be
decided exclusively by a small board of government planners? No matter how high-minded and wise they
might be, they could not plan production for the needs of the people. Production for use, by its very
nature, demands constant consultation of the people, constant control and direction by the people. The
democratically-adopted decision of the people would have to guide the course of production and
distribution. Democratic control of the means of production and distribution would have to be exercised by
the people to see to it that their decision is being carried out.

Otherwise, the government and its planning would undergo a complete perversion of its purpose. At best,
we would have a benevolent regimentation of the people “for their own good.” A government which
declares itself to be “for” the workers, but is not a government of and by the workers, is a Workers’
Government only in name. Instead of being regulated by the blind market, as under capitalism, production
would be regulated by the autocratic, uncontrolled will of a bureaucracy. Economic distortions, social
conflict, exploitation and oppression would inevitably result. Production for use, aimed at satisfying the
needs of society and of freeing all the people from class rule, would be impossible. Democratic control,
the continual extension of democracy, is therefore an indispensable necessity under a Workers’
Government. The idea of a Workers’ Government is thus inseparably connected with the idea of



nationalization of the means of production and exchange, the centralized organization and planning of
production and distribution, and the continual extension of democracy and democratic control of industry,
there must be planing of production. To plan production, the economic machinery of the country must be
socially owned and centrally operated. To nationalize the means of production and exchange, a Workers’
Government must be established with power to act. For it to be a Workers’ Government, it must be
democratically run and controlled by the workers. None of these is possible without having all.

Now, what must be emphasized at this point is this:

The Workers’ Government has taken the first important steps toward the achievement of Socialism!

Socialism is not a utopian ideal, a blueprint for society that exists in the minds of some people. It is a
social necessity; it is a practical necessity. It is the direction that the masses of the people must take in
order to save society from disintegration, in order to satisfy their social needs. To be a socialist, merely
means to be conscious of this necessity, to make others conscious of it, and to work in an organized
manner for the realization of the goal.
 

How Capitalism Prepares Socialism

How is the goal of a socialist society to be realized? Is it really possible to realize it? In order to answer
these questions, we must retrace our steps a little, and deal with two highly important matters. One is the
way in which capitalism prepares the economic groundwork for socialism. The other is the way in which
capitalism provides the social force capable of destroying capitalism and building up the new society. The
great superiority of capitalism over the societies that came before it, lies in the fact that it has enormously
developed the forces of production. Under slavery and feudalism, life, economic life in particular, barely
moved along. For centuries, people used the same primitive tools. For centuries, people worked as
individuals or, at most, in twos or threes or fours, on the farm and in tiny shops. Capitalism lifted society
out of this stagnation and sent it off at a furious gallop. Machines replaced hand labor; big industries
replaced small ones. Labor productivity was raised to astounding heights. With modern machinery and
production methods, one man produces what it took hundreds and thousands of men to produce a century
or more ago. In addition, commodities are produced that our forefathers never even dreamed of seeing.

One of the results of this development is that production is already carried on socially. Labor has been
socialized. The basis of production is no longer one man on a farm or a couple of men in a little shop. In
some industries, tens of thousands of people work together under a single direction, under one roof, so to
speak. Capital has become concentrated and centralized. The most important industries are owned and
operated as monopolies.

In itself, this is highly desirable. One huge enterprise, which organizes a great multitude of little operations
under single direction, is far more productive, far more economical and efficient, than a thousand little
enterprises each of which does one or two little operations independently of all the others, or each of which
tries to compete with all the others. The only important thing that has not been socialized is the ownership
and the appropriation of the products of industry. They remain private. And therein lies the root of
capitalist exploitation and oppression, of the anarchy of production, of crises and imperialist wars.

Social production, in large-scale mechanized industry, represents, however, the seeds of the socialist
society growing right in the soil of capitalist society itself. Socialism could not possibly be built up on the
basis of the tens of thousands of isolated, independent, competing little enterprises that existed generations
ago. But it can be built on the basis of modern production which is already carried on socially. And it must
be built because private ownership, which is the basis of private appropriation, now stands in the way of
the further development of the productive forces. The reason why it is now possible is that the only
remaining step to be taken is the removal of this last obstacle to human progress – private ownership.
Once this is done, the seeds of socialism, sown by capitalism itself, will bloom and flourish.



Capitalism also produces the force capable of reorganizing society on a rational basis. That force is the
modern working class, brought into existence and developed by capitalism itself. Capitalist production
organizes the workers as a class. The very way in which it is carried on assembles the workers for
cooperative labor, so that they are accustomed to work together in a planful way by tens of thousands in
the larger enterprises.

By monopolizing the means of production and depriving the formerly independent worker of his tools,
capitalism wipes out the basis for the workers’ interest in maintaining private property. The workers are
now propertyless workers, who no longer own the tools and machines with which they produce. At the
same time, however, they have become the principal productive force. Of all the people in society, the
workers suffer most intensely from the rule of capitalism. Their interests are diametrically opposed to
those of the capitalists. Of all the conflicts in society, the struggle between working class and capitalist
class is the sharpest and most irreconcilable.

The workers cannot rid themselves of their sufferings without abolishing the domination that the machine
has over them. They can do this only if they gain control of the machine itself. In doing so, they must
destroy capitalism and proceed with the complete reorganization of society.

No other class is capable of doing this historic task. The middle classes are, it is true, ground under by
monopoly capitalism. But they are incapable of leading the fight against it. They are isolated and
dispersed. Their economic position in society does not make it possible for them to unite as an organized
force. As tiny isolated producers or merchants, they are at the mercy of big industry and finance. They
may oppose the monopolists, but they cannot fight, much less lead the fight, against the capitalist system
of private property – they are little property-owners themselves.

To the extent that they have a program of their own, it is to “break the trusts.” These mighty
concentrations of capital, however, should not (and cannot) be broken up into ineffective and inefficient
little units. They should be taken over by society itself. Even if they could, by some magic, be divided into
the small productive units that once existed, the law of capitalist development would operate incessantly to
merge them all over again. The program of the middle class is utterly utopian, unrealizable. It is
reactionary, for it tries to turn back the wheels of social development.

Furthermore, the middle classes are doomed to social and political instability. Because they find
themselves forced to oppose the industrial and financial monopolists, they seek an alliance with the
workers. This is, so to speak, the progressive side of the middle classes of town and country. But because
they seek to preserve their hopeless position as property-owners, and because they must intensify the
exploitation of the few workers they employ in order to compete with large-scale industry, they oppose the
working class and lean upon the big capitalists for support. This is the conservative or reactionary side of
the middle class.

It does not follow that the middle classes are exactly “in the middle” between the two main classes or that
their interests are as much opposed to the one as to the other. Capitalism destroys them not only as small
property-owners, but as human beings. It makes them the helpless slaves of the banks, the railroads, the
mills, the packing houses. 0r it deprives them altogether of their half-independent position and throws
them into the ranks of the working class or of the “ surplus population.” It oppresses and degrades them,
depriving them of both material and intellectual independence. This is true of all the middle classes, from
the farmer at one end to the teacher and writer at the other.

Under the rule of the working class the small property interests of the middle classes cannot of course be
assured forever. The working class can pledge itself – because it is to its interests to do so – not to deprive
them of their little holdings by force, or arbitrary law. But more important than that, the working class can
release the middle classes from the oppression and humiliation they endure at the hands of monopoly
capitalism. The working class can release them from the murderous grubbing for existence which
characterizes the life of the middle classes – sun-up to sun-down toil on farm or in store; the constant



feverish race to meet the to meet the notes of creditors and mortgagors; the virtual enslavement of wife
and children on farm and in store in the attempt to keep head above water; the suffering, insecurity, misery
and – in war-time – the death which the middle classes share with all the other little people in society. The
working class can offer them the prospects of useful citizenship, freedom and equality as producers in a
socialist society. The best interests of the middle classes therefore lie in joining the working class in its
fight.

But the very nature of the situation dictates that it is the working class that must lead in this necessary
alliance. It is the decisive class in production, and the only one that can reorganize it. It is the most
numerous and the most socially-representative class. It is the best organized class, certainly better
organized than the middle classes are or can be. But above all, for the reasons set forth in the comparison
above, it is the only consistently progressive class.

That is why, throughout these pages, we have spoken of a Workers’ Government and not, for example, of
a “People’s Government.” At the same time, we have spoken of the Workers’ Government basing itself
upon and being supported by the masses of the people, and not by the working class alone. The reason for
this should now be clear. The fight against capitalist anarchy and devastation can be led only by the
working class, but it must draw into the fight all the people, middle classes of town and country included,
who suffer under the domination of monopoly capital and find in it their common enemy. The words,
Workers’ Government, express the fact that the leadership in the reorganization of society can be taken
only by the working class. But in the very course of reorganizing society, such a government must liberate
not only the workers, but all the people. The workers take the leadership of the nation only in order to
emancipate all humanity from exploitation, class distinctions, class privileges, class conflict, to establish
social equality for all.

The working class is thus the bearer of socialism. Can it realize it? How would it work?
 

Between Capitalism and Socialism

The abolition of private ownership would remove the last barrier to the development of production.
Production would be organized, planfully carried on and expanded, and aimed at satisfying the needs of
society. But this does not mean that all classes and class distinctions could be wiped out overnight.

There would still be classes and social differences, and heaps of material and mental rubbish inherited
from generations of capitalist society. A considerable period would elapse between the overturn of the
political power of the capitalist class and the establishment of the socialist society. Man did not step
directly from the ox-cart into the modern automobile. There was a transition between the two. So will
there be a transitional period between capitalism and socialism.

It is precisely in this transitional period that the Workers’ Government – a workers’ state – will be
required. At this point, we recall that the state has always been an instrument of force and repression in the
hands of the ruling class. Is that also the case with the workers’ state? To reply with a simple “Yes” or
“No” would be misleading. It is better to deal with this question in more detail, so that we can see in what
sense the workers’ state will resemble the state we have known in the past, and in what sense it would
differ from it.

First, the workers’ state would be an instrument of force. It would have to be. It would have to have at its
disposal armed men and prisons. Against whom? Against what? Well, it would not make any sense to set
up a Workers’ Government and then leave it so thoroughly disarmed from the first day of its existence that
any group of capitalists could come along with its armed bands at home, or with armies provided by a
foreign country still ruled by capitalism, to overthrow the new government by violence. The Workers’
Government would have to have the organized strength – arms – with which to deal with such reactionary
forces, and prisons in which to confine them and any other violent anti-social elements.



All modern experience shows that it is foolhardy to expect the whole capitalist class and all the
reactionaries to give up their tremendous power and wealth without a bitter fight, even after the Workers’
Government has taken control. If they resist so violently the demands of the workers for an extra few
cents per hour in wages, how much more violently will they resist the efforts of the workers to take from
them all their power to dominate society?

Second, the workers’ state would tolerate inequality. This, also, it would have to do. The greatest heights
of production yet reached by capitalism are still low by the standards of socialism. Capitalism lays the
economic groundwork for socialism, and provides the class that can bring socialism about, but neither the
groundwork nor the class inherited from capitalism is what it will and must be in a truly socialist society.

For example, there are skilled workers and unskilled workers. There are those who work mainly with their
hands and those who work mainly with their brain. There are day laborers and highly skilled technicians,
industrial organizers and managers. In so far as all of them contribute to the process of production, their
labor can be reduced to so many and so many units of simple labor. But the number of units, so to speak,
is different in the different categories of skill and occupation.

Could the Workers’ Government say, on the first day of its formation, that everyone will receive exactly
the same income, exactly the same share of the total national production? It seems obvious that it could
not and would not make such a rule. The working class is not utopian, and neither are the socialists.
Different categories would have to be established in the first period of the social reorganization. No one
would any longer receive special privileges and rights merely because of his ownership of capital. But the
skilled worker or technician or industrial organizer, who is able to contribute more to production than the
unskilled worker, would receive a correspondingly higher income. Whether he received it in the form of
money or some other certificate entitling him to a given share of goods produced, is of secondary
importance. The important point is that the more skilled man would have a larger income than the less
skilled. In other words, there would still be a form of inequality. The state would tolerate it and take it into
account in organizing the production and distribution of products, while working to eliminate this
inequality too.

These characteristics of the Workers’ Government show its similarities with the preceding state. But it is
in its fundamental differences with it that the workers’ state shows, as the founders of scientific socialism
have put it, that it is no longer a state in the classic sense of the word. A whole world of difference
separates the two.

First, the force at the disposal of the workers’ state would not reside in bodies of armed men separated
from the people, as under capitalism or feudalism or slavery. The arms would be in the hands of the
workers themselves. The government which could summon these arms into action would be in the hands
of the workers themselves.

Second, the state power would no longer be the instrument of an exploiting minority for the domination of
the exploited majority. For the first time in history, the state would be in the hands of the majority to be
used whenever necessary against the reactionary or anti-social minority.

Third, the state power would no longer be governed by a special or professional bureaucracy. It would be
ruled and controlled by the people. It would have no permanent officials, and all elected officers would be
subject to immediate recall by their electors. By virtue of its system of democratic representation, which
will be dealt with in detail further on, every worker will participate directly in the affairs of government,
from the humblest to the most prominent.

That is not all. The workers’ state, which is compelled to tolerate inequality in the initial period of its
existence, nevertheless aims consciously at the abolition of inequality.

Capitalism has already accomplished a great deal in eliminating the need for high skills by simplifying the
operations in production. The workers’ state would go much further, but in a radically different sense.



With the constantly increasing national wealth at its disposal, education, specially higher education, would
cease to be restricted to the few. The spread of education to all would gradually eliminate the difference
between skilled and unskilled labor, between mental and physical labor. One or two generations of normal
evolution, and everyone would not only be required to divide his contribution to society between physical
and mental work, but would be able to do so.

In addition, all the unnatural differences between town and country would be eliminated. Agriculture,
under capitalism, has remained the most backward section of economic life. The Workers’ Government
would work to make a long-over-due revolution in agriculture. Step by step, the small farmer would be
shown in practice the enormous advantages both to himself and to society of large-scale cooperative
exploitation of the soil. As has already been said, the government would take no steps to force the small
farmer into such cooperative labor. It would not need to. The advantages would speak for themselves, and
lead the agricultural population to share in them voluntarily. The most advanced scientific knowledge
would be placed at the disposal of agriculture, and it would soon show that the methods that were “good
enough for grandfather” are not nearly as good as the newest methods. Instead of the exhausting
duplication of work on small tracts of land, the most modern machinery – efficient, time-saving, labor-
saving – would be applied to agriculture on a large scale. The horse-drawn plow is as outmoded as the
hand-loom. Agriculture would become industrialized; the distinction between agricultural labor and
industrial labor would vanish. Rural isolation would vanish as well. As for rural prejudices, originating in
hostility to the wealth of the industrial centers and to the fact that industry and finance lived at the expense
of agriculture, they would disappear with the disappearance of rural poverty and misery.

Hand in hand with this development would go another of equal importance. Once the profit barrier is
removed, and the huge wastes and destructions of capitalism eliminated, productivity and production
would reach undreamed-of peaks.

Man would no longer be the slave of the machine. The machine would be the fertile slave of man. Every
increase in productivity would bring with it two things: an increase in the things required for the need,
comfort and even luxury of all; and an increase in everyone’s leisure time, to devote to the free cultural
and intellectual development of humankind. Man will not live primarily to work; he will work primarily to
live.

A most practical perspective! Even today, with all the restrictions that capitalism places upon production,
there are capitalist experts who declare that industry, properly organized, can produce the necessities of
life for all in a working day of four hours or less. Organized on a socialist basis, even this figure could be
cut down.

As the necessities and comforts of life become increasingly abundant, and the differences between
physical and mental labor, between town and country are eliminated – the need for tolerating even the last
vestiges of inequality will disappear as a matter of course. This may seem incredible to a mind thoroughly
poisoned with capitalist prejudices. But why should it be incredible?

Thirsty men will fight tooth and nail for a drink at a desert oasis. But if they are up to their hips in water
they may have a thousand differences among themselves, but they will not even dream of fighting for a
drink. A dozen men in a prison cell with only one tiny window may trample over each other in the fight to
get to that tiny source of fresh air. But outside, who ever thinks of fighting for air to breathe, or for more
air than the next man? Announce a shortage of bread, and immediately a long line will form, with
everyone racing to get there first, and a policeman on hand to “keep order.” But if everyone knew that
there is an ample supply of bread today, and there will be just as large a supply tomorrow and the next
day, there would be no line, no race, no conflict; nobody would try to hoard an extra loaf in order to make
sure of eating the next day; and there would be no need of a policeman to back up his orders by force. If
society could assure everyone of as ample and constant a supply of bread as there is of air, why would
anyone need or want a greater right to buy bread than his neighbor? Bread is used here only as the simplest
illustration. But the same applies to all other foods, to clothing, to shelter, to books, to means of



transportation.

A planfully organized society, efficiently utilizing our present productive equipment and the better
equipment to come, could easily assure abundance to all. In return, society could confidently expect every
citizen to contribute his best voluntarily.

In the initial period of development, a capitalist morality is still prevalent. Many of the people, even many
workers, are still poisoned with the old spirit of greed, selfishness, cheating and other evils of a class
society where only the few enjoy abundance and opportunity. One of the reasons for a workers’ state is to
enforce sternly the principle, “He who does not work shall not eat.”

But in the midst of abundance for all and of the high cultural development that will accompany it, there is
no reason to believe that special force will be needed to maintain this principle. Labor to the best of one’s
ability will be as natural an act as breathing, eating, clothing and sheltering oneself. Under those
circumstances, let any strange creature try to be so capitalistically “old-fashioned” as to draw on the public
stores without contributing his labors The scorn of all around him would quickly make him a social
outcast such as policemen and prisons could never make him under capitalism. He would not be long in
coming to his senses and performing his social duty.

What happens to the workers’ state? There is abundance for all. There is ample opportunity for the
intellectual development of all. All perform their social duty as a matter of course. What need is there for
compulsion, for a machinery of force? To prevent burglary? What will there be to steal in the midst of
abundance? To prevent rape or murder? Such cases will be exceedingly rare, we may be sure, and in any
case they will require medical attention or confinement for the guilty one, and not prison confinement. To
regulate traffic? But for that and similar tasks there will be needed, not policemen, as we know them now,
but ordinary citizens assigned to perform that social duty in about the same way that traffic dispatchers
work on the railway.

The important thing is that there will be no need of a public coercive force to maintain the power of one
class over another, to protect the property of one from the assaults of the other, to assure the continuation
of oppression and exploitation. The workers’ state itself will die out for lack of any social need or function.
The transition from the class society of socialism will be completed. There will be the simple
administration of things, but no longer the rule of man over man.

In this most important of all respects, the Workers’ State will be fundamentally different from the state we
have known in all past history. Paradoxical though it may seem at first glance, it becomes clear upon
reflection that the workers’ state imperatively needed precisely in order to carry society through the
transition to socialism in which the state itself dies away.

Such a bold historical prospect, even though scientific and practical, may seem preposterous to a mind that
capitalism has taken good care to keep in a dull and conservative condition. Abundance for all? Freedom
for all? A society without a state? Impossible! Never had it in all history!

If they could have reasoned and talked, the common ancestors of man and ape could easily have spoken
the same way. “We tree-animals will always have to fight among ourselves and with other animals for
food. Our fathers and forefathers had to do it before us, and so will our offspring after us. The idea of
growing our own food is very attractive, but it is utopian and impractical. As for tails, those we shall
always have with us. Our fathers and forefathers found tails indispensable for swinging from branch to
branch, and for a third support when trying to stand on two legs. Our offspring will never be able to do
without tails. That animal there, who just dropped to the ground and is trying to move on two legs alone,
is sure to break his fool neck in no time at all. The idea of moving around without tails is very attractive,
because in many ways they are a nuisance, but it will never work in practice. The idea of walking upright
on two legs might be an interesting experiment for crackpots, but we know from experience that we need
tails for balance and we shall always have them with us”.



Man, as is known, has proved that these hypothetical tree-animals were somewhat conservative and
wrong.

Man will also prove that class divisions, poverty and oppression are not unavoidable and the state not
indispensable. In the socialist society he will show that abundance, freedom and equality are not only
possible but the natural condition for the new history of the human race.
 

CHAPTER VIII
The Need for a Revolutionary Socialist Party

IT HAS already been shown that the working class must constitute itself as an independent political force
in order to advance its interests. In a country like the United States, where the bulk of the workers still
supports the parties of capitalism, this means the formation of an Independent Labor Party. If such a party
is to represent the working class, it must be based primarily upon the organized workers, that is, upon the
labor unions. They are the already existing class organizations of the workers. They are the most
representative and democratic organizations of the working class. They are the most important and most
powerful organizations in the country. If they were to set up a political party of their own, it would
represent a tremendous step forward. The workers would thereby break away as an organized class from
the capitalist parties and proclaim that they are an independent political force with a political program and
political aims of their own.

However, no such party has yet been formed in this country. The working class still follows the capitalist
parties, still pursues capitalist politics. What assurance is there that such a party will come into existence?

All the capitalist politicians, their spokesmen and defenders, do everything they can to persuade the
working class not to form a political party of their own. They do not limit themselves to persuasion, but put
direct obstacles in the path of such a step.

They are not the only ones who act this way. Virtually all the official labor leaders join them in advising
the workers against forming their own party and fighting every attempt to take this forward step. These
labor leaders are tied up with the capitalist system; they think along capitalistic lines; their aim is to keep
labor within the confines of capitalism, which means within the confines of capitalist politics. They are
afraid that if the workers form their own class party, there is no telling how far it will go. They have a
hard enough time preventing the labor unions from acting on militant class-struggle lines. If there were
also a Labor Party, their difficulties might only be increased.

The very idea of the workers breaking away from the capitalist parties and forming their own class party
is so revolutionary that it terrifies the labor bureaucracy. In the next stage, the workers would give their
class party a clear-cut, conscious class goal – a workers’ government and socialism. Then where would the
conservative labor leaders be? What would happen then to their special privileges and power? The thought
of this keeps them working with might and main to hold labor to capitalist politics and to prevent the
formation of an Independent Labor Party.

But suppose the organized labor movement does form such a party. The understanding of the need for it,
and the demand that it be set up, will grow so strong among the membership of the unions that they will
override the opposition of the leadership. Will that not be enough? It will be a big step forward, but far
from enough.

The chances are that the labor bureaucracy, seeing that the workers are heading for a break with capitalist
politics, would follow its usual course. It would try to head the movement in order to head it off. How? In
two ways.

First, it would try to establish and consolidate its leadership of the Labor Party. If it succeeded, it would
follow the same policy it does in the labor unions. It would restrict the democratic rights and the power of



the rank-and-file membership. It would stand in the way of a bold and aggressive fight against the
capitalist class, its parties and its government. It would take the steel out of the organization and replace it
with putty.

Second, toward the same end, it would try to water down the aims of the party, to make them as harmless
as possible so as not to offend the “good capitalists.” It would write the program and platform of the party
in such a way as to keep it within the framework of capitalism. It would resist a program for struggle
against capitalism and for workers’ power, and restrict the aims of the party exclusively to a little reform
here and another one there. It would make the party a mere bargaining agency for miserable deals with the
capitalist parties, instead of a fighting instrument against them. It would try to do to the Labor Party what
it has done to the labor unions – make it tame, keep it in a state of bureaucratic paralysis, prevent it from
fighting vigorously and consistently for the interests of the working class.

If it succeeded, the very aim of independent working-class political action would be defeated in the end.
We would have a party such as existed in the capitalist countries of Europe and elsewhere. It would be
incapable of giving a radical solution of the social problem that is imperatively required. It would be a
reformist party. That is, it would try to tinker with the broken-down social system instead of replacing it
with a new one. It would try to save the bankrupt society of capital, when it can be saved only at the
expense of the workers and the middle classes. Its timidity would only make the capitalist class bolder and
more confident, and encourage it to take most reactionary steps against the working class. The same
timidity would prevent the working class from resisting this reaction successfully. The capitalist reaction
would say: If the party of the workers is so afraid of taking political power, and concerned with keeping
capitalism alive, we can do anything we want and worry about nothing. The workers would be confused,
disorganized and discouraged.

We have seen this happen in one European country after another, especially in times of social crisis. The
reformist workers’ parties either came to the rescue of capitalism, at great cost to the workers; or else,
when capitalism was in such a crisis that it could no longer afford democracy, it crushed these parties and
all other labor movements with the bloody aid of fascism. In either case, the reformist parties defeated the
very aim of independent working class political action – which is to raise the working class to political
power – and brought terrible suffering to the working class itself.

Does this mean that the working class cannot establish itself as an independent political force, or that, if it
does, this force is doomed to defeat under the leadership of reformism? Yes, this is exactly what it does
mean, unless there is an organized, conscious, disciplined, militant force capable of counteracting the
ideas and policies and spokesmen of capitalism inside the working class. Without such a force, every
forward step taken by the workers will sooner or later be cancelled out by a backward step and sometimes
by two of them.

What is this force? It is the revolutionary socialist party, organized in this country as the Workers Party .
What kind of party is it, and why is it needed?
 

The Importance of Socialist Consciousness

Capitalism, by its method of production, has brought isolated workers together and constituted them as a
class in society. Capitalism has made the workers a class in themselves. That is, the workers are a distinct
class in society, whether they recognize this fact or not. Historical development calls upon this class to
reorganize society completely and establish socialism. To do this, the workers must become a class for
themselves. They must acquire a clear understanding of their real position under capitalism, of the nature
of capitalist society as a whole, and of their mission in history. They must act consciously for their class
interests. They must become conscious of the fact that these class interests lead to a socialist society.
When this takes place, the workers are a class for themselves, a class with socialist consciousness.



How are the workers to acquire this consciousness – this clear, thoroughgoing understanding of capitalist
society, their position in it, and the need to replace this society with socialism?

In the factory, the worker tries to get better wages and working conditions from the employer. If he cannot
get them by a simple request, he soon learns the need of union organization with which to enforce his
requests and to defend himself from attacks by the employer. He learns, too, that the workers must resort
to political action in order to influence the government in their interests. He and all other workers are
forced by capitalism to engage in the class struggle.

But the fight of the working class up to this point is spontaneous, it is elementary. The thinking of the
workers, which guides their fight, is based upon the ideas of the capitalist class, acquired directly from the
capitalist press, schools and the like, or indirectly from the middle classes, the official leaders of the
unions and the reformist parties of labor. What the workers still lack is a fundamental and thorough
understanding of their real position in society and of their historic mission to establish socialism. This lack
of a socialist consciousness reduces the effectiveness of their organization, of their struggle, and prevents
them from accomplishing their mission in society.

To imbue the workers with this rounded-out class consciousness, or socialist consciousness; to organize
and lead the struggle for socialism – that is the specific function of the revolutionary socialist party.

Such a party is therefore the vanguard of the working class. It is composed of those workers who already
understand the nature of capitalism and the historical task of the working class. Their aim is to develop the
same understanding among all the workers, so that they no longer fight blindly, or with only one eye open
but with a clear and scientific knowledge of what their class enemy is, of what the working class itself
really is and of what it can and must do in society. They and their party therefore have no interests separate
from the interests of the working class as a whole. They merely represent its most advanced, most
conscious, most militant section.

The Workers Party does not limit itself to preaching the great ideal of socialism. As an inseparable section
of the working class, it takes an active part in every economic and political struggle of this class. It
defends the working class from every capitalist attack. It supports every working class fight, even if the
fight is led by conservative and anti-socialist labor leaders.

But the revolutionary socialist party also has a special function in every one of these working class
struggles. It makes clear to the workers the full meaning of their fight. It shows how even the local
struggles, against one capitalist, are really class struggles against capitalism; how the local struggles must
be extended on a national and international scale if the workers are to win a lasting victory. It points out
the political meaning of the economic struggle. It shows how the workers must organize as a class to take
political power, and use it to inaugurate socialism. It combats the open and the insidious ideas of
capitalism so that the working class as a whole may be better equipped to fight its enemy. It aims to
improve the position of the working class, to strengthen it, to clarify it and supply it with the most
effective weapons in the struggle, to lead it in every battle in order that it may most speedily and
successfully win the final battle for socialism.

The Workers Party supports every step forward, no matter how small, that the working class can take. If
the capitalist class and the capitalistic labor leaders resist the efforts of the workers to establish an
Independent Labor party, the revolutionary socialist party does all it can to help the progressive workers
break this resistance. If a Labor Party is formed under a conservative leadership, the revolutionary
socialist party works with the progressives for a militant leadership, just as it does in the labor unions
themselves. If a Labor Party is formed with a reformist program that does not meet the requirements of the
working class, the revolutionary socialist party works for the adoption of a program based on the class
struggle. Against the ideas of capitalism and reformism in the working class, the revolutionary party
works for the ideas of socialism.

To put it briefly, a revolutionary socialist party is needed to win the working class to the principles of



socialism, to so-called socialist methods of struggle against capitalist exploitations and oppression, and
finally to the socialist victory itself. Socialism will never come by itself. It must be fought for. Without an
organized, conscious, disciplined, active revolutionary socialist party, the triumph of socialism is
impossible.

The Workers Party is not the only political organization which advocates socialism. There are several
parties which proclaim the same goal. This is often very confusing to a worker. He will say: “How am I to
tell which party is the right one for me to join or support?” Or, “Why don’t all those who are in favor of
socialism unite into a single party?” Or, “If you cannot agree among yourselves, how do you expect me to
agree with any of you?”

It should not be too hard to answer these questions. When a worker learns that a tool is useful and
necessary, he does not throw up his hands in despair merely because there are many varieties of that tool
offered to him. He reads carefully the claims made for each party and the description given of what it can
do, and he judges from experience which one really serves the purpose best.

If there is sickness in the family, he learns that there are all sorts of “schools” of healing. One insists that
illness can be cured by the science of modern medicine; another emphasizes adjustment of the bones; still
another, pressure on nerve centers; a fourth, treatment by sun rays; a fifth, treatment by the faith of mind
and heart; and there are the believers in cures by magic incantations and movements of the hand. He
would not, because of all this, cry out: “Why don’t they all get together on the question of cures?” Or,
“How am I to tell which to choose?” Instead, he would examine to the best of his ability the methods and
the results of each “school,” making the most scientific possible test of which is most scientific.

It is not so very much different in politics. To judge the different parties, it is necessary to check on their
words and their deeds. That is, to examine the programs of the different parties, what they are for and
what they are against, and to see if what they do in practice corresponds to what they say in words. On that
basis, it is easy to conclude which one best serves the interests of socialism.
 

The Principles and Program of the Workers Party

The Workers Party represents a long and rich tradition. It is proud of the fact that its principles and
program are founded on the teachings of the greatest scientific thinkers and leaders of the international
working class, Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, V.I. Lenin and Leon Trotsky. Marx and Engels laid the
foundations of the scientific socialist movement a hundred years ago. Their analysis of capitalist society
has never been successfully refuted. The principles they set forth for the working class struggle to achieve
socialism have passed the most critical tests a hundred times over. Lenin and Trotsky applied the analysis
of Marx and Engels to modern capitalism, strengthened the fundamental principles of scientific socialism,
and successfully applied them in the great Russian Bolshevik Revolution.

The Workers Party is called a Marxist, or Leninist or Trotskyist, or Bolshevik party. These names are
quite applicable. They merely signify that the Workers Party stands firmly on the basic principles of the
greatest teachers in the history of the working class.

(The name “Bolshevik” is used by the capitalist press like the word “red” – to scare little children. In
itself, “Bolshevik” is simply a Russian word meaning “a member of the majority.” It was the name given
to those who supported the majority in the split that took place in the Russian socialist movement in 1903.
Politically, of course, it means a socialist who stands solidly for the principles of Karl Marx, and of Lenin,
who was the leader of the majority in the split.)

The Workers Party was formed as an independent organization in 1940. But its roots reach much further
back. Many of its members and leaders belonged to the Communist Party from its earliest years, when it
was still a revolutionary socialist movement standing on the principles of Marx and Lenin. These members



continued to defend the same principles as put forward by Leon Trotsky and other Russian revolutionists
after the death of Lenin and the beginning of the decline of the Russian Revolution. For upholding these
views, they were expelled from the party by the leadership which followed the policies and instructions of
the Stalinist bureaucracy. The formation of a separate organization, generally called the Trotskyist group,
followed. This group won to itself many working class militants, including those of the American Workers
Party, who merged with it in 1934, and many members of the Socialist Party and the Young People’s
Socialist League, who joined in 1956.

In 1939, with the outbreak of the war, a sharp dispute took place in the Trotskyist movement, organized
under the name of the Workers Party. Many members opposed the policy of supporting Stalinist Russia in
the war, on the ground that it was part and parcel of one of the imperialist camps, was itself engaged in
imperialist conquest and therefore should not be supported by the working class and revolutionary
socialists. The bureaucratism prevailing in the party was also opposed by these members. The dispute
came to a head in 1940, when the leaders and members of the opposition were arbitrarily ousted from the
party by the bureaucratic majority, thus precipitating an open split. The result was the formation of the
Workers Party on a national scale.

As a Marxist organization, the Workers Party champions the idea of revolutionary workers’ power as the
road to socialism.

The word “revolution” brings forth a storm of abuse from the capitalist class. Revolution? Why, that
means violence, bloodshed, killing, destruction! No, anything you want in the world – but not revolution!

Its indignation at revolution and violence is the height of hypocrisy. In the first place, the capitalist class
came to power in society and destroyed feudalism in a number of modern countries by means of a
revolution, and not a very peaceful one. What its spokesmen mean, of course, is that a revolution that
brought it to power was a good, progressive, respectable revolution; whereas a revolution that relieves it
of its power is the very work of the devil. In the second place, the capitalist class could not exist for a
minute without the violence that it exercises against the masses. Its exploitation of the masses is based on
the forcible maintenance of its property by the armed state machinery. Its exploitation of millions of
backward, colonial peoples is maintained by the most gruesome violence. And periodically, it plunges
innocent millions all over the world into the most violent wars until the surface of the earth is covered with
bloody and shattered corpses. A fine picture it presents, whining piously about revolution and violence!

What is a social revolution? It is the replacement of one ruling class by another. History is filled with such
revolutions and in almost every case they made possible the progress of society. The socialist revolution is
simply the overthrow of capitalist despotism and the establishment of workers’ rule.

Will this overthrow, this revolution, be accomplished by violence or can it be achieved peaceably? Reform
socialists say that socialism can be established by the workers gaining a majority of the votes for their
candidates to public office. Once they have been elected in sufficient number they will adopt laws
introducing socialism little by little and painlessly. These are not genuine socialists, but utopian reformists.
They create illusions that are fatal to the working class.

The Workers Party holds a radically different point of view. It is of course in favor of the workers
participating in elections to all public offices and trying to win the largest number of votes for the socialist
program. But it knows the nature of the capitalist class and its long, brutal history, some of which is
known to every worker.

When the workers ask for a modest raise in wages, the capitalists fight against it as hard as they can. When
workers strike for the most modest improvement in their conditions, the capitalists do not hesitate to use
violence against them, in the form of the armed forces of their government or of hired thugs and
strikebreakers.

If that is how the capitalists act when only a little fraction of their profits is at stake, how will they act if



all their social power is in peril? It stands to reason, and bloody experiences in many countries confirm it,
that the capitalists will not hold back from every conceivable form of violence against the working class
when it is about to take power and even after it has taken it. They do not care about who has the majority.
They are concerned only with the preservation of their profits and power. If the armed forces of the
government are not enough to suppress the workers by violence, they will arm their private bands, the
fascists, to do that job for them. They are the source from which violence and bloodshed are threatened.

The Workers Party therefore says: If the violence and shedding of blood are to be averted or reduced to
the tiniest proportions when the workers have the support of the people and are ready to take power, they
must be so well trained, so well organized, so well equipped with a bold program and a bold, firm
leadership, as to make the violent attacks of capitalist reaction hopeless from the very outset. If the
workers realize in advance that the reactionaries will try to cheat them out of victory by force and violence
and by suppressing democratic rights; and if the workers are determined in advance to defend these rights
and to deal firmly with the reactionaries – violence will be reduced to zero, or next to zero.

But suppose the workers are completely unprepared for the violence of the capitalist reactionaries and
fascists, because they are doped with illusions about how meekly they will submit to the will of the
people. Suppose the workers believe that everything will be perfectly all right as soon as they show that
they have fifty-one per cent of the votes, and that the capitalist beast of prey thinks more of democracy
than he does of his loot and power. The beast would then catch them unawares. It would drown them in a
sea of blood, as it did once in Finland, and again in Hungary, Italy, Germany, Austria and Spain. It is the
ideas of the reformists that lead the defenseless, unprepared workers to a blood bath and defeat.

The revolutionary socialists are not bloodthirsty maniacs, as the capitalist slanderers would have workers
believe. They analyze society and politics scientifically. They understand what the ruling class will try to
do. They know that history proves that no privileged class has ever been removed from domination
without the bitterest resistance. They therefore warn the workers and prepare them, so that when the time
comes for the workers to take to take power, it will be done with a minimum of violence, a minimum of
bloodshed of disorder and destruction. A socialist would indeed be insane to want bloodshed and
destruction when his aim is an orderly society!

The Workers Party therefore differs from the other parties in its conception of the road to workers’ power
and socialism.

The Workers Party differs from the other parties in its view of the governmental form of the workers’
power.

In a capitalist democracy, we have the parliamentary form of government (Congress and President,
Parliament and Prime Minister, Chamber of Deputies and Premier, etc.). Such a form of government is
well suited to frustrate the will of the people and to facilitate the rule of the capitalist class.

In the United States, for example, the government is so organized as to make it impossible for the masses
of the people to achieve what they want at any given time. The legislative branch is divided in two. Every
two years, the voters have a chance to change the House of Representatives. To change the membership of
the Senate, the voters must wait six years. Two senators are elected from every state in the Union, so that
the tiniest or least populated state has as much power as the largest or most populated state. This makes it
possible for senators representing a small minority of the people to veto any legislation adopted by the
House of Representatives. Even if it passes both Houses, the President is empowered to veto the
legislation. Even if he signs the bill, the Supreme Court, which is not elected at all, is empowered to
declare the legislation unconstitutional. To change the Constitution requires years of continuous effort,
and an amendment can be killed by the negative vote of states representing a small minority of the
country’s people. The two legislative bodies are divided; the legislature is divided from the executive; the
judiciary is divided from both. On top of it all, the vast and constantly growing bureaucracy which carries
out the actual work of government is almost completely separated from the people and beyond their



control. The people can recall their representatives only after two years; their president only after four;
their senators only after six. The Supreme Court and the bureaucracy they cannot recall at all.

The parliamentary form of government, supposed to be the best expression of the will of the people, is
nicely suited to cover up the actual rule of the enormously wealthy minority which monopolizes industry,
banking and transportation.

The workers cannot possibly rule by means of such a governmental machine. It will have to be replaced
from top to bottom by an entirely different form and machinery of government. A workers’ government
has as its main task the centralization and planned organization of production, under democratic control,
for the welfare of the people. This task can be accomplished only if there is a form of government suited to
it.

If the workers are to be assured of control of the administration of industry, and if the centralized planning
of production and distribution is to be under their democratic control, it follows that the government must
be based directly on the workers and under their constant control. The only way in which this can be
effectively done is by having the government elected directly by the workers in the industries. Just how
would this work?

Every factory and other center of production or distribution would be administered by a Council, elected
by the workers and subject to recall at any time. These Workers’ Councils themselves would run the
factory and see to it that the plans and other decisions of the national planning council, or board, are
carried out promptly and properly. At the same time, however, these Councils, which are the direct
representatives of the producers, would have to have the power to participate democratically in the
selection of the national planning council and in the decisions that it makes. Without such democratic
participation and control, planning would soon become bureaucratic and would not represent the interests
of the masses.

The municipal, state and federal governments would therefore be composed of direct representatives of the
Workers’ Councils, elected by popular ballot and likewise subject to recall at any time. (In the agricultural
regions, the Councils would of course be elected by the agricultural workers and farmers.) The National
Congress of Councils would elect its officers, committees and boards, again under its direct control and
subject to recall. Legislative and executive functions would be exercised by a single power. The decisions
of the Council government would not be carried out by a professional bureaucracy, separated from the
people and beyond their control. They would be carried out, instead, by the state, municipal and industrial
Councils, composed of workers themselves and constantly subject to their control.

Only under such a form of government can we have a genuine workers’ democracy, in which millions and
ten of millions actually rule, in contrast with the most advanced capitalist democracy in which thousands,
or tens of thousands at most, are the actual rulers.

If the laws adopted or the work carried out by the National Councils’ Congress are not satisfactory, it can
be recalled and replaced by the direct action of the Workers’ Councils, without having to wait for two or
four or even six years to change the government. If the decisions and plans of the National Congress are
satisfactory, but are not being carried out satisfactorily by the Municipal or Factory Council, the latter can
be recalled and replaced by the same direct action.

Every worker becomes a direct part of the government administration. His power is not confined to
marking a ballot once a year. He exercises his power, his control, his participation in making decisions
and carrying them out, every day in the year, year-in and year-out.

There is another, very important aspect of the Workers’ Councils. It is not the part they play in the
established Workers’ Government, but the part they play in establishing such a government. As the class
struggle grows sharper, and the working class openly and directly challenges capital for control of the
nation, the reactionaries will undoubtedly mobilize all possible forces to crush the workers. Good



common sense and all historical experience show that this will be the case. The workers will have to
mobilize all their forces as well. The enormous advantage that the workers have always had and always
will have over the capitalist exploiters lies in labor’s vastly superior numbers. Its victory is guaranteed if it
organizes these numbers in the firmest and most democratic way.

Labor’s strength does not lie in each individual worker while he is at home in his residential section. It lies
with the masses of workers as they are assembled together in industry. It is therefore in industry, on an
industrial basis, that the workers are most effectively organized. Setting up Workers’ Councils throughout
industry, connecting them up by plants and by cities into a powerful national movement, will make it
possible to mobilize the whole working class for any action that may be required at any moment. If the
reactionaries then try to crush the democratic will and decision of the majority with armed force exercised
by Fascists and counter-revolutionists, the organized Workers’ Councils can deal with them without much
trouble, and thus assure the working class of control of the nation when they have decided democratically
to take over control.

Workers’ Councils are thus required for two purposes: one, to achieve and guarantee the victory of the
struggle for workers’ power; and two, to function as the foundation of the Workers’ Government once it is
established.

(The word “Council” is another bogeyman that the capitalist press shrieks about. “Why, that is pretty near
like a Soviet!” In fact, it is exactly like a Soviets. What is a Soviet? It is simply a Russian word meaning
“council” – that’s all. Many of our cities are run by a municipal council. A Russian would naturally call it
a municipal Soviet, which would probably scare the life out of the child-minded Councilmen. The
intelligent worker need not be frightened by words. He will examine what they really mean and what they
represent. Workers’ Councils are the basis of workers’ democracy, nothing more.)

The Workers Party therefore advocates democratically-organized Workers’ Councils as the means for
achieving the Workers’ Government and as the basis for that Government.

The structure of the Workers Party corresponds to its political principles and its aim.

The fight for socialism is not a parlor game but the most serious struggle in history. A party that aims to
lead this fight must be constructed accordingly. It must have firm and tested principles. It must have its
army of militant adherents and a leadership, which work out the strategy and tactics of the fight. It must
have discipline, so that everyone is not working at cross-purposes. It must have the fullest democracy, so
that everyone contributes freely to working out the program and plan of action of the party and
understands them intelligently. The socialist who is merely obedient and disciplined, and has no conscious
understanding, cannot work to make non-socialist workers conscious of their task. The socialist who
understands the principles, but does not work for them in a disciplined way, cannot hope to overcome the
tremendous power of the class enemy.

The Workers Party is a strictly disciplined organization, but not a totalitarian organization based on the
unquestioning obedience of the parade-ground or the blind obedience of the membership to the Führer.
The Workers Party is a democratic organization, but not a loose collection of talkers who do nothing, or
who act in the labor movement in any way they please.

As a militant part of the working class and an active participant in the class struggle, the Workers Party
requires full responsibility and systematic activity of all its members. Reformist parties are constructed
differently. Their members are not organized to work and fight in the labor movement for socialist
principles, because these parties do not want to come into conflict with the conservative labor bureaucrats.
Their members are not organized to participate militantly in the daily class struggle, because these parties
are primarily election machines, which operate once a year to gather votes for their candidates. The rest of
the year is devoted mostly to discussing the results of the last election and planning for the next one.

The Workers Party favors active participation in election campaigns. It does not deceive people into



believing that socialist freedom can be achieved by nothing more than a ballot. But it seeks to utilize every
election campaign to acquaint workers with its program, to mobilize them for class political action, and to
elect the greatest number of workers’ representatives who can use their office to work for labor’s interests
and to tell the truth to wider masses of people.

Election campaigns are not the only, or even the most important, form of political action. Meetings,
delegations, public demonstrations, strikes and other methods of struggles are just as important, and often
far more important, political activities for the working class.

The Workers Party is therefore a self-disciplined, democratic organization which requires of its members
continual education, responsibility, and systematic, organized participation in the class struggle. By its
day-to-day activity in the class struggle, by showing in practice its devotion to the interests of the working
class, its militancy, its readiness to sacrifice, the superiority of its program, the party seeks to demonstrate
that it deserves the confidence and support of the workers.

The principal field of activity of the Workers Party is in the labor unions. Every party member who is
qualified is obliged to join a union and to be active in it. The aim of the Workers Party in the unions is to
win the Workers to the principles of socialism and the conscious, militant waging of the class struggle.
The Workers Party and its members are therefore active in building up the unions, in uniting those that are
divided, in merging craft unions in modern industrial unions, and in organizing those workers who are still
unorganized. The Workers Party supports every progressive movement inside the unions aimed at
strengthening them organizationally and politically. It works to eliminate from the union movement all
capitalist ideas, capitalists methods, capitalist politics and capitalist politicians.

The Workers Party is an irreconcilable opponent of bureaucratism and bureaucrats in the labor
movement, and supports every effort of the membership to establish democratic control over its
organizations.

Socialism cannot be achieved, and the workers cannot effectively promote their interests, without class
consciousness. Class consciousness means an understanding working class, a self-confident and self-
reliant working class. Bureaucratism is a capitalistic substitute for the self-reliance of the working class
and an obstacle to it. It relies on bureaucratic maneuvers at the top, on ordering the membership around
“for its own good,” in place of the conscious, mass action of the workers themselves. It seeks to preserve
its special privileges by curbing and stifling the workers and preventing them from acting independently
with their organized strength. The fight for democracy in the unions and against bureaucratism is regarded
by the Workers Party as an inseparable part of its fight for the interests of the working class and the
victory of socialism.

The Workers Party is not a sectarian organization that stands aloof from the daily struggles for the daily
needs of the working class and confines itself to the preaching of the socialist ideal. It not only participates
actively in every daily struggle, but has a program of action to meet the requirements of the people while
capitalism still prevails. This program of action is the “minimum program,” containing the immediate
demands of the party. In many cases, the same demands are presented by other labor organizations and
parties. Where this is the case, the Workers Party is ready to join with all other organizations to achieve
the demand they make in common.

However, there is an important difference between the Workers Party and the other organizations even
when they advocate the same immediate demand. The Workers Party believes that even the most modest
demand or reform put forward by the workers can be realized soonest, most thoroughly and most durably
only by the method of independent class struggle. The reformist organizations seek to achieve such
demands by the method of “class collaboration.” Also, these organizations aim at reforms in order to
convince the workers that capitalism is fundamentally sound, or that it can be made to work in the
interests of the people by means of a series of reforms. To the Workers Party, the fight for reforms is
aimed at improving the position of the workers as a class, at heightening their class consciousness,



confidence and militancy, at creating more favorable conditions for the continuation of the class struggle,
which means more favorable conditions for continuing the struggle for socialism.

From this point of view, the Workers Party favors all progressive social legislation, like old-age pensions,
unemployment insurance, health insurance, the widest extension of free education, industrial protection
and security laws, maximum hours and minimum wage laws, laws recognizing the unrestricted right to
organize and bargain collectively, laws recognizing the right to strike, laws against industrial espionage
and private company armies, laws giving special protection to women and young workers in industry or
forbidding their employment in heavy industry and dangerous occupations, laws for federal housing
programs, etc., etc.

The Workers Party opposes all forms of taxation which reduce the standard of living of the workers, the
poor farmers and the lower middle classes, such as taxes on food, clothing and furnishings, sales taxes,
taxes on popular amusements, and the like. It favors placing the burden of taxation upon those who have
economic shoulders broad enough to bear it, and not upon the little people. There should be a floor under
income taxes so that they do not come out of the little people with modest incomes. The tax rates on big
capitalists, corporations and monopolies, on large incomes, on large inheritances, should be increased at a
progressively stiffer rate. As for wartime, all war taxes should be borne by the war profiteers, and not by
the little people, who suffer enough in wartime as it is.

The Workers Party emphatically favors an alliance between the workers and the bulk of the agricultural
population. It is necessary for the achievement of socialism. It is necessary for the defense of both from
the exploitation and oppression of monopoly capital. The working-class movement should take the
leadership in a program to relieve the agricultural population from the burdens imposed upon it and to
improve its economic position. The program of the Workers Party is directed first to the agricultural
laborers, who are merely propertyless workers on the farms, then to the sharecroppers and the tenant
farmers and finally to the owners of small farms.

Farm laborers should have the same rights and living standards as industrial workers in the cities, whose
class brothers they are. As to sharecroppers and tenants, the Workers Party, up to the time when it
becomes possible to reorganize all agriculture on a full, modern socialist basis, is for the land to those who
till it, and not to the parasitic absentee landlords, the banks and insurance companies. Monopolistic
railroad rates, which impoverish the small farmers, should be prohibited; a moratorium declared on small
farm debts and mortgage foreclosures stopped. Government aid should be extended in the form of cheap
credits, extensive irrigation projects, and an even more extensive rural electrification and modernization
program.

As a socialist and working-class organization, the Workers Party is uncompromisingly opposed to “Jim
Crow” and anti-Semitism, or to any form of discrimination and persecution against people on grounds of
color, nationality, race or religion. Socialism stands for freedom, human dignity and brotherhood. The
persecution of national, racial or religious minorities is one of the most loathsome features of capitalist
class society. It is reactionary to the core and an offense to civilized people. Capitalism tolerates, fosters
and carries on these persecutions because it helps keep the masses of working people divided, fighting
among themselves, and thus distracts them from the fight against capitalism.

The Workers Party fights for complete economic, political and social equality for all Negroes and other
minorities who are disfranchised or otherwise discriminated against. It fights against anti-Semitism, all
forms of chauvinism and the idea and practice of racial or national superiority. It favors making the
practice of Jim Crow or anti-Semitism in any form a crime punishable by law. A Workers’ Government
would outlaw and punish such abominations as vigorously and thoroughly as the crime of murder, rape or
drug-peddling.

The Workers Party is opposed to chauvinism, which accompanies the oppression of one people by
another. For that very reason, however, it supports the democratic nationalism of those colonial and semi-



colonial peoples whom imperialism despoils and deprives of the right to national sovereignty. The
working class of one country cannot be free if it tolerates the oppression of peoples of other countries. The
colonial peoples and the working class of the advanced countries have a common enemy in capitalist
imperialism. They should join hands in a common fight against it. The Workers Party favors the
immediate independence of all colonial and semi-colonial countries. It supports such countries in every
struggle to overthrow the imperialist yoke. We consider it our special duty to support such struggles as are
waged against American imperialism. In the case of such countries, and in the case of all national
minorities, the Workers Party champions the unrestricted right of national self-determination. It is opposed
to any country annexing another people against its will or keeping them within its frontiers or under its
dominion by force and violence.

Socialism means peace and freedom for the entire world. The Workers Party therefore gives no support to
imperialists or imperialist wars and opposes them at all times. It is the party of peace, not war; of the
brotherhood of the peoples, not the slaughter of the peoples.

However, the revolutionary socialists are not and cannot be pacifists, except in so far as pacifism means
the advocacy of peace. Pacifism is the preachment of non-resistance, or passive resistance. Such a
preachment is an illusion and a utopia in capitalist society, which is based on violence and war and cannot
exist without them. The pacifists are welcome to preach their doctrine to the capitalist hyenas if they think
they can turn hyenas into lambs. To the working class, non-resistance is fatal. It is what capital would like
to see the workers adopt as their policy. To preach pacifism to the exploited and the oppressed is to do the
work, willy-nilly, of the exploiter and oppressor.

Socialists, who are opposed to all exploitation and oppression, who seek to organize the masses to fight for
freedom, cannot be pacifists. They oppose imperialist wars, reactionary wars, capitalist wars. But they
support all progressive wars, all wars for freedom and social progress. Therefore, they support the war of
the workers against capitalism; they support the workers in civil wars against fascist reaction; they support
the wars of oppressed nations and peoples for freedom from their national and imperialist oppressors.
Wars are inevitable under capitalism. Only socialism will bring permanent peace.

The Workers Party is an internationalist party. Capitalism is a world system, and it can be thoroughly
destroyed only on a world scale. The Workers Party is internationalist because it considers national
chauvinism reactionary and the brotherhood and equality of all peoples of the human race the highest
social aim. It is internationalist because it considers that national frontiers have become a reactionary
obstacle to further economic and social progress and a direct contributing source to imperialist conflicts
and wars.

It is internationalist because it understands that the classless socialist society cannot be established within
the framework of one country alone. The workers of one country can begin the work. They can lay the
foundations of socialism. But socialism cannot be established on a lower plane than capitalism. If
capitalism has developed a world market and become the dominant world order, socialism cannot
conceivably be restricted to one country, no matter how big it is. Socialism is world socialism, or it is not
socialism at all. Just as socialist economy could not exist side by side with a capitalist economy in one
country, so a socialist nation could not exist side by side with capitalist nations in one world. one or the
other would have to win in the end.

That is why the Workers Party endeavors to promote the international organization, unity and solidarity of
the working class. The Workers Party itself is only the link, in the United States, of a world chain of
similar parties and organizations that aim to establish an international union of revolutionary socialists.
This world union they strive to create is called, as will be seen later, the Fourth International.

Finally, it is well to emphasize once more that the Workers Party does not limit itself to preaching the
ideal of a socialist tomorrow. It supports and takes an active part in every daily and immediate struggle of
the working class. It take part on the basis of its own principles and its own program. It endeavors at all



times to widen the struggle and make it more clear-cut. Its activities are based on the knowledge that the
class struggle, followed through logically and consistently, necessarily brings the workers to the
establishment of their own government and to the inauguration of those economic and political measures
that lead to socialism.

This is shown plainly in the position taken by the Workers Party on the question of democracy and
fascism.
 

The Workers Party and Democracy

The revolutionary socialists are the staunchest and most consistent champions of democracy. They are the
opponents of capitalist democracy only because it is a class democracy, because, at its best, it is only
political democracy which cloaks the economic dictatorship of monopoly capital. Genuine democracy is
possible only upon the basis of economic democracy.

But it does not follow that the revolutionary socialists are indifferent to democracy under capitalism.
Nothing of the sort is true. The struggle for socialism can best be conducted under conditions that are most
favorable to the working class. The most favorable conditions are those in which the working class has the
widest possible democratic rights. Hence, it is to the interests of socialism and of the working class to fight
for the unrestricted right to organize, the right of free speech, free press and free assembly, the right to
strike and the right to vote, the right of representative government, and against every attempt to curb or
abolish these rights.

The social position of the workers, and their class interests, make them the most democratic class in
society. The revolutionary socialists, contrary to the malicious falsehoods and misrepresentations spread
against them by capitalists and their dupes, are the most consistent and militant champions of democracy.
It would be ridiculous and criminal if they were not. The more extensive and less restricted the democratic
rights, the greater the opportunities for the revolutionary socialists to speak, to write, to meet, to organize.
The same applies, of course, to the working class as a whole.

It is the capitalist class which is, by the very nature of its position in society, anti-democratic. Its
monopoly of wealth and power denies the common people real equality in the exercise of the formal
democratic rights that are written into the law and the constitution.

But that is not all. The more critical the position of capitalism and the sharper the class struggle, the more
the capitalist class seeks to restrict even the formal democratic rights. In critical times, when its
bankruptcy becomes clearer, it rightly fears the consequences of the workers being able to meet freely,
speak and write freely, organize, vote and demonstrate freely. To keep itself safely in power, it is
compelled to reveal its fundamentally dictatorial rule more openly by cutting down political democracy
and resorting to naked force.

If the crisis and the social conflict become exceptionally sharp, it does not hesitate to wipe out democratic
rights and institutions altogether. It brings into existence, encourages and finances reactionary mobs like
the fascists. It is prepared to let these mobs take political power, even at a cost to itself, provided the
fascists succeed in crushing every vestige of the labor movement and of capitalist democracy itself.

Totalitarian fascism always finds warm support in the capitalist class, but it is unable to sink its roots in
the working class. This symbolizes the reactionary, anti-democratic character of modern capitalism, and
the progressive, democratic character of the working-class movement.

The Workers Party therefore fights at all times for maintaining and extending democratic rights. As a
revolutionary socialist organization, it fights for these rights more consistently than anyone else, for it is
under socialism that democracy is truly and fully realized. By the same token, the Workers Party is an



uncompromising enemy of fascism, and all other forms of reactionary capitalist dictatorship. As in the
case of all the immediate needs of labor, the Workers Party calls tirelessly upon all workers’
organizations, economic and political, and regardless of their differences in program and opinion, to form a
united front to smash the fascist bands before they seize power and become strong enough to smash the
working class.

The Workers Party is thus committed to the defense of democracy against fascism. Naturally, the Workers
Party does not support one imperialist power in a war against another over colonies, sources of raw
materials, new slaves and the like merely because one power is fascist and the other pretends that it is
crusading for democracy. Revolutionary socialists are opposed to imperialism and imperialist war. But, for
example, in a civil war between fascism and democracy, where the main issue really is the preservation of
democratic rights and the labor movement, and when the working class is not yet able or prepared to
establish its own government, the revolutionary socialists do not hesitate for a moment to join the rest of
the working class in defense of democracy – even capitalist democracy – and in crushing fascism.

As in other fundamental struggles, so in the struggle for democracy and against fascism, the revolutionary
socialists continue to remain true to their principles. If the rest of the workers do not engage in this
struggle with the full, clear-cut socialist program, the revolutionists nevertheless put this program forward.
As against those who use the wishy-washy methods of liberalism and reformism in the fight against
fascism, the revolutionary socialists advocate the militant methods of the class struggle. As against those
who want the “progressive capitalists” and other highly respectable people to lead the fight against
fascism – which means to lead it into a ditch, as the experience of Germany and Spain has shown – the
revolutionary socialists advocate the leadership of the working class. As against those who limit the fight
to maintaining capitalist democracy, the revolutionary socialists advocate going beyond this limit to the
goal of a Workers’ Government as the only guarantee that fascism will be crushed never to rise again.

To the Workers Party, the struggles for immediate reforms, for democratic rights, against fascism – are
only part of the greater, liberating struggle for socialism.
 

Social-Democratic Parties

In addition to the party of revolutionary socialism, there are other political groupings in the working class
which speak in favor of socialism. Let us examine them briefly.

First, there are the Social-Democrats, or reformist socialists. They are organized in Germany as the Social-
Democratic Party, in France as the Socialist Party, In Belgium and England as the Labor Party, in the
United States as the Social Democratic Federation. Their position has already been indicated.

The Social-Democrats or reformists reject the basic principles of Marx and Engels. They have abandoned
the theory and practice of the class struggle, as well as the socialist theory of the class nature of the state.
They preach and practice the collaboration of the classes, that is, of the working class and the so-called
“progressive” capitalists.

They believe that the road to socialism lies not through a Workers Government, but through a joint
government of labor representatives and these progressive of “democratic” capitalists. They have
established and participated in many such governments, in Germany, France, Belgium, England, the
Scandinavian countries and elsewhere. In every country, the labor representatives proved to be the
captives of the capitalists, who used them to quiet the workers while the capitalists overcame their
difficulties at the worker’s expense. They do not believe that capitalism and the capitalist state machine
must be overthrown in order to establish socialism. They declare that capitalism and the capitalist
government can be gradually reformed by progressive legislation to the point where socialism has been
peacefully introduced.



The Social-Democratic parties are based mainly on the highly skilled workers, the “labor aristocracy,” and
the middle classes. They are the sections of the population that are the closest to the ideas of the capitalist
class itself and suffer less than the mass of industrial workers from capitalist exploitation. In fact, to keep
them apart from the mass of the workers, capitalism does not hesitate – especially in its prosperous times –
to give this “labor aristocracy” a higher standard of living and special privileges. The vast wealth extracted
from the merciless exploitation of the colonial countries has enabled the imperialists to give a few crumbs
to this “labor aristocracy” in order to maintain the division in the working class.

It is not surprising, therefore, to see that all these parties are supporters of imperialism in wartime, as they
were in 1914 and again in 1939. It is true that they want to see imperialism act more “kindly” toward the
colonial peoples, but they never support the struggles for freedom of the colonies in such a way as to bring
themselves into conflict with imperialism itself. It is also not surprising that in cases where the workers
have engaged in revolutionary struggles for socialist power, the Social-Democrats have intervened to save
capitalism in the name of democracy, either by trying to restrain the workers from the fight or by joining
outright with the capitalists in shooting down the workers. These parties are always heavily bureaucratized
and are invariably connected with the labor union bureaucracy. In both cases, the bureaucracy enjoys
special privileges, as was pointed out in the chapter dealing with the labor unions. They are, in other
words, capitalistic labor leaders.

They want socialism, but not the class struggle, which is the only road to socialism. They want capitalist
democracy as the basis for socialism, but because they will not defend even democracy with the militant
methods of the class struggle for fear of antagonizing their partners, the “democratic capitalists,” they
soon find their democracy and their privileges disappearing. They fear the socialist revolution so much –
because the Workers’ Government would end all special privileges, theirs included – that they find
themselves attacking it on the side of the capitalist reaction.

In one country after another, their theories have so drugged and paralyzed the working class that it proved
incapable of militant and effective resistance to reactionary assaults upon it. It had to pay for these theories
and practices in the form of fascist dictatorship and indescribable agonies. The Social-Democrats did not
gain socialism and they cannot gain it. They did not even maintain capitalist democracy or their position in
it – they lost both.

A number of groups and parties throughout the world try to take a position in between that of
revolutionary socialism and social reformism. They endeavor to mix the two, which is like mixing fire and
water. The result is the obscuring steam of confusion. In the United States, these “Centrist” parties, which
are neither flesh nor fowl nor good red herring, are represented by the Socialist Party. The Socialist Party
in the United States is an especially confused and confusing example of “Centrism.” It is a mixture of
middle class pacifism, “Christian socialism,” liberalism, “isolationism,” hostility to revolutionary socialist
theory and action, and hero-worship. It sometimes speaks more radically than the Social-Democrats, but it
has an even more bureaucratic leadership than they and differs less and less from them in practical policies
and activities. All the experience of such in-between movements shows that if they do not adopt the
program of revolutionary socialism, they degenerate completely to the Social-Democratic position. Or else
they become stagnant, impotent sects which justify their separate existence mainly on the ground that they
are not firm revolutionists and not complete Social-Democrats but only – in-betweeners.
 

The Russian Revolution and Stalinism

Much more powerful – and much more dangerous – is the official Communist Party, no matter what name
it operates under. To understand what this party really is, it is necessary to examine what has happened in
the past quarter of a century of the Russian state, on which this party is based.

The Russian Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 was undoubtedly the most important event in human history.
For the first time, the working class took state power and began consciously and planfully to usher in the



socialist society. The revolution was a living triumph of the principles of Marxian socialism, and showed
that the idea of a working-class government is not a utopian dream. Regardless of what happened to this
government in the end, the Russian Revolution revealed to the working class of the entire world the road it
must travel to reach workers’ democracy and socialism.

The heroic efforts of the Russian workers were sufficient to bring them to power in the country. But by
themselves, they did not suffice to establish a socialist commonwealth. To attain that goal, they needed the
aid of workers’ governments in the other, more advanced, countries of Europe and America. They knew
this, and the Bolsheviks, or Communists, who led the revolution and were thorough-going international
socialists, repeated it a thousand times. Revolutionary situations developed in one country after another.
The capitalist system was bankrupt and capitalist governments broke down one after the other. To
organize the workers to fight for power, all the revolutionary socialists, inspired by the victory in Russia,
broke away from the old Social-Democratic parties and began to build up the new Communist Parties.
These parties were united in the Communist, or Third, International. (The Social-Democratic parties had
been united in the so-called Second International, which collapsed when the war of 1914 broke out and
practically all the parties rushed to the support of their respective imperialist governments, betraying the
principles and interests of socialism.)

Capitalism managed to survive throughout the world. It was not so much because of the strength and vigor
of its economic system that it survived. It was saved by the Social-Democratic parties, which stood like a
rock in the road to socialist revolution. The Communist Parties were too young and inexperienced or too
weak to clear this rock out of the way.

The Russian Revolution was thus left in isolation and a state of terrible exhaustion. The Russian people
had gone through three years of war that took a heavy toll. Then they had to go through two revolutions
and a destructive civil war against the monarchists, bankers, industrial magnates and landlords who tried to
overturn the Workers’ Government by violence. In addition, they had to ward off the armed intervention
of almost every capitalist government in the world.

When this was over, and the first big wave of revolutions in Europe subsided, a great weariness and
reaction set in Russia. Bureaucrats in the Bolshevik party and the Soviet government became the
conservative voice of this weariness. Little by little they departed from the revolutionary principles on
which the Soviet Government had been founded. They abandoned the idea of international revolution and
replaced it with the nationalistic idea of “socialism in a single country.”

The faithful revolutionists who opposed this desertion of revolutionary internationalist principles were led
by Leon Trotsky. But they could not win, because the bureaucracy around Stalin had reactionary social
winds in its sails. Little by little it crushed these revolutionists. It drove them out of the party, then exiled
or imprisoned them, and finally wiped them out physically in a series of the most monstrous frame-ups in
history. Every fragment of the old Communist Party which had made the revolution possible was
ruthlessly wiped out. Every trace of the great workers’ democracy which the revolution had established,
was just as mercilessly wiped out.

The Workers’ Government was completely destroyed. The reactionary rule of the bureaucracy was
installed in its place. Not a vestige of democratic rights exists today – not the right to organize, to strike, to
free speech, free press or free assembly. The whole Soviet system has been eliminated. Elections are a
farce, in which the people have the right to vote only for the candidates appointed by the bureaucratic
dictators. The unions built up by the revolution are crushed. Their place has been taken by organizations
completely dominated by the government bureaucracy, and their only function is to help in the speed-up
and exploitation of the workers. Everybody and everything is dominated by the most vicious police and
spy system in the world, the GPU.

Russia is neither a workers’ government nor a socialist society. But although it is a thousand times closer
to capitalism than it is to socialism, it is not actually a capitalist country. It is a new, reactionary social



order that may be described as bureaucratic collectivism. There is no private ownership of industry, as
under capitalism. The state owns all the means of production. But it is the autocratic bureaucracy that has
the state completely in its hand. The workers and peasants have not an iota of control over it. Industry and
agriculture are planned and operated only in the interests of the bureaucracy, swelling its power and
privileges. Like every ruling class, it reaches out greedily for more power, for imperialist conquests,
wherever it can. It has completely betrayed and crushed the great Russian socialist revolution, and
established a new and monstrous totalitarian tyranny in its place.

The process which wrecked the Russian Revolution also wrecked the Communist International. Every
genuine revolutionist was driven out of it. The condition for membership, and above all for leadership, in
the Communist Parties throughout the world became unquestioning obedience to the Stalinist bureaucracy
in Russia. The parties were transformed from leaders of socialist revolution into instruments of totalitarian
reaction. From champions of the interests of the working class in every country, these parties became the
servile agents of the Russian bureaucracy and its foreign policy.

That is why the Communist parties – more accurately, the Stalinist parties, for they have absolutely
nothing in common with our great ideal of Communism – today rigidly follow only those policies that
promote the interests of the Russian bureaucracy. That is why the minute Russian foreign politics change,
the politics of the Communist parties change automatically in every country. If Russia is allied with a
capitalist government, the Communist Party of the country serves that government with the greatest vigor
and does everything it can to force the workers to do the same. If Russia is opposed to another
government, or if its political demands are not agreed to by a foreign government, the Communist Party of
that country suddenly becomes critical and even “radical,” and clamors for all the people to force the
government to give in to Russian demands. That is what accounts for the apparently ridiculous changes
and somersaults of the Communist parties. They are the foreign agents of Stalinist totalitarianism.

The Communists – or Stalinists, to give them their right name – are the most reactionary force in the labor
movement. To be sure, the conservative labor offcialdom is capitalistic in its outlook and policies, as has
been pointed out. Nevertheless, it seeks, in its own way and in its own interests, to maintain the labor
movement and to oppose totalitarian evasions of democratic rights. That is why it is both possible and
necessary to join with it every time it finds itself obliged to lead the labor organizations in a fight or to
defend democratic rights.

It is different with the Stalinist bureaucracy. An independent labor movement is a bone in its throat. It is
anti-democratic as well as anti-socialist. It is concerned not only with the defense of the totalitarian state in
Russia, but aims to establish others, cast in the same mold, in every country where it operates, so that it
can enjoy the same bureaucratic rule, power and privilege as its blood-brother in Russia. Any support of
its program into which it tricks the labor movement is a deadly trap for the working class. The interests of
labor and the progress of socialism require that the cancer of totalitarian Stalinism be burned out of the
labor movement. If it is allowed to fester and spread, only slavery will ensue.

Neither Social-Democracy nor Stalinist totalitarianism leads to socialism. The Second International of the
Social-Democrats is bankrupt and in a state of collapse. The Third International of the Stalinists has been
formally dissolved by decree. Revolutionary socialists everywhere work to rebuild the world-wide
organization of social revolution, the Fourth International.

The road to freedom is marked out by the principles and program of revolutionary socialism, and no other
road exists. The organization which proudly champions and fights for these principles and program in this
country is the Workers Party.
 

CHAPTER IX
Socialism – The Alternative to Barbarism



SUPPOSE you do not join in the fight for socialism. Suppose you do not organize and work for its victory.
Will the society we live in remain just as it is, will it move forward, or will it slip backward? This question
is of vital concern to everyone, especially to every worker. It is most important to understand what will
happen to capitalist society if it is not replaced by socialism. To answer the question, let us examine the
direction in which capitalism is moving, why it is moving that way, and what are the consequences for
society.

We have already seen that the natural trend of capitalism is to replace small-scale production by large-
scale production, to replace competition by monopoly in the form of horizontal and vertical trusts,
syndicates and cartels. The development of monopoly brings to an end the period of capitalism often
referred to as “free enterprise” and introduces social changes of tremendous importance.

What are these changes? What do they mean? Where are they leading us?
 

The Growth of Monopoly Capitalism

The growth of monopoly capitalism brings about a profound change in the capitalist class itself.

First of all, its number becomes smaller and smaller and the power concentrated in its hands becomes
greater and greater. At one time there was not so much difference between the small capitalist and the big
one. Today, an unbridgeable gulf divides the big monopolist and the owner of the small store, small shop
or small factory. Every capitalist country is now ruled by a tiny handful of enormously powerful
monopolists. They dominate all economic life by a system of interlocking directorates. They dictate not
only the industrial and financial life of the country but also its political life. They rule the life not only of
the workers but of all the middle classes.

Secondly, the economic function of the big capitalists has changed fundamentally. At the beginning, the
owner of capital was a man of enterprise. He was a founder of industry, an organizer of production, an
active manager and superintendent of his establishment. He made direct and valuable contributions to
industrial progress. This was not true of every single capitalist, to be sure, but it was true by and large.
With the growth of large-scale production and of monopoly, this has all been changed. The actual work of
management and superintendence is carried on by hired men, by trained and skilled workers and
technicians. The big capitalist class itself has degenerated to the point where it now performs no useful
function in any sense. It is now composed essentially of coupon-clippers, holders of stocks and bonds,
receivers of profits. It is unproductive. The capitalist class has revealed how superfluous it is to society by
openly becoming a parasitic class. It is a leech which systematically drains the life-blood of the economy.

The growth of monopoly capitalism brings about a profound change in production as well.

Competition for the market in which profit is realized has always been the hallmark of capitalism, and the
greatest stimulant to capitalist production, as we have seen. But by replacing competition to a high degree,
monopoly loses this main stimulant to production or, more accurately, the stimulant to expanded
production. To maintain its power and to keep prices at artificially high levels, monopoly places all sorts
of restrictions upon production. The big corporations enter into secret agreements to limit output so as to
keep up prices. They suppress inventions which would mean the abandonment of old equipment in favor
of newly-developed, more efficient equipment, and result in lowering production costs. Their lust for
monopolistic profits stands in the way of economic progress. Monopoly leads to economic stagnation.
Stagnation leads to decay.

There is another aspect to this development. Free competition meant the absence of organization and
planning in production. It meant blind production for the blind market – what we call the anarchy of
production. Production under monopoly capitalism is an attempt to overcome this anarchy. Within a given
big trust it might be said that anarchy is eliminated, the blind market is eliminated, and planned production



installed. If, for example, a big automobile producer owns all the sources of supply for his product – coal
and iron ore mines, glass factories, tire companies, soy bean plantations, aluminum foundries, and the like
– he can organize his production so that it is carried on as a planned unit. It does not follow that
monopoly-capitalist production is planned production which really wipes out economic anarchy. In the
first place, monopolies do not completely wipe out free competition. They dominate it, they rule over it, so
to speak, but they exist side by side with it. In the second place, the big monopolies compete with each
other not only on a national scale, but all over the world. The conflict among them is the fiercest
capitalism has ever known. It is a conflict with the most devastating economic and social consequences,
which are visible all around us.

However, to the extent that competition is eliminated or reduced, the blind market ceases to be any kind of
effective regulator of production. Crises which disrupt and paralyze production become more acute and
last longer than ever before. One of the important results of this is the tendency of the government to step
in more and more as the substitute for the crippled market, as the regulator and director of production.
Capitalist economy has reached the stage of such disorganization and bankruptcy that it can no longer hold
itself together in a more or less orderly way. The government, the state, is compelled to intervene on a
massive scale in order to prevent the total collapse of capitalism.
 

The Rule of State Monopoly Capitalism

The planning and organization of production and distribution by one central institution would be a good
thing. It would bring to an end all the social evils produced by capitalism. But in its intervention in
economy, the government today only shows more clearly that it is at bottom nothing more than the
executive committee of the capitalist class.

The government intervenes in economic life in the most decisive manner – the greater and sharper the
crisis in a country, the more decisive is the manner of government intervention. In a sense, the government
even takes the direction and management of economic life out of the hands of the private capitalists – thus
once more emphasizing how superfluous the capitalist class is for the operation of industry. The
government finds itself compelled to try to organize and plan the economic life of the country – thus once
more emphasizing the fact that production under capitalism has become socialized and that socialized
production is increasingly incompatible with private capitalist ownership and appropriation of profit.

Increasingly the government finds itself obliged to fix wages, by law and by decree. It seeks to fix prices
in the same way. Similarly with profits. The government tries to establish the production schedule – this
you produce, that you produce; this much you produce and that much you produce. As has been indicated,
this development does not proceed at the Sang speed in every country. In some countries, it is faster and in
others slower. In some countries it is more open and in others it is concealed under a dozen disguises. In
some countries it seems to be a “purely wartime” trend, in others it is clearly a trend in peacetime as well.
The speed and forcefulness of the trend depend upon any number of factors. But the trend itself is
unmistakable and irrepressible in all capitalist countries. It can be slowed up here or there; it can be
diverted in one way or another. But in the general crisis of world-wide capitalism it is an inexorable trend
and it cannot be eliminated.

If you stop to think a moment, you will understand that this trend represents the natural requirement of
capitalist society for socialist reorganization. The central planning and organization of production and
distribution is the fundamental principle of socialism. The concentration of economic power, of production
and exchange, in the hands of a few monopolies, shows that production has become socialized, while
ownership has remained private. It shows how simple the reorganization of production on a socialist basis
is for the working class today. It has only to take the big monopolies into the hands of its own government,
and the foundations stones of socialism are laid. The capitalist class may delay for a time the victory of
the working-class revolution and the institution of socialism. But it cannot halt the trend which
undermines its own economic system, and which is represented by the intervention into, and domination



of, all economic life by the government.

Does this mean that the government’s intervention is directed against the capitalist class and its interests?
Not at all! Exactly the opposite is true.

The government, we repeat, is the executive committee of the capitalist class as a whole. If it fixes wages,
prices and profits, it fixes them in the interests of the most powerful economic class in the country, the
monopoly capitalists. That, is why, every time an economic balance sheet of government intervention in
economy is drawn up, it is found that the monopoly capitalists are stronger and richer, and the masses of
the people are weaker and poorer.

In normal times, or in times of crisis or depression, government loans and outright government subsidies
are available to “all,” but actually the greater part by far of these loans and subsidies finds their way into
the hands of the big corporations, the monopolies. For every law or decree or action taken by the
government to maintain wages at a certain level, or to provide the unemployed with some modest
insurance, it adopts ten laws and twenty decrees and takes fifty actions to guarantee the profits of the big
monopolies. Even those capitalists or capitalist enterprises against which the government intervenes are
usually those that stand in the way of the welfare and concentration of power of the big monopolists.

This trend does not depend upon this or that individual or group of individuals in the government. It is the
natural trend under capitalism. In the first place, the government machinery, the government bureaucracy,
from top to bottom, is tied up personally in a thousand ways with capitalist private property. In the second
place, the foundation stones of capitalist economy, in war and peace, are not the small enterprises, but the
big monopolistic giants, the big industrial and financial enterprises. What is more natural for such a
government to do than to keep its very foundation stones intact and to reinforce them?

This phenomenon of increased government intervention into and direction of capitalist economy, in which
the government machinery actually meshes with the monopolies and the monopolists themselves, we call
state monopoly capitalism. But we are far from finished with all its aspects.

We have said that the deeper and sharper the crisis of capitalism, the more helpless the capitalists
themselves erg to resolve the crisis – the more the capitalist government is forged to intervene for the
purpose of organizing and directing economy. This process has been likened to a collapsing barrel. The
rottener the staves become, the more they tend to fall apart – the greater the necessity of surrounding the
barrel with tighter and stronger hoops. The capitalist state has to provide more and more hoops every day
for the collapsing and decaying capitalist barrel.
 

Bureaucratism, Regimentation and Fascism

As a result, we have the phenomenon in every capitalist country of a stupendous government bureaucracy
which is continuously mushrooming over the land. It is produced by the decay of capitalism and the
helplessness of the capitalist class. Every time the barrel weakens, a new hoop, or set of hoops, is
desperately pressed around it. The capitalists complain bitterly, but actually they cannot do without this
growing bureaucracy.

If banking breaks down, it can no longer be restored by the “normal course of the market”; it must be held
together by a new government law or decree, and by a hugely staffed bureau to enforce it. The growth of
radio transmission outstrips purely private control; so a heavily staffed government bureau, or more than
one, is set up to regulate it. Agriculture is in a state of permanent crisis; so a dozen or more new bureaus,
all well staffed and overstaffed, must be set up to try to prevent the complete collapse of agricultural
production and distribution. Industries collapse or are on the verge of collapse; so a hundred and one
different government bureaus must be set up to supervise, check, subsidize or eliminate production. At one
and the same time, the crisis of capitalism sharpens and increases class conflicts, and makes them



extremely dangerous to the existence of capitalist rule; so a hundred and one more government bureaus are
set up to prevent or regulate or arbitrate these conflicts. The expenses of government are increased a
thousandfold, ten thousandfold, as a result of this bureaucracy; so more bureaus have to be set up to
collect revenue for the government. The unemployed grow in number; they must be kept alive for two
reasons – to prevent them from disrupting the country by fighting for their lives, and to maintain them as a
new kind of mass reserve, one available for the sudden military and industrial requirements imposed by
modern warfare; so more and more bureaus are added.

The growth of the government bureaucracy is one of the most striking features of capitalism in decay.
Millions of men and women are rendered unproductive by the requirements of government bureaucratism.
Unnecessary in a rationally organized society, they are the indispensable parasites of decaying capitalism,
feeding upon the capitalist class who feed upon the economy, leeches upon leeches. They are a permanent
drain on society, a burden and curse upon the masses of the people who are compelled to maintain them at
heavy expense to themselves, in order that they may in turn maintain capitalism itself.

Alongside this parasitic bureaucracy grows regimentation of all sorts. The concentration of economic
power has brought with it the concentration of political power. The concentration of political power is
indispensable to the concentration of economic power in the hands of monopoly capitalism. The life of
capitalism has become so feverish, its internal contradictions so acute, each little problem at once so
complicated and so urgent, the intervention of the state has become so immediately necessary, that
important changes have been introduced into the political life and standards of capitalism.

Representative democratic government, even in the most democratic capitalist countries, has become more
and more meaningless, more and more ineffectual. The sharper the crisis, the more urgent the problem,
the less capitalism can wait for the government to intervene by the process of slow, lumbering
deliberations in large representative assemblies like congress or the House of Commons or the Chamber of
Deputies. In some countries, such democratic bodies never even existed. In other countries where they did
exist, they are now tolerated only as formalities, their real rights and powers eliminated or reduced to zero,
their actual powers being only “advisory to the executive.” In still other countries, they have been wiped
out altogether. A well man can go around for weeks with a minor ailment and no harm will come to him.
A decrepit man who is already ailing in every organ must get instantaneous attention the minute he feels a
sharp pain, for one delay in treatment may mean his last. So it is now with decrepit capitalism. Hence, the
rise of totalitarian government, of authoritarian government, of capitalist dictatorships everywhere. Hence,
the decline of capitalist democracy and of democratic representative government. “Wait for Congress?
Wait for parliament? No, it will be too late! The situation is urgent and desperate!”

That is why we see, even in the most democratic capitalist governments, the decline in the power and
activity of the representative assemblies and the rise in the power of the executive – the Presidency or the
Prime Ministry; the decline of government by legislation and the rise of government by executive decree.
In this field, too, the trend of capitalist; evolution is inexorable, irrepressible. It can be halted for a while,
or slowed down in the speed at which it is proceeding, but it cannot be eliminated. The crisis of capitalism,
its decay, is too deep-going and too far-advanced for that.

The growing regimentation and oppression, the violation and elimination of democratic rights and
institutions, affects all the classes, all the population, outside the ranks of monopoly capitalists themselves.
But it is the workers whom it affects most heavily and adversely. In countries where the decline of
capitalism has brought it to the depths of fascist rule, the workers are simply reduced to the level of a new
kind of slavery. But here again, the trend is universal; under fascism it merely reaches its ugliest and most
insufferable limits.

In every country, the basic crisis of capitalism makes life harder for the workers to endure. The crisis
therefore generates the workers’ resistance to the unendurable conditions of life. The greater this
resistance, the more it disrupts the already precarious stability of capitalist production and capitalist rule.
The capitalist monopoly state intervenes in this field, too, and it intervenes, in accordance with its



function, on the side of capitalism. To an increasing extent, wages and working conditions are determined
by the government. Silent obedience to its decisions is made a “patriotic” duty. In country after country,
not only in wartime but in peacetime, the right to work has been converted into compulsory work under
government orders or direction. The unemployed, “maintained” by the government, are at the
government’s mercy; they are ordered to take any job, regardless of wages of working conditions, which it
instructs them to take.

The unions, elementary defense organs of the workers, are sucked into the machinery of the government
and become more the instrument of a capitalist government policy than of working class struggle. To
check or suppress the struggle of labor for its rights and living standards, struggles which imperil the
stability and sometimes the very existence of capitalism, labor must be regimented. The Samson must be
shorn of his locks. At first, labor must submit to “voluntary” arbitration. If that is not sufficient to paralyze
the strength of the workers, then compulsory arbitration is openly substituted. By legislation or decree,
government restrictions are placed on one of the most powerful weapons labor has in its possession, the
right to strike. By all sorts of blackmail, pious (lie connivance of the labor bureaucracy itself, the unions
are induced to abandon the right to strike “voluntarily.“ If that is not sufficient, they are formally deprived
of the right to strike at all. The chattel slave on the plantations had no right to strike, either; he could not
leave his work or his place of work. Capitalism tends to reduce the wage worker to the abysmal level of a
new kind of slave,

During war-time, which is a most critical period for any state, this trend is open and undisguised. In peace-
time, it is at work in a somewhat slower manner and in a somewhat disguised form. What holds true for
the right to strike, holds true with regard to every other political and democratic right which the people
have enjoyed at one time or another. Decaying capitalism finds any form of democracy incompatible with
its further existence. Fascism is the only the ultimate expression – ultimate only so far as we have seen up
to now! – of this important truth.
 

The Bloody Race for World Mastery

The growth of monopoly capitalism does not eliminate competition or its evils. It intensifies them at home,
but above all on a world scale. The more the home market contracts, the closer it comes to exhaustion, the
deeper the crisis – the more frenzied is the hunt for markets abroad, for new fields of capital investment,
sources of raw materials and cheap labor. Every one of the big countries and many of the small ones are
engaged in this hunt. The competition is fierce and ruthless. It is all the fiercer and more ruthless because
the area in which it takes place grows smaller and smaller. The capitalist world has become a sort of Black
Hole of Calcutta. Each monopolist is prepared to trample all the others to death in the frantic effort to get
closer to the air let in by the small window. The results for all mankind are appalling.

International cartels and agreements among monopolists are never more than a stop-gap. Each of them is
driven by the urge to dominate all the others, and capitalism does not permit things to be otherwise. The
interweaving of the monopolies with the capitalist state shows its most fatal consequences at this point.
Abroad, each government operates almost openly and unabashed in the name of its own big monopolists.

To preserve the international power of these monopolies – their colonies, their spheres of influence, their
protectorates and vassal states, their investments, their properties and profits – this is not enough. The
power must be increased, expanded. There is no way of increasing it save at the expense of the
monopolists of other big countries. The world must be divided among these insatiable wild beasts. And no
re-division of the world will ever prove satisfactory to any one of them until it has reached the point where
it monopolizes the entire world, without any effective rivals or competitors.

When the relationship of forces among these bandits seems to promise a favorable re-division, imperialist
war breaks out. Each war is more horrible and more destructive than the last. Whole populations are now
mobilized for warfare; whole populations are now destroyed in warfare. Devastation is wrought that will



take generations to make good. The tax burden – to say nothing of the tribute burden on the defeated
nations – becomes crushing not only for the generation in which it was incurred, but for generations to
come. Even in peacetime, every country must bear the yoke of a large standing army, of a huge military,
naval and aerial establishment. That is for those who are left alive. The dead in modern imperialist war are
counted by the tens of millions. Monopoly capitalism buys life for itself literally by crushing out the lives
of millions upon millions upon millions of people.

Still the story of the alternative to socialism is not told.

Monopoly capitalism long ago took over a world divided between slaves and slave-owners – the colonial
and semi-colonial peoples of Asia, Africa and Latin America, on the one side, and the imperialist rulers of
Europe and North America on the other. As we were taught in school, the colonial peoples were the
“backward” peoples, and “we” had to carry the “white man’s burden” in supervising their development,
under stringent control. In its agony, monopoly-capitalist imperialism goes further. To the “backward”
countries long ago reduced to colonial slavery, it now adds independent countries with a modern
civilization, which it seeks also to reduce to the status of slavery or semi-slavery. In the narrowing world
of capitalism, no power is content with its share. It must needs seek to enhance it at the expense of others.
Which others? The old colonies are already divided up. There remain the weaker of the colony-owning or
other big countries. There remain the rivals and competitors for world power.

The trend of capitalist development in every country has been known and observed for many generations:
the replacement of competition by monopoly, of small-scale production by large-scale production; the
swallowing of the weaker enterprise by the stronger. The same process which took place among the
enterprises of each country is now taking place among the countries themselves. The process began with
the weak and defenseless backward countries at the edge of the world market. Now it has reached the
heart of the capitalist world itself. The circle is narrowing. This was evident in the Second World War. If
the peoples of the world ever allow a Third World War, the process will reach its ruinous climax.

Now it is not only backward peoples who are deprived of their most elementary rights, including the right
to govern themselves, the right of national sovereignty. Now it is advanced peoples and nations who are
involved, including nations which held colonies of their own in slavery up to yesterday, only to be reduced
today to slavery or semi-slavery themselves at the hands of a stronger imperialist power. The strong
imperialist power must seek to wipe out the weaker imperialist power.

The race among the big powers for mastery devours more and more of the peoples and wealth of the
world. The period of peace between wars becomes shorter every time. During the period of peace, to say
nothing of the period of war itself, more and more of the energies, the wealth, the productive machinery,
the labor-time of every country are devoted to preparing for the outbreak of the coming war which
capitalism makes inevitable. Capitalism devotes an ever-increasing part of its capacity to producing the
means of destruction. Science and scientists are not allowed to perform the task of lightening the burdens
of humanity and advancing the welfare of society; instead they are harnessed to the grisly chariot of war.
At the orders of the state, science develops guns that will destroy hundreds where one was killed before,
bombs that will destroy whole cities where only a building was damaged before. The atomic bomb is the
horrible symbol of capitalism in its death-throes and of what its further existence means to the existence of
civilization and humanity. Capitalism devotes itself increasingly to destroying the means of production.

The reduction of modern, independent countries to a state of dependency upon the conquering imperialist,
only adds to instability and disorder. If the old and backward countries which have lain dormant for
centuries are in almost continuous rebellion against foreign rule and for national independence, it is not
hard to see that the peoples of modern countries, who have known independence and advanced
civilization, will be even more rebellious against any attempt to deprive them of their freedom to rule
themselves. Their struggle against foreign oppression is even more violent, more conscious and more
advanced than that of the backward lands. To maintain foreign rule over them to suppress their battle for
liberty, large armies of occupation and armies of spies are required. Turbulence and strife war and



destruction, disorder and decay are becoming the normal state of capitalist society. Order and stability are
impossible. Security is a memory. Peace is fleeting. War is an ever-present threat or a monstrous reality.

That is how capitalism drives society to a new barbarism.

From the great builder and producer, it has become the great destroyer.

From the bearer of civilization and culture, it has become the relentless devastation of civilization, the
beast of unculture.

From the stimulator of production by free competition, it has become the swamp in which monopoly
stagnates production.

From the bearer of democracy, it becomes the seed-bed of regimentation, totalitarianism and Fascism.

From the liberator of the feudal serfs, it becomes the ruler of tens of millions of modern slaves.

From the creator of modern nations, it becomes the enslaver of modern nations.

From the banner-bearer of progress, it becomes the trailblazer of barbarism.

Gone are all those things that once justified capitalism. To restore them, to add to them to arrange them so
that society as a whole may benefit, to lift them to a higher social and historical level, require that
capitalism shall go.

In the hands of the working class rests the greatest responsibility in history, the greatest possibility for
human advancement ever known. It alone can restore order and progress to society. It alone can bless all
humanity with freedom, equality and abundance. It alone can give labor fertility and dignity. It alone can
release science from its fetters. Almost the entire world stands ready for the emancipating leadership of
the working class: the peoples of the colonies, the little people of the middle classes, the small farmers and
tenants and croppers, whole nations that are oppressed – all those who suffer in different degree under the
iron heel of the super-monsters of modern imperialism.

The working class is the only consistently revolutionary class. It is therefore the only consistently
democratic class. Democracy is inseparably linked up with the struggle for socialism. Upon socialism,
depends the happy future of humanity and of civilization. The working class is called upon to save society
from barbarism, the only alternative to socialism.

The conquest of capitalist monopolism, the rule of the working class, the inauguration of socialism-that is
the aim of the Workers Party. That is the task of the working class. That is the road to human freedom.
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Shachtmanism
Shachtmanism is the form of Marxism associated with Max Shachtman (1904–1972). It has two major
components: a bureaucratic collectivist analysis of the Soviet Union and a third camp approach to world
politics. Shachtmanites believe that the Stalinist rulers of proclaimed socialist countries are a new ruling class
distinct from the workers and reject Trotsky's description of Stalinist Russia as a "degenerated workers' state".

Origin
Currents influenced by Shachtman

Left Shachtmanism
Social democratic Shachtmanism

References
Further reading
External links

Shachtmanism originated as a tendency within the US Socialist Workers Party in 1939, as Shachtman's
supporters left that group to form the Workers Party in 1940. The tensions that led to the split extended as far
back as 1931. However, the theory of "bureaucratic collectivism," the idea that the USSR was ruled by a new
bureaucratic class and was not capitalist, did not originate with Shachtman, but seems to have originated
within the Trotskyist movement with Yvan Craipeau, a member of the French Section of the Fourth
International, and Bruno Rizzi.

Although Shachtman groups resignation from the SWP was not only over the defence of the Soviet Union,
rather than the class nature of the state itself, that was a major point in the internal polemics of the time.

Regardless of its origins in the American SWP, Shachtmanism's core belief is opposition to the American
SWP's defence of the Soviet Union. This originated not with Shachtman but Joseph Carter (1910–1970) and
James Burnham (1905–1987), who proposed this at the founding of the SWP in 1938. C. L. R. James (1901–
1989) referred to the implied theory, from which he dissented, as Carter's little liver pill. The theory was never
fully developed by anybody in the Workers Party and Shachtman's book, published many years later in 1961,
consists earlier articles from the pages of New International with some political conclusions reversed. Ted
Grant (1913–2006) has alleged that some Trotskyist thinkers, including Tony Cliff (1917–2000), who have
described such societies as "state capitalist" share an implicit theoretical agreement with some elements of
Shachtmanism.[1] Cliff, who published a critique of Shachtmanism in the late 1940s,[2] would have rejected
this allegation.
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Left Shachtmanism, influenced by Max Shachtman's work of the 1940s, sees Stalinist nations as being
potentially imperialist and does not offer any support to their leadership. This has been crudely described as
seeing the Stalinist and capitalist countries as being equally bad, although it would be more accurate to say that
neither is seen as occupying a more progressive stage in the global class struggle.

A more current term for Left Shachtmanism is Third Camp Trotskyism, the Third Camp being differentiated
from capitalism and Stalinism. Prominent Third Camp groupings include the Workers' Liberty grouping in
Australia and the United Kingdom and by the International Socialist predecessor of Solidarity.

The foremost left Shachtmanite was Hal Draper (1914–1990), an independent scholar who worked as a
librarian at the University of California, Berkeley, where he organized the Independent Socialist Club and
became influential with left-wing students during the Free Speech Movement. Julius Jacobson (1922–2003)
and the New Politics journal continued to develop and apply this political tradition.

Social democratic Shachtmanism, later developed by Shachtman and associated with some members of the
Social Democrats, USA, holds Soviet Communist states to be so repressive that communism must be
contained and, when possible, defeated by the collective action of the working class. Consequently, adherents
support free labor unions and democracy movements around the world. Domestically, they organized in the
civil rights movement and in the labor movement. Social democrats influenced by Shachtman rejected calls for
an immediate cease-fire and the immediate withdrawal of U.S. forces from Vietnam, but rather opposed
bombings in Vietnam and supported a negotiated peace that would allow labor unions and government-
opposition to survive. Such social democrats helped provide funding and supplies to the Solidarity, the Polish
labor union, as requested by the Polish workers.

1. Ted Grant: "The Marxist theory of the state (Once more on the theory of 'state capitalism')" (htt
p://easyweb.easynet.co.uk/~socappeal/russia/appendix2.html) Archived (https://web.archive.or
g/web/20081021150242/http://easyweb.easynet.co.uk/~socappeal/russia/appendix2.html)
2008-10-21 at the Wayback Machine, Appendix to Russia: From revolution to counter-
revolution.

2. Tony Cliff: "The theory of bureaucratic collectivism: A critique" (https://www.marxists.org/archiv
e/cliff/works/1948/xx/burcoll.htm) (1948) at Marxists.org.

Kahn, Tom (2007) [1973], "Max Shachtman: His ideas and his movement" (http://www.dissentm
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11 (Winter (http://dissentmagazine.org/democratiya/docs/d11Whole.pdf)): 252–259

The Fate of the Russian Revolution, Lost Texts of Critical Marxism Vol 1, edited by Sean
Matgamna: Max Shachtman, Hal Draper, CLR James, Al Glotzer, Joseph Carter, Leon Trotsky,
a.o [Phoenix Press, 1998]
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Max Shachtman
Born September 10, 1904

Warsaw, Congress
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Died November 4, 1972
(aged 68)
Floral Park, New
York, U.S.

Education City College of New
York

Occupation Political theorist ·
activist

Years active 1923–1972

Spouse(s) Yetta Barsh

Max Shachtman

Max Shachtman (/ˈʃɑːktmən/; September 10, 1904 – November 4,
1972) was an American Marxist theorist. He went from being an
associate of Leon Trotsky to a social democrat and mentor of senior
assistants to AFL-CIO President George Meany.
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Shachtman was born to a Jewish family in Warsaw, Poland, which was then part of the Russian Empire. He
emigrated with his family to New York City in 1905.

At an early age, he became interested in Marxism and was sympathetic to the radical wing of the Socialist
Party. Having dropped out of City College, in 1921 he joined the Workers Council, a Communist organization
led by J.B. Salutsky and Alexander Trachtenberg which was sharply critical of the underground form of
organization of the Communist Party of America. At the end of December 1921 the Communist Party
launched a "legal political party," the Workers Party of America, of which the Workers' Council was a
constituent member.[1] Shachtman thereby joined the official communist movement by virtue of the Workers'
Council's dissolution by merger.
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Shachtman was persuaded by Martin Abern to move to Chicago to become an organizer for the communist
youth organization and edit the Young Worker. After joining the Communist Party, he rose to become an
alternate member of its Central Committee. He edited Labor Defender, a journal of International Labor
Defense, which he made the first photographic magazine on the U.S. left. As editor of Labor Defender he
fought to save anarchists Nicola Sacco and Bartolomeo Vanzetti from execution, speaking at street-corner
meetings that were broken up again and again by police.

Through most of his time in the Communist Party Shachtman, along with Abern, associated with a group led
by James P. Cannon. Central in the party leadership from 1923 to 1925 but pushed aside due to the influence
of the Communist International (Comintern), the Cannon group became in 1928 supporters of Leon Trotsky.[2]

Shachtman, Cannon and Abern were expelled from the Communist Party in October 1928 as Joseph Stalin
took control of the Comintern. These three and a handful of others formed a group around a newspaper called
The Militant. Winning new support, including an important group of trade unionists in Minneapolis, the group
shortly thereafter formed the Trotskyist Communist League of America (CLA). As Tim Wohlforth notes,
Shachtman was already noted as a talented journalist and intellectual: The Militant listed Shachtman as its
managing editor. Shachtman took up a series of positions as a journalist, which allowed him the time and
resources to bring the American Trotskyists into contact with their co-thinkers. The CLA often gave him
responsibility for contact and correspondence with Trotskyists in other countries. While holidaying in Europe
during 1930, he became the first American to visit Trotsky in exile, on an island called Prinkipo in Russian,
one of the Princes' Islands near Istanbul, Turkey. He attended the first European conference of the
International Left Opposition in April 1930 and represented the CLA on the International Bureau of the ILO.

Shachtman's working relationship with Abern was strengthened in 1929 and 1930. They invited Albert
Glotzer, already an old friend and political colleague of Shachtman from their days as leaders of the
Communist youth organization, to work with them.

Shachtman's journalistic and linguistic skills allowed him to become a successful popularizer and translator of
Trotsky's work and to help found and run the Trotskyists' publishing house, Pioneer Press. He was known for
the liberal use of humor and sarcasm in his polemical speeches. A division of labor developed within the CLA
in which Cannon led the organization while Shachtman directed its literature and international relations.

Frictions between Shachtman and Cannon, especially over Shachtman's work when representing the League
in Europe, broke out into a factional struggle in 1932. Trotsky and other leaders of the International Left
Opposition complained to the CLA that Shachtman had intervened against them within the ILO's fragile
European affiliates.

These tensions were amplified by the social differences within the leadership: the older trade unionists
supported Cannon; Shachtman and his allies Abern, Albert Glotzer and Maurice Spector were young
intellectuals. Stanton and Tabor explain that the CLA's modest progress also increased the frustration between
the factions. During this time, Cannon experienced a spell of depression, during which the CLA's organizing
secretary was Abern while Shachtman worked on The Militant. Writing in 1936, Shachtman would criticize
Abern's habit of nourishing secret cliques of friends and supporters by supplying them with insider information
about debates in the League's leadership. Wohlforth's History reports a factional battle upon Cannon's return,
in which the Minneapolis branch successfully backed Cannon's return to leadership against Abern and
Shachtman. Glotzer's memoir mentions age as a factor: Cannon and other leaders were older than Shachtman,
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Abern, Maurice Spector, and himself. It was only a sharp intervention by the ILO in 1933 that ended the fight.
Although the line-up of opponents largely anticipated Shachtman's 1940 split from the mainstream Trotskyists,
the years from 1933 to 1938 restored the co-operation between Cannon and Shachtman.

In 1933, in an internal party document entitled "Communism and the Negro Question," Shachtman dissented
from Trotsky's view that Black self-determination was a transitional demand for recruiting Black workers in
the United States to a socialist program, a position that was later more fully developed by C.L.R. James. His
views, later published by Verso as Race and Revolution in 2003, launched the doctrine of revolutionary
integrationism within the U.S. Marxist movement, later to be further developed by Daniel Guérin, Richard S.
Fraser, and James Robertson. Race and Revolution was harshly critical of what it saw as white and Black
reformism both within and outside the Socialist and Communist Left; it criticized the "petty bourgeois"
proposals of major Black figures such as W.E.B. du Bois and NAACP official Walter Francis White, believing
they rested on narrow, class-bound visions of Black progress.[3]

Early in 1933, Shachtman and Glotzer traveled to Europe. While in Britain, the pair were able to meet with
Reg Groves and other members of the recently formed Communist League with whom Shachtman had
corresponded. When Trotsky's household moved to France in July 1933, Shachtman accompanied them on
their journey from Turkey.

The Trotskyists expanded their role in the U.S. labor movement through their leadership of the 1934
Minneapolis Teamster strike, which broadened into a citywide general strike. Important to the strike's victory
was the strike daily The Organizer; although Farrell Dobbs was listed on its masthead as the editor, Shachtman
wrote much of it and organized its production.[4] The Trotskyists' role in Minneapolis brought them closer to
A. J. Muste's American Workers Party, which had played a similar role in the Toledo general strike that same
year.

In 1934, after the CLA merged with the AWP to form the U.S. Workers Party, Shachtman began editing the
party's new theoretical journal, New International.[5] During this time, he wrote a notable booklet on the
Moscow Trials[6] and translated Leon Trotsky's The Stalin School of Falsification (in 1937)[7] and his
Problems of the Chinese Revolution (originally published in 1932).[8]

When the development of the WP was cut short by the rapid growth of the Socialist Party, George Breitman
recalls that Shachtman and Cannon successfully proposed that the U.S. Workers Party, should dissolve, so that
its members could recruit to Trotskyism from inside the Socialist Party.

After the Trotskyists were expelled from the SP in 1937, Shachtman became a leader of their new
organization, the Socialist Workers Party (SWP). Shachtman gave the report on the political situation at the
SWP's 1938 convention. The SWP included socialists like James Burnham who had come from A. J. Muste's
party rather than from the Trotskyist tradition. At the SWP's founding congress, Burnham proposed that the
USSR was no longer a degenerated workers' state: Shachtman spoke for the majority view that it remained a
workers' state, and considered it important enough to hold a vote by roll call on the resolution. In March 1938,
Shachtman and Cannon were part of a delegation sent to Mexico City to discuss the draft Transitional
Program of the Fourth International[9] with Trotsky: they would later teach a series of classes together in New
York about the Program.
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Shachtman came into closer contact with other left-wing intellectuals in or around the SWP, including James
Burnham, Dwight Macdonald and the group around Partisan Review. Shachtman became a focal point for
many in the milieu of the New York Intellectuals.

In the same period Shachtman worked with Trotsky on international issues, arranging Trotsky's move from
Norway to Mexico and playing a prominent role at several Trotskyist conferences that Trotsky could not
attend. When the first congress of the Fourth International met in a village outside Paris in 1938, Schachtman
led its presiding committee.[10]

In 1938, Shachtman shocked Trotsky by publishing an article in the New International in which James
Burnham declared his opposition to dialectical materialism, the philosophy of Marxism.[11] Although Trotsky
reassured Shachtman, "I did not deny in the least the usefulness of the article you and Burnham wrote,"[12] the
issue would soon be revived as Shachtman and Trotsky clashed on the outbreak of World War II.

Following the Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact (August 23, 1939, a non-aggression treaty between Nazi Germany
and the Soviet Union), the combined invasion of Poland (September 1 – October 6, 1939) resulted in German
and Soviet occupation of Poland. Inside the SWP, Shachtman and James Burnham argued in response that the
SWP should drop its traditional position of unconditional defense of the USSR in war. The differences
intensified with the outbreak of the Winter War (November 30, 1939 – March 12, 1940), when the Soviet
Union invaded Finland. Shachtman and his allies broke with Cannon and the majority of the SWP leadership,
which along with Trotsky continued to uphold unconditional critical defense of the USSR.

A bitter dispute opened up in the SWP. The case against Burnham and Shachtman's position is reflected in
books by Cannon[13] and Trotsky.[14] Trotsky was especially critical of Shachtman's role as a member of the
International Executive Committee of the Fourth International. At the start of World War II, the Fourth
International was placed under the control of a resident committee formed by IEC members who happened to
be in New York City. Shachtman's tendency held a majority of the resident IEC. Trotsky and others criticized
Shachtman for failing to convene the resident IEC or using its authority to reduce the tensions developing in
the SWP.

A year into the debate, a special convention was held in April 1940. After the April 1940 convention of the
SWP, when Shachtman and his supporters on the new Political Committee refused to a vote on a motion
pledging each member to abide by the convention decisions, they were expelled from the party. The minority
excluded from the SWP represented 40% of its membership and a majority of the youth group. Even before
the Workers Party was formally founded, James Burnham resigned from membership and renounced
socialism.[15] Many of those who had left the SWP did not join the Workers' Party: according to George
Novack, a member of the Cannon/Trotsky faction, around half did.[16]

While Cannon and his allies regarded the Soviet Union as a "degenerated workers' state", Shachtman and his
party argued that the Stalinist bureaucracy was following an imperialist policy in Eastern Europe. After a four-
sided debate in 1940-41 in the new Workers Party between advocates of different theories, a majority
concluded that the bureaucracy had become a new ruling class in a society they called "bureaucratic
collectivist."

Alongside the WP's paper Labor Action, Shachtman continued to edit New International, the Trotskyist
magazine which his supporters had taken with them on resigning from the SWP.
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In the early 1940s, Shachtman further developed the idea, already used by Trotskyists in the 1930s, of a "Third
Camp," an independent revolutionary force, made up of the world working class, movements resisting fascism
and colonial peoples in rebellion, that would side neither with the Axis nor the Allies. Beginning in 1943, he
predicted that the Soviet army would impose Stalinism in Eastern Europe, and added democratic resistance to
Stalinism to his conception of the Third Camp. By 1948, Shachtman regarded capitalism and Stalinism to be
equal impediments to socialism. Shachtman's Workers Party became active in union struggles. Although its
influence in the labor movement remained limited, it played a central role in the fight against the wartime no-
strike pledge in the United Auto Workers. Shachtman was present in Grand Rapids for the 1944 UAW
convention, helped convince its Rank and File Caucus to stand fast against the no-strike pledge, and felt
triumphant when a convention majority voted the pledge down.[17]

In 1949, Shachtman's group dropped its self-description as a "party" and became the Independent Socialist
League (ISL). The WP/ISL attracted many young intellectuals, including Michael Harrington, Irving Howe,
Hal Draper, and Julius Jacobson. Shachtman also maintained contact with Trotsky's widow, Natalia Sedova,
who generally agreed with his views at that time.[18]

During the 1950s, Shachtman's supporters in the UAW abandoned their opposition to President Walter
Reuther and increasingly took staff positions at UAW headquarters. As early as 1949 they supported the purge
of CP-linked unions from the CIO. Internationally they gave up their identification with the Fourth
International after a failed attempt in 1947-48 to reunify with the SWP, and aligned with the left wings of the
British Labour Party, other European social democratic parties, and nationalist forces like the Indian National
Congress party in colonial and ex-colonial countries. Shachtman and the ISL moved from Leninism to an
avowedly Marxist version of democratic socialism. In the same period Shachtman left his second wife and
New York City, moving with his third wife, Yetta, to the Long Island suburb of Floral Park.

In 1962, Shachtman published The Bureaucratic Revolution: The Rise of the Stalinist State. This collected and
codified Shachtman's key thoughts on Stalinism, and reworked some of his previous conclusions. On the first
page of the book's foreword, Shachtman claimed that "Stalinist Russia and all countries of the same structure
represent a new social order. I call it bureaucratic collectivism. The name is meant to reject the belief that
Stalinist society is in any way socialist or compatible with socialism."[19]

In 1958, the ISL dissolved so that its members could join the Socialist Party, which from its height in the
1910s had fallen in strength to approximately 1,000 members. Shachtman helped pressure the SP to work with
the Democratic Party in order to push the Democrats to the left. This strategy was known as "realignment."
With the eager participation of the Shachtmanites, the SP took an active role in the early events of the New
Left and the Civil Rights Movement. Shachtman developed close and enduring ties to African-American
pacifist and civil rights leader Bayard Rustin, and thought up the name for the 1966 Freedom Budget that
Rustin developed as director of the A. Philip Randolph Institute.[20] By contrast, Shachtman's initial ties to the
young leaders of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee frayed after the 1964 Democratic
Convention, when he and his allies backed the Johnson Administration's decision to seat only two delegates
from the Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party.[21]

During this time, Shachtman started the research for a major book on the Communist International. Although
the book was never completed, his views were collected in a working paper prepared for a 1964 conference of
the Hoover Institute at Stanford University. Shachtman's research notes for the book are held at the Tamiment
Library.[22]
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In 1961 Hal Draper criticized Shachtman's refusal to condemn the Bay of Pigs Invasion, and in 1964 Draper
helped to form the Independent Socialist Club. Shachtman favored a negotiated peace settlement rather than a
unilateral US withdrawal from the Vietnam War.[23]

Max Shachtman died in Floral Park on November 4, 1972, from coronary failure.[24] He was 68 years old at
the time of his death.

Individuals influenced by Shachtman's organisations have shared his opposition to Stalinism. A number of
political organizations have emerged from the Trotskyist movement which have considered themselves to be
Marxist. This broad tendency is described as "Left Shachtmanism," but does not include followers of Tony
Cliff, such as the International Socialist Tendency,[25] as Cliff himself was greatly critical of Shachtman's
entire political life and theoretical work.[26]

Glotzer argues that Shachtman's theory of bureaucratic collectivism has also informed unorthodox approaches
within Marxism towards the class nature of the Eastern Bloc.

Lenin, Liebknecht, Luxemburg (https://archive.org/details/LeninLiebknechtLuxemburg)
Chicago: Young Workers League 1925
1871: the Paris commune (https://archive.org/details/1871TheParisCommune) Chicago: Daily
Worker 1926 (The little red library #8)
Sacco and Vanzetti, labor's martyrs (https://archive.org/details/SaccoAndVanzettiLaborsMartyr
s) New York: International Labor Defense 1925
Ten years : history and principles of the left opposition (http://digitool.fcla.edu/R/84SF9E1GI6JS
7GVG78BTIQLUVKQR93XMBQITVRGQRN7HIMU7DP-01993?func=results-jump-full&set_en
try=000007&set_number=001231&base=GEN01) New York: Pioneer Publishers 1933;
subsequent editions titled Genesis of Trotskyism alternate link 1 (https://www.marxists.org/archi
ve/shachtma/1933/gentrot/index.htm) alternate link 2 (https://web.archive.org/web/2012091018
1846/http://digital.library.pitt.edu/cgi-bin/t/text/text-idx?idno=31735051655409%3Bview%3Dto
c%3Bc%3Damlefttxt)
The price of recognition: an exposure of the Soviet agreement with the United States Sydney?:
Workers Party of Australia 1934
The people’s front : the new panacea of Stalinism s.l.: Workers Party of Australia 1935
Behind the Moscow trial; the greatest frame-up in history (http://digitool.fcla.edu/R/84SF9E1GI6
JS7GVG78BTIQLUVKQR93XMBQITVRGQRN7HIMU7DP-01969?func=results-jump-full&set_
entry=000001&set_number=001231&base=GEN01) New York: Pioneer Publishers 1936
alternate link (http://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/001232976)
For a cost-plus wage (https://archive.org/details/ForACost-plusWage_709) New York; The
Workers party 1943
The Struggle for the New Course (https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/1943/fnc/index.ht
m) New York: New International Pub. Co. 1943; originally published together with Trotskys The
New Course
Socialism: the hope of humanity (https://archive.org/details/SocialismTheHopeOfHumanity)
New York: New International Pub. Co. 1945

Death and legacy

Works

Original writings

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hal_Draper
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bay_of_Pigs_Invasion
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Socialists_(US)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vietnam_War
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shachtmanism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tony_Cliff
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Socialist_Tendency
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bureaucratic_collectivism
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eastern_Bloc
https://archive.org/details/LeninLiebknechtLuxemburg
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Young_Communist_League,_USA
https://archive.org/details/1871TheParisCommune
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Daily_Worker
https://archive.org/details/SaccoAndVanzettiLaborsMartyrs
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Labor_Defense
http://digitool.fcla.edu/R/84SF9E1GI6JS7GVG78BTIQLUVKQR93XMBQITVRGQRN7HIMU7DP-01993?func=results-jump-full&set_entry=000007&set_number=001231&base=GEN01
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Pioneer_Publishers&action=edit&redlink=1
https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/1933/gentrot/index.htm
https://web.archive.org/web/20120910181846/http://digital.library.pitt.edu/cgi-bin/t/text/text-idx?idno=31735051655409%3Bview%3Dtoc%3Bc%3Damlefttxt
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Workers_Party_of_Australia&action=edit&redlink=1
https://archive.org/details/ThePeoplesFrontTheNewPanaceaOfStalinism
http://digitool.fcla.edu/R/84SF9E1GI6JS7GVG78BTIQLUVKQR93XMBQITVRGQRN7HIMU7DP-01969?func=results-jump-full&set_entry=000001&set_number=001231&base=GEN01
http://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/001232976
https://archive.org/details/ForACost-plusWage_709
https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/1943/fnc/index.htm
https://archive.org/details/SocialismTheHopeOfHumanity


The Fight For Socialism: the principles and program of the Workers Party (https://www.marxists.
org/archive/shachtma/1946/ffs/index.htm) New York: New International Pub. Co. 1946
An open letter to Dean Acheson : "the marine corporal is right" New York: Socialist Youth
League, 1952
Two views of the Cuban invasion (https://archive.org/details/TwoViewsOfTheCubanInvasion)
(with Hal Draper) Oakland, California, Hal Draper 1961
The bureaucratic revolution : the rise of the Stalinist state (http://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/0
01232971) New York: Donald Press, 1962
Leon Trotsky on labor party: stenographic report of discussion held in 1938 with leaders of the
Socialist Workers Party (https://archive.org/details/LeonTrotskyOnLaborPartyStenographicRep
ortOfDiscussionHeldIn1938) (with others) New York: Bulletin Publications 1968
"Radicalism in the thirties: the Trotskyist view" in As we saw the thirties: essays on social and
political movements of a decade Edited by Rita James Simon. Urbana: University of Illinois
Press 1969
Marxist politics or unprincipled combinationism? internal problems of the Workers Party (https://
www.marxists.org/history/etol/document/icl-spartacists/prs5-shachtman-rev/index.htm) New
York, N.Y. : Prometheus Research Library 2000 (reprint of internal documents from the 1930s)
Dog days: James P. Cannon vs. Max Shachtman in the Communist League of America 1931-
1933 New York, N.Y. : Prometheus Research Library 2002
Race and revolution (edited by Christopher Phelps) London: Verso 2003

The strategy of the world revolution (http://digitool.fcla.edu:80/webclient/DeliveryManager?appli
cation=DIGITOOL-3&owner=resourcediscovery&custom_att_2=simple_viewer&forebear_coll=
&user=GUEST&pds_handle=&pid=367855&con_lng=ENG&search_terms=Shachtman&adjac
ency=N&rd_session=http://digitool.fcla.edu:80/R/XGADESP9MYKE7H7892KQYP17A525TTR
QJB19C331I6RQP6R7R2-00552) by Leon Trotsky, New York, Communist League of America
1930 (with introduction)
Problems of the development of the U.S.S.R.; draft of the thesis of the International left
opposition on the Russian question (http://digitool.fcla.edu:80/webclient/DeliveryManager?appl
ication=DIGITOOL-3&owner=resourcediscovery&custom_att_2=simple_viewer&forebear_coll=
&user=GUEST&pds_handle=&pid=370366&con_lng=ENG&search_terms=Shachtman&adjac
ency=N&rd_session=http://digitool.fcla.edu:80/R/XGADESP9MYKE7H7892KQYP17A525TTR
QJB19C331I6RQP6R7R2-00233) by Leon Trotsky, New York, Communist League of America
1931 (with Morris Lewitt)
Communism and syndicalism; on the trade-union question (http://digitool.fcla.edu:80/webclient/
DeliveryManager?application=DIGITOOL-3&owner=resourcediscovery&custom_att_2=simple
_viewer&forebear_coll=&user=GUEST&pds_handle=&pid=363419&con_lng=ENG&search_te
rms=Shachtman&adjacency=N&rd_session=http://digitool.fcla.edu:80/R/XGADESP9MYKE7H
7892KQYP17A525TTRQJB19C331I6RQP6R7R2-00065) by Leon Trotsky, New York,
Communist League of America 1931
The permanent revolution (http://ucf.catalog.fcla.edu/permalink.jsp?29CF000390782) by Leon
Trotsky, New York, Pioneer Publishers 1931
Distant worlds; the story of a voyage to the planets by Friedrich Wilhelm Mader, New York,
Charles Scribner's Sons 1931
Problems of the Chinese revolution (https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1932/pcr/index.ht
m) by Leon Trotsky, New York, Pioneer Publishers 1932 (with introduction)
The only road (https://archive.org/details/TheOnlyRoad) by Leon Trotsky, New York, Pioneer
Publishers 1933 (with B.J. Field)

Translations and editions

https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/1946/ffs/index.htm
https://archive.org/details/AnOpenLetterToDeanAchesontheMarineCorporalIsRight_56
https://archive.org/details/TwoViewsOfTheCubanInvasion
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hal_Draper
http://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/001232971
https://archive.org/details/LeonTrotskyOnLaborPartyStenographicReportOfDiscussionHeldIn1938
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Rita_James_Simon&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Urbana,_Illinois
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/University_of_Illinois_Press
https://www.marxists.org/history/etol/document/icl-spartacists/prs5-shachtman-rev/index.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prometheus_Research_Library
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christopher_Phelps
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Verso
http://digitool.fcla.edu/webclient/DeliveryManager?application=DIGITOOL-3&owner=resourcediscovery&custom_att_2=simple_viewer&forebear_coll=&user=GUEST&pds_handle=&pid=367855&con_lng=ENG&search_terms=Shachtman&adjacency=N&rd_session=http://digitool.fcla.edu:80/R/XGADESP9MYKE7H7892KQYP17A525TTRQJB19C331I6RQP6R7R2-00552
http://digitool.fcla.edu/webclient/DeliveryManager?application=DIGITOOL-3&owner=resourcediscovery&custom_att_2=simple_viewer&forebear_coll=&user=GUEST&pds_handle=&pid=370366&con_lng=ENG&search_terms=Shachtman&adjacency=N&rd_session=http://digitool.fcla.edu:80/R/XGADESP9MYKE7H7892KQYP17A525TTRQJB19C331I6RQP6R7R2-00233
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Morris_Lewitt&action=edit&redlink=1
http://digitool.fcla.edu/webclient/DeliveryManager?application=DIGITOOL-3&owner=resourcediscovery&custom_att_2=simple_viewer&forebear_coll=&user=GUEST&pds_handle=&pid=363419&con_lng=ENG&search_terms=Shachtman&adjacency=N&rd_session=http://digitool.fcla.edu:80/R/XGADESP9MYKE7H7892KQYP17A525TTRQJB19C331I6RQP6R7R2-00065
http://ucf.catalog.fcla.edu/permalink.jsp?29CF000390782
https://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Friedrich_Wilhelm_Mader
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles_Scribner%27s_Sons
https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1932/pcr/index.htm
https://archive.org/details/TheOnlyRoad
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/B.J._Field


The selected works of Leon Trotsky 2v. (general editor), New York, Pioneer Publishers 1936
-1937
In defense of the Soviet Union by Leon Trotsky, New York, Pioneer Publishers 1937 (with
introduction)
Destiny of a revolution by Victor Serge, London:National Book Association 1937 (published in
America as Russia twenty years after New York, Hillman-Curl, Inc.)
The Stalin school of falsification (http://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/001232993) by Leon
Trotsky, New York, Pioneer Publishers 1937 (introduction and notes only)
Terrorism and communism: a reply to Karl Kautsky by Leon Trotsky, Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press 1961 (introduction only)

Max Shachtman and His Left: A Socialist's Odyssey through the "American Century", Peter
Drucker, Humanities Press, 1994. ISBN 0-391-03816-8.
"Shachtman, Max (1904-72)", Peter Drucker, in Encyclopedia of the American Left, Mari Jo
Buhle et al. eds., Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1990, pp. 694–695. ISBN 0-252-06250-7.
Kahn, Tom (2007) [1973], "Max Shachtman: His ideas and his movement" (https://www.dissent
magazine.org/wp-content/files_mf/1391450626d11Khan.pdf) (PDF), Democratiya (Merged with
Dissent in 2009), 11 (Winter (http://dissentmagazine.org/democratiya/docs/d11Whole.pdf)):
252–259
Race and Revolution, by Max Shachtman, ed. Christopher Phelps, Verso, 2003.
Max Shachtman Papers 1917-1969. Tamiment 103; Tamiment Library/Robert F. Wagner Labor
Archives at New York University. *Online guide (https://web.archive.org/web/20050429230035/
http://dlib.nyu.edu:8083/tamwagead/servlet/SaxonServlet?source=shachtman.xml&style=saxo
n01t2002.xsl) (retrieved April 20, 2005).
The Fight for Socialism.

Dog Days: James P. Cannon vs. Max Shachtman in the Communist League of America, 1931-
1933, Emily Turnbull and James Robertson (editors), Prometheus Research Library.
Documents of the Fourth International: The Formative Years (1933–40), Will Reisner (editor),
Pathfinder Press, 1973.
James P. Cannon: The Communist League of America, Fred Stanton and Michael Taber
(editors), ISBN 0-913460-99-0.
The Founding of the Socialist Workers' Party, George Breitman (editor).
The History of American Trotskyism, James Cannon.
The Struggle for Marxism in the United States: A History of American Trotskyism, Tim
Wohlforth, Labor Publications, 1971.
The Writings of Leon Trotsky (1939–40), Leon Trotsky.
Trotsky: memoir and critique, Albert Glotzer.
The Fate of the Russian Revolution: Lost Texts of Critical Marxism, Sean Matgamna (editor),
London: Phoenix Press 1998. ISBN 0953186407 — also catalogued thus: title, The Fate of
Russian Revolution; series, Lost Texts of Critical Marxism, volume 1. (OCLC 42580422 (https://
www.worldcat.org/oclc/42580422); OCLC 264997703 (https://www.worldcat.org/oclc/26499770
3))

Further reading

Shachtman

Shachtman and others, especially the Trotskyist traditions

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Victor_Serge
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=National_Book_Association&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Hillman-Curl&action=edit&redlink=1
http://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/001232993
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/University_of_Michigan_Press
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Humanities_Press
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ISBN_(identifier)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0-391-03816-8
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mari_Jo_Buhle
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ISBN_(identifier)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0-252-06250-7
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tom_Kahn
https://www.dissentmagazine.org/wp-content/files_mf/1391450626d11Khan.pdf
http://dissentmagazine.org/democratiya/docs/d11Whole.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Verso
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tamiment_Library
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_York_University
https://web.archive.org/web/20050429230035/http://dlib.nyu.edu:8083/tamwagead/servlet/SaxonServlet?source=shachtman.xml&style=saxon01t2002.xsl
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_Robertson_(Trotskyist)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prometheus_Research_Library
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Will_Reisner&action=edit&redlink=1
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pathfinder_Press
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_P._Cannon
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ISBN_(identifier)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0-913460-99-0
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/George_Breitman
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_P._Cannon
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tim_Wohlforth
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leon_Trotsky
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Albert_Glotzer
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sean_Matgamna
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Weidenfeld_%26_Nicolson
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ISBN_(identifier)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:BookSources/0953186407
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/OCLC_(identifier)
https://www.worldcat.org/oclc/42580422
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/OCLC_(identifier)
https://www.worldcat.org/oclc/264997703


"The reminiscences of Max Shachtman" Transcript of interviews conducted in 1962, 1963, and
1965 as part of the New York Times oral history program; available on microfilm.

1. Theodore Draper, The Roots of American Communism. New York: Viking Press, 1957; pp. 340-
341.

2. Biographical/Bibliographical data from Lubitz Trotskyana.net (http://www.trotskyana.net/Trotsky
_Collection/Trotskyists/Bio-Bibliographies/bio-bibl_shachtman.pdf)

3. Shachtman, Max (2003). Phelps, Christopher (ed.). Race and Revolution (https://platypus1917.
org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/shachtmanmax_raceandrevolutioncommunismandthenegro.p
df) (PDF). Verso (New Left Books). pp. 56–62. Retrieved January 29, 2018.

4. Farrell Dobbs, Teamster Rebellion, New York: Monad Press, 1972, pp. 149–150
5. Online Archive of New International (https://www.marxists.org/history/etol/newspape/ni/issue.ht

m), in the Encyclopaedia of Trotskyism On-Line.
6. Max Shachtman, Behind the Moscow Trial (https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/1936/xx/

trial.htm), Pioneer Publishers, New York 1936.
7. Leon Trotsky, The Stalin School of Falsification (https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1937/s

sf/index.htm), Pioneer Publishers, New York 1937.
8. Leon Trotsky, Problems of the Chinese Revolution (https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/193

2/pcr/index.htm), Pioneer Publishers, New York 1932.
9. The Death Agony of Capitalism and the Tasks of the Fourth International (The Transitional

Program) (https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1938/tp/index.htm), in the Trotsky Internet
Archive.

10. Peter Drucker, Max Shachtman and His Left, Highland Park NJ: Humanities Press, 1994, pp.
97-101

11. James Burnham, "A Little Wool Pulling" (https://www.marxists.org/history/etol/writers/burnham/
1938/08/eastman.htm), New International, Vol.4 No.8, August 1938, pp.246–247.

12. Trotsky to Shachtman (March 9, 1939), Trotsky Archives 10339
13. James P. Cannon, The Struggle for a Proletarian Party (https://www.marxists.org/archive/canno

n/works/1940/party/index.htm), Pioneer Publishers, New York 1943.
14. Leon Trotsky, In Defense of Marxism (https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/idom/dm/index.ht

m), Pioneer Publishers, New York 1942.
15. James Burnham, "Letter of Resignation from the Workers Party" (https://www.marxists.org/histor

y/etol/writers/burnham/1940/05/resignation.htm), Fourth International, Vol.1 No.3, August 1940,
pp.105-108.

16. George Novack, " "The road we have travelled: five decades of building the revolutionary party
in the United States: 1919-1969" " (https://web.archive.org/web/20091022074827/http://geocitie
s.com/mnsocialist/novack-swp-history.html). Archived from the original on October 22, 2009.
Retrieved November 9, 2010., a 1969 article republished on the Socialist Action Website (http://
www.socialistaction.org/) (accessed May 11, 2008).

17. Martin Glaberman, Wartime Strikes: The Struggle against the No-Strike Pledge in the UAW
during World War II, Detroit: Bewick, 1980, pp. 111-112.

Oral history

Notes

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_York_Times
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Microfilm
http://www.trotskyana.net/Trotsky_Collection/Trotskyists/Bio-Bibliographies/bio-bibl_shachtman.pdf
https://platypus1917.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/shachtmanmax_raceandrevolutioncommunismandthenegro.pdf
https://www.marxists.org/history/etol/newspape/ni/issue.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Encyclopaedia_of_Trotskyism_On-Line&action=edit&redlink=1
https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/1936/xx/trial.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1937/ssf/index.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1932/pcr/index.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/1938/tp/index.htm
https://www.marxists.org/history/etol/writers/burnham/1938/08/eastman.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/cannon/works/1940/party/index.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/trotsky/idom/dm/index.htm
https://www.marxists.org/history/etol/writers/burnham/1940/05/resignation.htm
https://web.archive.org/web/20091022074827/http://geocities.com/mnsocialist/novack-swp-history.html
http://www.socialistaction.org/


Max Shachtman Internet Archive (https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/index.htm)
Browder, Earl and Max Shachtman. Is Russia a Socialist Community? The Verbatim Text of a
Debate (https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/1950/03/russia.htm). March 1950 debate
moderated by C. Wright Mills. Published in The New International: A Monthly Organ of
Revolutionary Marxism, Vol.16 No.3, May–June 1950, pp. 145–176. Retrieved June 6, 2005.
Norman Thomas and Max Shachtman (https://web.archive.org/web/20050308235747/http://ww
w.chicagodsa.org/audarch2.html) Audio recording of a 1958 debate between Shachtman and
Norman Thomas.
The Lubitz TrotskyanaNet (http://www.trotskyana.net/Trotskyists/Bio-Bibliographies/bio-bibliogr
aphies.html) provides a biographical sketch and a selective bibliography of Max Shachtman
Max Shachtman Papers (http://dlib.nyu.edu/findingaids/html/tamwag/tam_103/) at Tamiment
Library and Robert F. Wagner Labor Archives at New York University
Max Shachtman Correspondence with Leon Trotsky. General Collection of Rare Books and
Manuscripts. Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library.

Retrieved from "https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Max_Shachtman&oldid=1025708030"

This page was last edited on 29 May 2021, at 02:31 (UTC).

Text is available under the Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike License; additional terms may apply. By using this
site, you agree to the Terms of Use and Privacy Policy. Wikipedia® is a registered trademark of the Wikimedia
Foundation, Inc., a non-profit organization.

18. "A symbolic blow was struck when Trotsky's widow, Natalia Sedova, abandoned orthodox
Trotskyist positions and embraced Shachtman and the Workers' Party." From Brian Palmer,
"Before Braverman: Harry Frankel and the American workers' movement" (http://findarticles.co
m/p/articles/mi_m1132/is_8_50/ai_53972890/pg_5), in Monthly Review, January 1999.
(accessed May 17, 2008)

19. Shachtman, Max (1962). The Bureaucratic Revolution: The Rise of the Stalinist State. New
York: The Donald Press.

20. "A meeting for Max", New America vol. 11 no. 1 (December 31, 1972), p. 8
21. Drucker, Max Shachtman and His Left, pp. 295-296
22. Drucker, Max Shachtman and His Left,
23. Drucker, Max Shachtman and His Left,
24. Al Glotzer, "Max Shachtman," New America [New York], vol. 10, no. 22 (November 15, 1972),

pp. 1, 4.
25. "Tony Cliff and Max Shachtman", part 3 (http://www.workersliberty.org/node/4503) Archived (htt

ps://web.archive.org/web/20070928011405/http://www.workersliberty.org/node/4503)
September 28, 2007, at the Wayback Machine, in Workers' Liberty, 2/1, September 2001.

26. Paul Hampton, "Why does Cliff traduce Shachtman" (http://archive.workersliberty.org/wlmags/w
l62/shachtman.htm), Workers' Liberty, No.63, April 2000. See also, Tony Cliff, "The theory of
bureaucratic collectivism: A critique" (https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1948/xx/burco
ll.htm), in the Marxists' Internet Archive.

External links

https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/index.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/shachtma/1950/03/russia.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/C._Wright_Mills
https://web.archive.org/web/20050308235747/http://www.chicagodsa.org/audarch2.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Norman_Thomas
http://www.trotskyana.net/Trotskyists/Bio-Bibliographies/bio-bibliographies.html
http://dlib.nyu.edu/findingaids/html/tamwag/tam_103/
http://hdl.handle.net/10079/fa/beinecke.shacht
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Max_Shachtman&oldid=1025708030
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Text_of_Creative_Commons_Attribution-ShareAlike_3.0_Unported_License
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Terms_of_Use
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Privacy_policy
https://www.wikimediafoundation.org/
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1132/is_8_50/ai_53972890/pg_5
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Monthly_Review
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_America_(newspaper)
http://www.workersliberty.org/node/4503
https://web.archive.org/web/20070928011405/http://www.workersliberty.org/node/4503
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wayback_Machine
http://archive.workersliberty.org/wlmags/wl62/shachtman.htm
https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1948/xx/burcoll.htm


Joseph Carter (socialist)
Joseph Carter (1910–1970) was the pseudonym of Joseph Friedman, a founding member of the American
Trotskyist movement.

Friedman was expelled from the Young Communist League, the youth wing of the Communist Party of
America, in 1929 for his Trotskyist sympathies. He became a charter member of the Trotskyist Communist
League of America and with Emanuel Geltman and Albert Glotzer created Young Spartacus, the youth
newspaper of the Communist league. [1] Friedman was the original editor of Labor Action, the official organ
of the Workers Party, the organization established by James Burnham, Max Shachtman, and Martin Abern in
April 1940 following their departure from the Socialist Workers Party. He was one of the originators of the
theory of bureaucratic collectivism. He dropped out of political activity after World War II.[2]

1. Drucker, Peter. Max Schachtmann and His Left. Humanities Press, 1994, p. 42.
2. Ernest E. Haberkern and Arthur Lipow, editors, Neither Capitalism nor Socialism, Humanities

Press, Atlantic Highlands, 1996.

Production for the Sake of Production: A Reply to Carter (http://www.clrjamesinstitute.org/statec
p2.html) by J. R. Johnson (pen name of C.L.R. James)
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James Burnham

Born November 22, 1905
Chicago, Illinois, US

Died July 28, 1987 (aged 81)
Kent, Connecticut, U.S.

Spouse(s) Marcia Lightner (m. 1934)
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James Burnham
James Burnham (November 22, 1905 – July 28, 1987) was an
American philosopher and political theorist. He chaired the
philosophy department at New York University; His first book
was An Introduction to Philosophical Analysis (1931). Burnham
became a prominent Trotskyist activist in the 1930s. He rejected
Marxism and became an even more influential theorist of the right
as a leader of the American conservative movement.[1] His book
The Managerial Revolution, published in 1941, speculated on the
future of capitalism. Burnham was an editor and a regular
contributor to William F. Buckley's conservative magazine
National Review on a variety of topics. He rejected containment
of the Soviet Union and called for the rollback of communism
worldwide.[2][3]
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Born in Chicago, Illinois, on November 22, 1905,[4] James
Burnham was the son of Claude George Burnham, an English
immigrant and executive with the Burlington Railroad.[5] James
was raised as a Roman Catholic but rejected Catholicism as a
college student, professing atheism for much of his life (although returning to the church shortly before his
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death).[6] He graduated at the top of his class at Princeton University before attending Balliol College, Oxford
University, where his professors included J. R. R. Tolkien and Martin D'Arcy. In 1929, he became a professor
of philosophy at New York University.[7]

In 1934, he married Marcia Lightner.[8]

In 1933, along with Sidney Hook, Burnham helped to organize the American Workers Party led by the Dutch-
born pacifist minister A. J. Muste.[9] Burnham supported the 1934 merger with the Communist League of
America which formed the US Workers Party. In 1935, he allied with the Trotskyist wing of that party and
favored fusion with the Socialist Party of America. During this period, he became a friend to Leon Trotsky.
Writing for Partisan Review, Burnham was also an important influence on writers including Dwight
Macdonald and Philip Rahv.[10] However, Burnham's engagement with Trotskyism was short-lived: from
1937 a number of disagreements came to the fore.

In 1937, the Trotskyists were expelled from the Socialist Party, an action which led to the formation of the
Socialist Workers Party (SWP) at the end of the year. Inside the SWP, Burnham allied with Max Shachtman in
a faction fight over the position of the SWP's majority faction, led by James P. Cannon and backed by Leon
Trotsky, defending the Soviet Union as a degenerated workers state against the incursions of imperialism.
Shachtman and Burnham, especially after witnessing the Nazi–Soviet pact of 1939 and the invasions of
Poland, Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia by Joseph Stalin's regime, as well as the Soviet invasion of Finland in
November 1939, came to contend that the USSR was a new form of imperialistic class society and was thus
not worthy of even critical support from the socialist movement.

In February 1940 he wrote Science and Style: A Reply to Comrade Trotsky, in which he broke with dialectical
materialism. In this text he responds to Trotsky's request to draw his attention to "those works which should
supplant the system of dialectic materialism for the proletariat" by referring to Principia Mathematica by
Russell and Whitehead and "the scientists, mathematicians and logicians now cooperating in the new
Encyclopedia of Unified Science".[11]

After a protracted discussion inside the SWP, in which the factions argued their case in a series of heated
internal discussion bulletins, the special 3rd National Convention of the organization in early April 1940
decided the question in favor of the Cannon majority by a vote of 55–31.[12] Even though the majority sought
to avoid a split by offering to continue the debate and to allow proportional representation of the minority on
the party's governing National Committee, Shachtman, Burnham, and their supporters resigned from the SWP
to launch their own organization, again called the Workers Party.

This break also marked the end of Burnham's participation in the radical movement, however. On May 21,
1940, he addressed a letter to the National Committee of the Workers Party resigning from the organization. In
it he made it clear the distance he had moved away from Marxism:

I reject, as you know, the "philosophy of Marxism," dialectical materialism. ...

The general Marxian theory of "universal history", to the extent that it has any empirical content,
seems to me disproved by modern historical and anthropological investigation.

Marxian economics seems to me for the most part either false or obsolete or meaningless in
application to contemporary economic phenomena. Those aspects of Marxian economics which
retain validity do not seem to me to justify the theoretical structure of the economics.

Trotskyism
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Not only do I believe it meaningless to say that "socialism is inevitable" and false that socialism is
"the only alternative to capitalism"; I consider that on the basis of the evidence now available to
us a new form of exploitive society (which I call "managerial society") is not only possible but is
a more probable outcome of the present than socialism. ...

On no ideological, theoretic or political ground, then, can I recognize, or do I feel, any bond or
allegiance to the Workers Party (or to any other Marxist party). That is simply the case, and I can
no longer pretend about it, either to myself or to others.[13][14]

In 1941, Burnham wrote a book analyzing the development of economics and society as he saw it, called The
Managerial Revolution: What is Happening in the World. The book was included in Life magazine's list of the
100 outstanding books of 1924–1944.[15]

During World War II, Burnham took a leave from NYU to work for the Office of Strategic Services (OSS), a
forerunner of the Central Intelligence Agency. Recommended by George F. Kennan, Burnham was invited to
lead the semi-autonomous "Political and Psychological Warfare" division of the Office of Policy
Coordination.[7]

Subsequently, during the Cold War, he called for an aggressive strategy against the Soviet Union. A
contributor to The Freeman in the early 1950s, he considered the magazine too focused on economic issues,
though it presented a wide range of opinion on the Soviet threat. In The Struggle for the World (1947), he
called for common citizenship between the United States, Great Britain, and the British dominions, as well as a
"World Federation" against communism. Burnham thought in terms of a hegemonic world, instead of a
balance of power:

A World Federation initiated and led by the United States would be, we have recognized, a World
Empire. In this imperial federation, the United States, with a monopoly of atomic weapons, would
hold a preponderance of decisive material power over all the rest of the world. In world politics,
that is to say, there would not be a balance of power.[16]

In 1955, he helped William F. Buckley Jr. found National Review magazine, which from the start took
positions in foreign policy consistent with Burnham's own. In the National Review, he wrote a column titled
"Third World War," which referred to the Cold War.[17] Burnham became a lifelong contributor to the journal,
and Buckley referred to him as "the number one intellectual influence on National Review since the day of its
founding."[7] His approach to foreign policy has caused some to regard him as the first "neoconservative,"
although Burnham's ideas have been an important influence on both the paleoconservative and
neoconservative factions of the American Right.[18]

In 1983, President Ronald Reagan awarded him the Presidential Medal of Freedom.

In early November 1978 he suffered a stroke which affected his health and short-term memory.[19] He died of
kidney and liver cancer[20] at home in Kent, Connecticut, on July 28, 1987.[21] He was buried in Kent on
August 1, 1987.[22]
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Dust jacket of the 1941 edition of
Burnham's seminal work

Burnham's seminal work, The Managerial Revolution (1941), theorized about the future of world capitalism
based upon its development in the interwar period. Burnham weighed three possibilities: (1) that capitalism
was a permanent form of social and economic organization and would continue indefinitely; (2) that it was
temporary and destined by its nature to collapse and be replaced by socialism; (3) that it was currently being
transformed into some non-socialist future form of society.[23] Since capitalism had a more or less definite
beginning in the 14th century, it could not be regarded as an immutable and permanent form.[24] Moreover, in
the last years of previous economic systems such as those of Ancient Greece and the Roman Empire, mass
unemployment was "a symptom that a given type of social organization is just about finished."[25] The
worldwide mass unemployment of the depression era thus indicated that capitalism was itself "not going to
continue much longer."[25]

Analyzing the emerging forms of society around the world, Burnham
saw certain commonalities between the economic formations of Nazi
Germany, Stalinist Russia, and America under Roosevelt's New Deal.
Burnham argued that in the short period since the First World War, a
new society had emerged in which a social group or class of
"managers" had waged a "drive for social dominance, for power and
privilege, for the position of ruling class."[26] For at least the previous
decade, there had grown in America the idea of a "separation of
ownership and control" of the modern corporation, notably
expounded in The Modern Corporation and Private Property by
Berle and Means.[27] Burnham expanded this concept, arguing that
whether ownership was corporate and private or statist and
governmental, the essential demarcation between the ruling elite
(executives and managers backed by bureaucrats and functionaries)
and the mass of society was not ownership so much as control of the
means of production.

Burnham emphasized that "New Dealism", as he called it, "is not, let
me repeat, a developed, systematized managerial ideology." Still, this
ideology had contributed to American capitalism's moving in a
"managerial direction":

In its own more confused, less advanced way, New Dealism too has spread abroad the stress on
the state as against the individual, planning as against private enterprise, jobs (even if relief jobs)
against opportunities, security against initiative, "human rights" against "property rights." There
can be no doubt that the psychological effect of New Dealism has been what the capitalists say it
has been: to undermine public confidence in capitalist ideas and rights and institutions. Its most
distinctive features help to prepare the minds of the masses for the acceptance of the managerial
social structure.[28]

In June 1941, a hostile review of The Managerial Revolution by Socialist Workers Party loyalist Joseph
Hansen in the SWP's theoretical magazine accused Burnham of surreptitiously lifting the central ideas of his
book from the Italian Bruno Rizzi's La Bureaucratisation du Monde (1939).[29] Despite certain similarities,
there is no evidence Burnham knew of this book beyond Leon Trotsky's brief references to it in his debates
with Burnham.[30] Burnham was influenced by the idea of bureaucratic collectivism of the Trotskyist Yvan
Craipeau, but Burnham took a distinct conservative Machiavellian rather than a Marxist viewpoint, an
important philosophical difference which Burnham explored in greater detail in The Machiavellians.

The Managerial Revolution
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In The Machiavellians, he developed his theory that the emerging new élite would prosper better if it retained
some democratic trappings—political opposition, a free press, and a controlled "circulation of the élites."

His 1964 book Suicide of the West became a classic text for the post-war conservative movement in American
politics, proclaiming Burnham's new interest in traditional moral values, classical liberal economics and anti-
communism. He defined liberalism as a "syndrome" afflicting liberals with guilt and internal contradictions.
His works greatly influenced paleoconservative author Samuel T. Francis, who wrote two books about
Burnham, and based his political theories upon the "managerial revolution" and the resulting managerial state.

Burnham's writings were thoroughly criticised by George Orwell in his 1946 essay "Second Thoughts on
James Burnham".
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Tony Cliff

Tony Cliff in 1986

Born Yigael Glückstein
20 May 1917
Zikhron Ya'akov,
Mutasarrifate of Jerusalem,
Ottoman Empire

Died 9 April 2000 (aged 82)

Tony Cliff

Tony Cliff (born Yigael Glückstein (Hebrew: יגאל גליקשטיין ); 20
May 1917 – 9 April 2000) was a Trotskyist activist. Born to a Jewish
family in Palestine, he moved to Britain in 1947 and by the end of the
1950s had assumed the pen name of Tony Cliff. A founding member
of the Socialist Review Group, which became the International
Socialists and then the Socialist Workers Party, in 1977, Cliff was
effectively the leader of all three.
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Tony Cliff was born Yigael Glückstein in Zikhron Ya'akov in the Ottoman Empire's Mutasarrifate of
Jerusalem (In what is now Israel), in 1917, the same year Britain seized control of the territory from the
Ottoman Empire during World War I. He was one of four children born to Akiva and Esther Glückstein,
Jewish immigrants from Poland, who had come to Palestine as part of the Second Aliyah. His father was an
engineer and contractor. He had two brothers and a sister; his brother Chaim later became a notable journalist,
theatre critic, and translator. Through his sister Alexandra, he was the uncle of Israeli graphic designer David
Tartakover. Cliff grew up in British-ruled Mandatory Palestine; notable Zionist and future Israeli Prime
Minister Moshe Sharett was a family friend and frequent visitor to his family home. He had two prominent
uncles: the noted doctor Hillel Yaffe and agronomist and Zionist activist Haim Margaliot-Kalvarisky. His
piano teacher was a sister of Chaim Weizmann, the first President of Israel, and his father's business partner
was one of Weizmann's brothers.[1]

He attended school in Jerusalem, then studied at the Technion in Haifa, before dropping out and studying
economics at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. In his youth, he came to identify with Communism, though
he never joined the Communist Party of Palestine, as he had not met any of its members before becoming a
socialist activist. However, he did join the socialist-Zionist youth movement Hashomer Hatzair, and soon
became not only a Trotskyist in 1933, but also a confirmed opponent of Zionism. Along with other Hashomer
Hatzair members, he joined the illegal Palestine Revolutionary Communist League, necessitating the use of
several pseudonyms in three languages.
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With the beginning of World War II, Glückstein was active in efforts to oppose mobilization of Jews to the
British war effort, seeing the war as a struggle between imperialists. He was arrested by the British and
imprisoned for the duration of the war. After his release he met his wife Chanie Rosenberg, a Jewish
immigrant from South Africa, and they moved in together in Tel Aviv in 1945. They moved to Britain in 1947,
but Cliff was never able to become a British citizen and remained a stateless person for the rest of his life. To
the end of his life he spoke English with a distinct Israeli accent. He was deported by the British authorities
and lived in the Republic of Ireland for several years. During this period, he was active in left-wing circles in
Dublin, and was acquainted with Owen Sheehy-Skeffington and his wife, Andrée.[2] He was permitted to take
up British residency due only to the status of his wife Chanie as a British citizen. Living in London,
Glückstein again became active with the Revolutionary Communist Party, on to the leadership of which he
had been co-opted. For most purposes, Glückstein was a supporter of the leadership of the RCP around Jock
Haston,[3] and as such he was involved with the discussions concerning the nature of those states dominated
by Russia and the Communist parties initiated by a faction within the RCP. This debate was linked to other
discussions on the nationalised industries in Britain and the increasingly critical stance of Haston and the RCP
as to the leadership of the Fourth International with regard to Eastern Europe and Yugoslavia in particular.

On the break-up of the RCP, Glückstein’s supporters joined Gerry Healy's group The Club although, having
been deported to Ireland, Glückstein himself did not. In 1950, he helped launch the Socialist Review Group,
which was based on a journal of the same name. This was to be the main publication for which Glückstein
wrote during the 1950s, until it was superseded by International Socialism in 1960, eventually ceasing
publication altogether in 1962.

By the time he gained permanent residency in Britain his supporters in The Club had been expelled due to
differences on Birmingham Trades Council regarding socialist policy concerning the war in Korea, where
Glückstein's co-factionalists refused to take a position of support for either side in the war.

Owing to his lack of established residency rights in Britain, and during his earlier exile in Ireland, Glückstein
used the name Roger or Roger Tennant as a pseudonym. The first edition of his short book on Rosa
Luxemburg in 1959 was possibly the first use of the pen name 'Tony Cliff'. In the 1960s, Cliff would revive
many of his earlier pseudonyms in the pages of International Socialism in which journal reviews are to be
found by Roger, Roger Tennant, Sakhry, Lee Rock and Tony Cliff, but none by Yigael or Yg'al Glückstein.

Glückstein’s group was renamed the International Socialists in 1962, and was to grow from fewer than 100
members in 1960 until it claimed in the region of 3,000 in 1977, at which point it was renamed the Socialist
Workers Party (SWP). Cliff remained a leading member until his death in 2000. He was central to the various
reorientations carried out in the SWP to react to changes in the position of the working class. In particular, after
the high level of strike activity in the early seventies, he argued in the late seventies that the working class
movement was entering a "downturn" and that the party's activity should be radically changed as a result. A
fierce debate ensued, which Cliff's side eventually won. Trotskyist writer Samuel Farber, a long-time supporter
of the International Socialist Organization in the US, has argued that the internal party regime established by
Cliff during this period is "reminiscent of the one established by Zinoviev in the mid-twenties in the USSR"
consequently leading to the various crises and splits in the group later on.[4]

Cliff's biography is, as he himself remarked, inseparable from that of the groups of which he was a leading
member.

Shortly before his death he underwent a major surgical operation on his heart.[5]
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Cliff was a revolutionary socialist in the Trotskyist tradition, attempting to make Lenin's theory of the party
effective in the present day. Much of his theoretical writing was aimed at immediate tasks of the party at the
time.

Since then, the consensus in most Trotskyist groups has been that all the states dominated by Stalinist parties –
which are characterised by state planning and state ownership of property – are to be seen as 'degenerated
workers' states' (The Soviet Union) or 'deformed workers' states' (other Stalinist states, including much of
Eastern Europe). In many ways, Cliff was the main dissident from this idea, although some of his opponents
have sought to associate his state capitalist view with other ideas: for example, the theory of 'bureaucratic
collectivism' associated with Shachtmanite Workers Party in the United States. However, Cliff himself was
insistent that his ideas owed nothing to those of Max Shachtman, or earlier proponents of the theory such as
Bruno Rizzi, and made this clear in his work Bureaucratic Collectivism – A Critique.

Nevertheless, in the 1950s, his group distributed literature published by Shachtman's group and the theory of
the 'permanent arms economy', which was considered one of the pillars of what became the International
Socialist Tendency, and originated with Shachtman's group, though it is sometimes claimed that Cliff refused
to acknowledge this publicly.[6]

Cliff had little or no time for any activities not directly linked to the needs of building his party (with the
exception of caring for his family). He did not drink or smoke, or socialise very much. Cliff's wife, Chanie
Rosenberg (1922-2021), was an active member successively of the SRG, IS and SWP, in which she remained
active for many years. As well as authoring many articles on social questions for the group's publications, she
was an activist in the National Union of Teachers until her retirement. In addition, three of the couple's four
children became members of the SWP, with one son, Donny Gluckstein, co-authoring two books with his
father.

Cliff is depicted as Jimmy Rock of the Rockers in Tariq Ali's satire Redemption.

The Problem of the Middle East (https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1946/probme/inde
x.html) (1946)
The Nature of Stalinist Russia (https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1948/stalruss/index.
htm) (1948)
Stalin's Satallites in Europe (https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1952/stalsats/index.ht
m) (1952)
Stalinist Russia: A Marxist Analysis (https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1955/statecap/
index.htm) (1955)
Perspectives of the Permanent War Economy (https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/195
7/05/permwar.htm) (1957)
Economic Roots of Reformism (https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1957/06/rootsref.ht
m) (1957)
Rosa Luxemburg: A Study (https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1959/rosalux/index.htm)
(1959)
Trotsky on Substitionism (https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1960/xx/trotsub.htm)
(1960)
Deflected Permanent Revolution (https://www.marxists.org/archive/cliff/works/1963/xx/permrev.
htm) (1963)
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Revolutionary Marxism vs.  
Sanders “Socialism” for Democrats

The ABCs of the DSA
This article was first produced as a supplement to The 

Internationalist, of which over 180 copies were sold at the 
national convention of the DSA in Chicago on August 4-6. 
It was reprinted in The Internationalist No. 50, Winter 2017.

The Democratic Socialists of America (DSA) is proclaim-
ing that it has surpassed 25,000 members on the eve of its na-
tional convention in Chicago at the beginning of August. This 
is almost quadruple the number it claimed only 15 months ago, 
and would make it the largest self-styled socialist organization 
in the United States since the late 1940s. DSA leaders are ec-
static. Vice-chair Joseph Schwartz and prominent DSA leftist 
Bhaskar Sunkara (the founder of Jacobin magazine) declare, 
“This is the most promising moment for the socialist left in 
decades” (“What Should Socialists Do?” Jacobin, 1 August).

So why have thousands of new members, many of them 
young people, suddenly decided to join a group describing 
itself as “democratic socialist”? Why, in particular, have “mil-
lennials” been drawn into this staid social-democratic organi-
zation that is so embedded in the two-party capitalist political 
system of the United States that it has long been known as the 
Democratic (Party) Socialists of America? 

Above all, the sudden expansion of the DSA reflects 
the campaign for the Democratic presidential nomination by 
Vermont senator Bernie Sanders, who calls himself an “inde-
pendent” and “democratic socialist” while being a long-time 
member of the Democratic Party caucus in Congress. Clearly, 
the DSA has picked up a significant number of disappointed 
Bernieites, who despaired when he lost the nomination to Hill-
ary Clinton and even more when Donald Trump was elected 
president. According to DSA national director Maria Svart, 
membership went from 6,500 in May 2016 to 14,000 on elec-
tion day in November, and nearly doubled again since then. 

More generally, this is a reflection of the continuing world-
wide economic crisis that opened with the financial crash of 
2007-08. That exposed the bankruptcy of capitalism and led 
to increased interest in socialism and communism, but also to 
the growth of bourgeois populist currents of the left (Sanders, 
SYRIZA in Greece) and right (Trump), as well as violent racist 
and fascist political currents. But many populist movements 
arose quickly and then disappeared, including the “Arab Spring,” 
the “Indignados” in southern Europe and “Occupy Wall Street” 
in the U.S. The outpouring of Black Lives Matter protests rose 
and subsided, while racist police murder continues unabated.

Already in 2008, millions of liberal youth were attracted 
by Barack Obama’s message of “hope” and “change” and voted 
for the Democrats. So did African American, Latino and white 
working people and immigrants. Their hopes were dashed as 
Obama shoveled trillions of dollars to bail out the bankers and 
became deporter-in-chief. In 2016, Bernie Sanders won the mil-

lennial vote. When he lost to Clinton, many abstained, some went 
to Green Party candidate Jill Stein, a minority voted for Hillary 
while holding their noses at the stench of Wall Street cash, and 
sectors of white workers who had voted for Obama now voted 
for Trump to protest the Democrats’ job-killing policies. 

Ever since the 1930s New Deal, the Democratic Party has 
held struggles of labor, immigrants, black and poor people in 
check, chaining them to a wing of the ruling class. This domination 
by one of the main capitalist parties has been the single greatest 
obstacle to militant class struggle in the United States. Yet at 
this crucial moment when the Democrats’ stranglehold has been 
greatly weakened, the vast majority of the U.S. left seeks to chan-
nel the massive discontent back into bourgeois politics, whether 
pressuring the Democratic Party from within by supporting Sand-
ers or touting homes for homeless Democrats like the Greens. 

The Democratic Socialists of America is perhaps the most 
successful of various opportunist leftist groups seeking to cash 

Social-patriotism (& Democratic Party), anyone?
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in on the crisis of the mainstream bourgeois parties. But the 
DSA’s explosive growth, while indicating that “socialism” is 
no longer the drop-dead epithet of the past, does not signify 
a break from bourgeois liberalism, or even from the Demo-
cratic Party. Even less is it support for socialist revolution to 
overthrow the capitalist system of racism, poverty and war. In 
fact, with their talk of “democratic socialism,” the leaders of 
the DSA (including its “left” wing) are building a virulently 
anti-communist, social-democratic obstacle to revolution.

In contrast, the Internationalist Group, section of the 
League for the Fourth International, fights for a sharp class 
break with capitalist politics and to forge a party to lead a 
revolutionary struggle for workers rule. This call has been 
raised in the unions by militants of Class Struggle Education 
Workers in New York and Class Struggle Workers – Portland 
(Oregon), and taken up by Painters Local 10 in Portland which 
called in August 2016, at the height of last year’s election 
campaign, to break with all the bosses’ parties and build a 
class-struggle workers party. 

Social Democrats Bail Out  
Crisis-Wracked Democrats

Anyone paying attention to politics knows the Democratic 
Party is in big trouble. Economic devastation, skyrocketing 
inequality, racist police terror, unabated attacks on workers’ 
rights and jobs, endless war, mass deportations – this was the 
balance sheet of the demagogic promises of the Obama ad-
ministration. Despite his efforts, not even “socialist” Sanders 
could remedy the tarnished reputation of the Democrats. As-
suming Wall Street warmonger Hillary Clinton was a shoo-in 
to the White House, they were blind-sided when many hard-
hit working-class Obama voters out of desperation voted for 
Donald Trump hoping the maverick would shake things up. 

Immediately following the election, reflecting the Republican 
candidate’s campaign themes, racist attacks escalated across the 
country. On entering office in January, Trump launched his vile 
campaign to ban Muslims from entering the U.S. This set off 
an explosion of outrage among liberal and leftist young people, 
who rushed to the airports in the thousands to protest. The musty 

The article “The ABCs of the 
DSA” printed here was evidently 
considered sufficiently danger-
ous by the Democratic Socialists 
of America that they repeatedly 
called the cops against our com-
rades for distributing it outside 
their convention, held August 4-6 
at the University of Illinois Chi-
cago campus. When International-
ist Group supporters asked DSA 
door-minders if there was an area 
where we could set up a literature 
table, they immediately called 
campus security, which forbade 
our comrades from distributing 
literature anywhere on campus.

The IG sales team was or-
dered to an area on the public 
sidewalk and then ordered to move 
behind a line on the sidewalk “one 
square further away.” But this was 
evidently considered too lenient by 
the DSA, as after each of several 
interactions at our literature table 
the notorious Chicago Police De-
partment and Cook County Sher-

DSA Called the Cops on Trotskyists
cratic enforcer extraordinaire.” 
Another DSAer wrote, “We’ll get 
our Marshalls all over this.” In a 
self-conscious stab at irony, another 
wrote, referring to an IG salesper-
son in the photo, “I’m pretty sure 
it’s basically Karl Liebknecht. 
Please don’t murder him.”

Over the next days, on mul-
tiple occasions groups of DSAers 
marched past our table chanting 
“We killed Rosa!” (Together with 
Liebknecht, Rosa Luxemburg was 
murdered in 1919 on the orders 
of the German Social Democratic 
government of Friedrich Ebert and 
his “bloodhound” war minister, 
Gustav Noske.) This menacing 
filth is something that only wan-
nabe Noskes would find funny.

Our article clearly struck a 
nerve: one DSAer spat on it, another 
tore it out of a comrade’s hand and 
threw it in the trash. Minders led 
new members away from our table 
by the hand to stop them talking with 
us. This vile display revolted some 

Internationalist Group literature table outside 
DSA convention at University of Illinois Chi-
cago campus, August 5. Social democrats 
called campus security, Chicago police and 
Cook County sheriffs on the Trotskyists.

Internationalist photo

iffs showed up, on two occasions with a van.
For the social democrats, it really is second nature to 

use the cops and other repressive forces to try to silence 
communists. After a New York DSAer posted a photo on 
Facebook showing our literature outside the meeting, DSA 
Deputy Director David Duhalde boasted “I am a social demo-

of the DSA’s new members, who thought that discussing radical 
ideas might be something you’d do at a “socialist” conference, 
and wanted to hear what the Trotskyists had to say.

It’s all business as usual for these oh-so “democratic so-
cialists,” but it can scarcely shield them, or the capitalist order 
they so loyally help “enforce,” from revolutionary criticism. ■
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Democrats have tried to capitalize on that anger, casting them-
selves in the improbable role as “The Resistance” – a band of 
beret-bedecked underground fighters (as if). They have been aided 
by the reformist left which hails Democratic rallies and marches 
that pretend to champion women’s and immigrants’ rights. 

To the Democratic politicians, their defeat was inexpli-
cable. Since November they have been desperately seeking a 
new “message” to sell their brand. Their main pitch is labeling 
Trump as a puppet of the Russians. Sounding like 1980s-era 
Reaganite Republicans, they denounce him as a “traitor” for 
selling out to Moscow. Bernie Sanders, after declaring that “the 
political revolution continues” in his concession speech last 
year, is still trying to rev up the disaffected and rope them back 
into the Democratic fold to ring doorbells and stuff envelopes. 
His latest vehicle, “Our Revolution,” co-sponsored a “People’s 
Summit” in Chicago in June. 

Channeling activist energy into traditional bourgeois poli-
tics is as old as the illusions in reforming and “realigning” this 
party of imperialism, racism and war, for decades the be-all 
and end-all for the DSA. In an earlier generation, Democratic 
“doves” sought to contain the radicalization of antiwar protesters 
with liberal “peace” candidates like Minnesota senator Eugene 
McCarthy (1968) and South Dakota senator George McGovern 
(1972). By hyping Sanders’ “socialist” credentials, opportunist 
leftists with the DSA in the forefront helped him pull off his 
social-control operation for Clinton and the Democrats. 

Social democracy is a prop for capitalism, seeking to save 
the crisis-wracked system with promises to administer capitalism 
more “justly” plus anti-communism gift-wrapped in “socialist” 
rhetoric. Many of those joining Democratic Socialists of America 
are unfamiliar with what the organization really stands for and 
its history. Certainly most are attracted by the bourgeois liberal 
reform politics it packages under the label “democratic socialism.” 
But some may sincerely want to fight for socialism, though unclear 
and unsure about what that entails. The DSA’s right-wing leader-
ship makes no bones about their organic ties to the Democrats. It 
is the DSA “left” that is key to the whole maneuver.

In its position paper, “Who We Are, Where We Stand” 
(August 2014), the DSA Left Caucus called for a “coalition 
strategy to prioritize working with radical leftist groups” and to 
“orient DSA’s electoral strategy towards supporting candidates 
that openly run as explicit socialists.” But along comes “indepen-
dent” senator Sanders posing as a socialist while running for the 
presidential nomination of the arch-capitalist Democratic Party 
and what does the DSA left do? They “fervently supported” the 
“socialist” Democrat running for the nomination of this pillar of 
American capitalism rather than calling for a clean break with 
the “people’s party” of U.S. imperialism. 

The DSA helps the Democrats use youth revolted by the 
status quo to yet again shore up that status quo by putting their 
liberal illusions in “democracy” in the service of the political 
system of imperialist rule. The DSA “left” does its bit with 
double-talk, fostering confusion and drowning any question of 
class principle in a soup of “flexible tactics,” with Jacobin add-
ing a dollop of sophistication to the social-democratic broth. 
And behind them jogs a crowd of pseudo-socialists hoping to 
catch up with the DSA after losing out in the contest to see 

who could best tail after “Bernie” and his “political revolution” 
for Democratic renewal. By pushing the Sanders “revolution,” 
they all helped the U.S. political system fulfill one of its central 
functions in a period of turmoil. 

In contrast, as Leon Trotsky proclaimed in the Transitional 
Program, our duty was to “call things by their right names” and 
to “speak the truth to the masses, no matter how bitter it may be” 
(see our article, “No, Bernie Sanders Is Not a Socialist,” Revolu-
tion No. 12, March 2016). For Marxists, polemicizing against 
phony leftists for their maneuvering and “coalition building” with 
“progressive” bourgeois forces is crucial to clarifying the vital 
issues to aid the workers and oppressed to throw off the capitalist 
chains and fight for their own revolutionary class interests. Rather 
than hoodwinking people with illusions of advancing the cause 
of socialism within the Democratic Party, what’s required is to 
frontally oppose all forms of class collaboration while openly 
fighting for the communism of Marx, Lenin and Trotsky. 

“Democratic Socialism” =  
Counterrevolutionary Social Democracy

By riding the wave of the Bernie Sanders campaign, the 
DSA helped funnel discontented voters safely back into the 
Democratic Party. For this it was hailed in the bourgeois press. 
Gushing articles have been published in Reuters, the Huffington 
Post, Rolling Stone, Al Jazeera, the Los Angeles Times, and an 
honorable mention in Vogue (10 February), which prescribed knit 
DSA hats for those who wanted to “dress for resistance.” This 
notoriety has enabled Bhaskar Sunkara, editor of Jacobin and a 
vice-chair of DSA, to make it to the Op-Ed section of the New York 
Times (26 June). Yet for all the media attention this supposedly 
new political trend has attracted, its politics are deeply rooted in 
the old tradition of social-democratic opportunism.

While the DSA says it “draws on Marxism” (as well as 
“religious and ethical socialism, feminism and other theories 
that critique human domination”), its talk of “democratic social-
ism” is diametrically opposed to Marx. “Democracy,” after all, 
is a form of state organization, as is monarchy. Yet Karl Marx 
and Friedrich Engels defined socialism as a classless, stateless 
society, the first stage of communism. This is no mere semantic 
question. To achieve socialism, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels 
emphasized, requires smashing the existing, capitalist state and 
establishing the rule of the working class – the dictatorship of the 
proletariat rather than the dictatorship of capital – to expropriate 
the means of production from the exploiting class. 

For the DSA, in contrast, “democratic socialism” means a 
whole lot of “democracy” while  opposing the conquest of state 
power by the working class leading all the oppressed. It rejects 
expropriation to the capitalist class and a centrally planned 
economy. In its “What is Democratic Socialism? Q & A,” the 
DSA says that “many structures of our [sic] government and 
economy must be radically transformed through greater eco-
nomic and social democracy, so that ordinary Americans can 
participate in the many decisions that affect our lives.” What this 
means is that the decisions of “worker-owned cooperatives” and 
“publicly owned enterprises managed by workers and consumer 
representatives” will be determined by the capitalist market.  

The founders of modern socialism, Marx and Engels, called 
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themselves communists, as did Lenin and Trotsky from the 
outset of the Russian Revolution of 1917, in order to distinguish 
themselves from reformist “socialists” aligned with the capitalist 
rulers. It is this latter, reformist tradition that the “democratic so-
cialists,” or more accurately social democrats, invoke. Rather than 
revolutionary workers democracy, it means worship of bourgeois 
“democracy,” under which, as Marx put it, “the oppressed are al-
lowed every few years to decide which particular representatives 
of the oppressing class are to represent and repress them.” In place 
of working-class internationalism, it preaches patriotism, tying 
the workers to “their own” national rulers. 

In Europe, social democrats have led mass reformist parties 
of the working class. In the U.S., however, the D in DSA was de-
liberately chosen to express its founders’ strategy of “realigning” 
the Democratic Party. Bernie Sanders calls himself a democratic 
socialist, although he has caucused with the Democrats since be-
ing elected to the Senate and ran in the primaries on a platform of 
“revitalizing” the Democratic Party. When Sanders first launched 
his candidacy, DSA vice-chair Joseph Schwarz called it “a gift 
from the socialist gods” and national director Maria Svart told the 
Wall Street Journal (11 December 2015), “We definitely share 
the same immediate political program that Bernie is pushing.”

So what was that program? It included proposals to tinker 
with taxes, campaign spending, trade policy and so forth, and 
supporting U.S. imperialism while advising it to sometimes 
use more flexible tactics. Sanders, for example, backs the 
“war on terror” including U.S. military forces and “targeted 
killings” (assassinations) by drones in Syria, Afghanistan and 
Yemen, as well as U.S. saber-rattling against Russia, Iran and 
North Korea.1 In 2012, these “democratic socialists” endorsed 
deporter-in-chief Obama, whose administration in its last year 
in office dropped three bombs every hour on average, 24 hours 
a day.2 In short, in backing Obama and Sanders, the DSA 
supports predatory U.S. imperialism, tactical quibbles aside. 

Social Chauvinism and  
Social-Reformist Lemonade 

The DSA is the main U.S. affiliate of the Second (Social-
ist) International. Although the S.I. had long proclaimed its 
opposition to militarism, the imperialist World War I showed 
the emptiness of its words. In August 1914, the majority of sec-
tions of the Second International pledged their allegiance to the 
capitalist classes of their respective countries, voted for the war 
budget and rallied the workers to slaughter their class broth-
ers and sisters in the name of the capitalist fatherland. Many 
social-democratic leaders used their services enrolling cannon 
fodder to obtain seats in bourgeois cabinets. WWI unraveled 
the ambiguities of the reformist program, decisively showing 
the loyalty of its followers to capitalist oppressors “at home.” 

1 See “Democrat Sanders Aboard the ‘War on Terror’ Band-
wagon” (The Internationalist No. 42, January-February 2016); 
“Bernie, War & The Empire’s Pie,” Counterpunch, 13 Novem-
ber 2015, and “Greatest threat to US? Sanders says ‘para-
noid’ N. Korea, Clinton picks ‘belligerent’ Russia,” rt.com, 
5 February 2016.
2 “America dropped 26,171 bombs in 2016. What a bloody end to 
Obama’s reign,” Guardian. 9 January 2017. 

The Socialist International of today is the direct continua-
tion of that historic betrayal of socialism, what Lenin described 
as “social-imperialism,” “social-patriotism” and “social-chau-
vinism” – socialism in words, national chauvinism, patriotism 
and imperialist militarism in deeds. Today its website boasts 
that “49 member parties of the International are in government.” 
The Left Caucus has called for the DSA to leave the Socialist 
International. Yet that would be a cosmetic maneuver that does 
nothing to alter the class collaborationism that underpins the 
DSA’s political program and outlook. Throughout its entire his-
tory, the DSA has supported the imperialist Democratic Party 
and the capitalist political system. 

Against the wave of social-patriotism of the Second Interna-
tional, revolutionary Marxists Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxem-
burg fought to “turn the guns the other way” while V.I. Lenin and 
Leon Trotsky agitated for the working class to turn the imperialist 
war into civil war (class war) leading to a socialist revolution. It 
was on this basis that the Bolsheviks led the Russian Revolution, 
establishing the first workers state in history. Luxemburg and 
Liebknecht founded the Communist Party of Germany, opposing 
the Social Democratic Party (SPD) which had taken over the job 
of running the government for the bourgeoisie. In 1919, Lenin 
and Trotsky founded the Communist (“Third”) International. 

That same year, the SPD leaders had Liebknecht and Luxem-

Hands Off Rosa Luxemburg!

The communist Rosa Luxemburg was no reformist 
social democrat. The political wall of the capitalist 
state, she wrote, is “strengthened and consolidated 
by the development of social reforms and the course 
of democracy. Only the hammer blow of revolution, 
that is to say, the conquest of political power by the 
proletariat, can break down this wall.”
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burg murdered by the Freikorps, the nationalist paramilitary bands 
that served as breeding ground for the Nazis. The differences 
between genuine Marxists (communists) and reformist social-
ists (whether they call themselves democratic socialists or social 
democrats) were indelibly marked in blood. There is further irony 
in the DSA left trying to claim the legacy of the Rosa Luxemburg 
as spiritual godmother to today’s social democrats. “Red Rosa” 
made her name in the revolutionary movement as a fierce enemy 
of reformism and class collaboration of every kind. In her classic 
polemic (1899) Reform or Revolution, she observed that capital-
ism set the stage for the production relations of socialist society:

“But on the other hand, its political and juridical relations 
established between capitalist society and socialist society 
a steadily rising wall. This wall is not overthrown, but is on 
the contrary strengthened and consolidated by the develop-
ment of social reforms and the course of democracy. Only 
the hammer blow of revolution, that is to say, the conquest of 
political power by the proletariat, can break down this wall.” 
The position of Luxemburg, that is, of Marxism, is diametri-

cally opposed to the utterly false notion that the DSA presents 
in its June 2016 document on “Socialist Strategy in the Age 
of Political Revolution”: that some kind of socialism can be 
brought about “through reforms that fundamentally undermine 
the power of the capitalist system.” 3 And in their recent article 
“What Should Socialists Do?” DSA leaders Schwartz and Sunkara 
advocate a strategy of “non-reformist reforms,” citing French left 
social democrat André Gorz. As opposed to the call of the Third 
(Communist) International and Trotsky’s Fourth International for 
workers control, Gorz called for “self-management,” amounting 
to worker participation in administering capitalist enterprises.

Schwartz and Sunkara call “single-payer healthcare” an 
example of a “non-reformist reform” – i.e., national health 
insurance such as exists in Canada and most West European 
countries. Nothing “anti-capitalist” in that. In the same article 
the DSA leaders call to “be the glue that brings together dispa-
rate social movement[s] that share an interest in democratizing 
corporate power,” and to build “a potential, progressive anti-
corporate majority” by “taking on neoliberal Democrats.” Just 
to make sure it’s all clear, they add: “Of course, progressive 
and socialist candidates who openly reject the neoliberal main-
stream Democratic agenda may choose for pragmatic reasons 
to use the Democratic Party ballot line in partisan races.” 

It’s all there: the social-democratic chimera, which Lux-
emburg described as “turning the sea of capitalist bitterness 
into a sea of socialist sweetness, by progressively pouring into 
it bottles of social reformist lemonade.” The DSA leaders even 
criticize the Socialist Party of the 1930s for rejecting Democrat 
Roosevelt’s New Deal as “a restoration of capitalism.” They 
prefer the Stalinized Communist Party’s “popular front” policy 
of being the “left wing” of the “New Deal coalition” (noting 
the CP’s growth from 20,000 to 100,000 members). In fact, 
they can agree on “people’s fronts” with capitalist “coalition 
partners” because both Stalinists and social democrats are 
reformists who promote class collaboration rather than waging 
revolutionary class struggle.

3 “Resistance Rising: Socialist Strategy in the Age of Political Revo-
lution” (June 2016) at dsausa.org.

Jacobin Gironde 
The bloody history of social-democratic betrayal doesn’t 

stop Jacobin editor Sunkara from calling for a “return to 
social democracy…that of the early days of the Second 
International.”4 But his attempts to revive what Luxemburg 
called the “stinking corpse” of social democracy can only re-
cycle the class collaboration of his political predecessors. The 
hip social democracy of the petty-bourgeois Jacobin milieu 
is animated by deep-going anti-communism. Condemning the 
fight for independent working-class politics as “sectarian,” 
they are hostile to the political purpose of Marxism: socialist 
revolution. Thus, Sunkara opines: 

“The Communists’ noble gambit to stop the war and blaze 
a humane path to modernity in backward Russia ended up 
seemingly affirming the Burkean notion that any attempt to 
upturn an unjust order would end up only creating another.
“Most socialists have been chastened by the lessons of 20th-
century Communism. Today, many who would have cheered 
on the October Revolution have less confidence about the 
prospects for radically transforming the world in a single 
generation. They put an emphasis instead on political plural-
ism, dissent and diversity.”
This is the age-old canard that Stalinism – which was the 

nationalist antithesis of Bolshevik internationalism – was the price 
paid for making the October Revolution in the first place. A basic 
principle of working-class politics, “revolutionary defeatism” 
against “one’s own” imperialist rulers, is presented as a noble 
but quaintly outmoded sentiment for today’s democratic social-
ists. This is convenient if your “socialism” consists of supporting 
Bernie Sanders, who has voted the funds for one U.S. imperialist 
war after another, as the social democrats voted for war credits in 
1914. For all its pretensions of 21st-century “democratic social-
ism,” Jacobin is dishing out warmed-over 18th-century liberalism.

It is ironic that the editor of Jacobin would invoke Edmund 
Burke, the English conservative par excellence who was a 
staunch opponent of the great French Revolution of 1791, and 
especially of its most radical wing, the Jacobins. (In an interview 
one editor remarked that the magazine’s name was chosen be-
cause it “conveyed militancy without tying us down.”)  It seems 
the “left” social democrats of Jacobin, admirers of bourgeois 
democracy, have far more in common with the “moderate” Gi-
ronde of the French revolution than with the Jacobin radicals. 
Indeed, they sound like the Thermidorian “party of order” that, 
seeking bourgeois stability, reviled the “unruly rabble” of Paris 
and put an end to the French Revolution’s heroic phase. 

There is a political logic at work here. Reformists seek to 
conserve, and serve, the existing, bourgeois state, as Rosa Luxem-
burg explained in Reform or Revolution. They buy the myth that 
it is not fundamentally an apparatus of class repression, but the 
expression of “democracy” and the vehicle for incremental prog-
ress. Marxists support genuine democratic reforms (like the right 
of gay marriage). But those who peddle the illusion that piecemeal 
reforms can pave the way to a socialist society are reinforcing the 
political chains that bind the working class to capitalism. Breaking 
from all capitalist parties – Democrats, Republicans, Greens, etc. 

4 Bhaskar Sunkara. “Socialism’s Future May Be Its Past,” New York 
Times. 26 June 2017.
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– and building a revolutionary workers party is key to defending 
the interests of the workers and oppressed. 

The state is not some impartial entity looking out for 
the interests of all its subjects. The function of these “special 
bodies of armed men” (Engels) – the police, army, courts, 
etc. – remains the same whichever political parties take of-
fice: they are a machine to defend the rule and property of the 
exploiting class against the masses of people it exploits. When 
capitalism crashes the economy, the state bails the bankers out. 
When capitalists need resources or markets, to “defend” their 
domination against rivals, or to crush revolutions or rebellions 
that threaten their power, the imperialist state sends its armed 
forces to slaughter for them. What social democrats want is a 
share in administering that power. When they get it, they use 
it to suppress the genuine socialists and communists.

Sunkara, in his op-ed in the New York Times, accuses the Bol-
sheviks of naively basing the October Revolution on “prospects 
for radically transforming the world in a single generation.”5 This 
is a complete mischaracterization of revolutionary politics. Lenin 
and Trotsky did not have illusions of bringing about socialism 
instantaneously. Under the Bolshevik slogan “All Power to the 
Soviets” (workers councils), the workers of Russia overturned the 
Provisional Government, a coalition of capitalist and “democratic 
socialist” ministers that kept Russia in the imperialist war. They 
then set about forging a new state dedicated to the interests of the 
toiling people and the socialist reconstruction of society, which 
required the revolution’s spread internationally. 

Key to that internationalist revolutionary perspective 
was highly industrialized Germany with its powerful workers 
movement. It was to prevent this above all that the SPD gov-
ernment of Friedrich Ebert and his war minister Gustav Noske 
(who famously declared, “I hate revolution like sin”) put down 
the workers uprising of January 1919 and had Luxemburg and 
Liebknecht killed. The bureaucratic degeneration of the Soviet 
workers state under Joseph “Socialism in One Country” Stalin 
– which Sunkara et al. blame on the revolution itself – resulted 
most fundamentally from its encirclement and isolation, which 
the social democrats did all in their power to enforce. 

“Practical” Politics: The Lessons of  
the Democratic Party Socialists

In Europe, social democrats can aspire to government of-
fice. In the U.S., they look back to when DSA founder Michael 
Harrington had power lunches with top aides to Lyndon Johnson, 
helping design the “war on poverty” while LBJ’s bombs rained 
down on Vietnam. The fantasy the DSA sells – that some day in 
the future reforms will “radically transform” the capitalist system 
and bring about socialism – translates in the here and now into 
supporting the Democratic Party in order to be, in Harrington’s 
phrase, the “left wing of the possible.” Long before its support 
for Obama and Sanders, the DSA backed one Democratic Party 
candidate after another, from Jesse Jackson and his “Rainbow 
Coalition” to pro-war millionaire John Kerry.6 
5 Bhaskar Sunkara. “Socialism’s Future May Be its Past,” New York 
Times. 26 June 2017.
6 Schwartz and Sunkara call on socialists to “to broaden out the post-
Sanders, anti-corporate trend in US politics into a working-class 
‘rainbow coalition’.”

In an article on “Socialism at the People’s Summit” – the 
2016 Sanders love-fest of the DSA, Progressive Democrats, 
Socialist Alternative and others – DSA deputy director David 
Duhalde described decades-long efforts by the DSA and its 
predecessors devoted to “remaking the Democrats into a social 
democratic/labor party like those in Europe and Canada.”7 Go-
ing back to the Realignment Caucus of Harrington and Max 
Shachtman in Norman Thomas’ Socialist Party, this strategy 
of “realignment” has shaped the outlook and trajectory of the 
DSA. Today, some elements in the DSA, including its Left 
Caucus, criticize this strategy without opposing it on the basis 
of independent class politics. 

While claiming to be a resistance to capitalism, the DSA’s 
political activity bolsters it. Its justification can be found in 
the “Where We Stand” statement on its website, which states: 
“Much of progressive, independent political action will 
continue to occur in Democratic Party primaries in support 
of candidates who represent a broad progressive coalition.”8 
Independent? This isn’t even organizational independence 
from the Democrats, let alone working-class political inde-
pendence from all bourgeois parties and politicians. Boasting 
of tactical diversity, DSAers are free to pursue local variations 
of the social-democratic recipe, but anyone moving toward 
revolutionary politics is likely to get the Harrington treatment 
– locked out in a jiffy, as was the fate of the early Students for 
a Democratic Society when they committed the cardinal sin, 
in then-Socialist Party leader Harrington’s view, of allowing 
a Communist youth group member into a meeting.

Pushing Bernie Sanders’ “political revolution” to “revital-
ize” the Democratic Party is the same thing as the Harrington/
7 “Socialism at the People’s Summit,” 12 May 2016, dsausa.org.
8 “Where We Stand: Building the Next Left,” dsausa.org.

Bernie Sanders and Seattle City Council member 
Kshama Sawant of Socialist Alternative.
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Shachtman “realignment” strategy.9 DSA National Director 
Maria Svart says: “It’s just that the Democratic Party is where 
many progressive people do politics.”10 DSA leftist and New 
York City co-chair Rahel Biru, on the other hand, told the Wall 
Street Journal that, “The Democratic Party is where social 
movements go to die.” True enough, but does that mean the 
DSA left is expressing a fundamental difference? Hardly. The 
DSA right and “left” can “flexibly” agree that it’s not a principle 
to be in the Democratic Party everywhere or always, or vote 
for each and every one of its candidates – and they also agree 
on opposing the Marxist principle against support to capitalist 
parties and politicians, which they call “sectarian.” 

In an article “Should Democratic Socialists Be Demo-
crats?” in the social-democratic In These Times, DSAer Jessie 
Mannisto writes: “Should we work within the Democratic 
Party? I’d say yes. Is it enough to work within the Demo-
cratic Party? Definitely not.” She adds: “I hope we don’t exit 
the Democratic Party; I hope we infiltrate it.” Left Caucus 
member Chris Maisano counters that “Reformism doesn’t 
reform, and it has not succeeded in fighting the Right, ei-
ther. At the same time, an oppositional approach to electoral 
politics seems like a recipe for marginalization.” So the left 
can build “progressive social movements” formally outside 
the Democratic Party, while at election time their votes are 

9 Harrington and Shachtman wanted the Democrats to lop off their 
Southern segregationist Dixiecrat wing. Ironically, the Dixiecrats 
eventually went over to the Republicans, but in the aftermath the 
Democratic Party has moved steadily to the right as the Clintons 
“triangulated” with Republican policies and Obama sought “con-
sensus.”  
10 Jesse A. Myerson, “An Anti-Trump Electoral Strategy That Isn’t 
Pro-Clinton,” 9 September 2016.

funneled to Democratic candidates.
The DSA’s official position, though couched in nebulous-

sounding verbiage, is simply the most recent “realignment” remix:   
“In the medium-to-long-term we will work to build the orga-
nizational capacity necessary to run candidates of our own ... 
to forge larger socialist electoral coalitions both within and 
outside of the Democratic Party and ultimately to create a 
majoritarian electoral coalition in support of socialist political 
and economic reforms.”11

The DSA has been so deeply embedded in the Democratic 
Party for decades that it doesn’t even describe itself as a dis-
tinct political party. Consequently it was hardly a factor at all 
in left politics. The DSA program amounts to nothing more 
than putting pressure on the Democrats, seeking to nudge them 
to the left, its calls never overstepping the boundaries of the 
capitalist order. And that is true of both the right and “left” of 
this reformist, pro-capitalist organization.

Reformist Appeals Undercut Struggles for 
Black and Immigrant Rights

After the cop murder of Philando Castile, the DSA 
released a statement on “The Need for a Democratic Trans-
formation of the Criminal Justice and Police System” – the 
title encapsulates social-democratic reformism – entreating 
the armed fist of the bourgeois state to “promote peace and 
justice,” with “the use of firearms as an absolute last resort.” 
Along with “greater community control of policing” and 
“stronger gun control policies,” this would supposedly amount 
to a “restructuring of the role of police in our society.”12 So the 
DSA supports the apparatus of state repression that protects 
and serves the racist capitalist system against black people and 
the entire working class, but prettifies its role with appeals for 
it to more effectively embody “justice.” 

This is supposed to be accomplished through the party 
founded to uphold chattel slavery, the Democratic Party of 
mass incarceration and police terror. Today’s “democratic 
socialists” follow in the footsteps of Bayard Rustin, Michael 
Harrington & Co., who worked to subjugate black protest to 
John Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson. Marxists instead call for 
workers mobilization against racist police terror, and underline 
that racial oppression is in the marrow of American capitalism. 
As Internationalist contingents chant in the protests against 
racist police terror: Only revolution can bring justice!

As for the record number of mass deportations under Obama, 
which Trump seeks to escalate even further, the DSA responds 
with rose-tinted social-patriotism: “We can stem the ‘push’ for 
mass immigration from the developing world only if these econo-
mies are allowed to develop in equitable and internally integrated 
ways.”13 Its fellow “democratic socialist” Sanders called for a 
“path to citizenship” for undocumented immigrants14 coupled 
with “secure borders without building a fence.”15 Much like 
Ralph Nader, Sanders’ populist message has included complaints 
11 “Resistance Rising: Socialist Strategy in the Age of Political Rev-
olution,” 25 June 2016.
12 Statement on dsausa.org 12 July 2016.
13 “Justice for Immigrant Workers,” dsausa.org, 31 January 2013.
14 PBS News Hour “2016 Candidate Stands” series, 30 April 2015.
15 2016 grassroots campaign website FeelTheBern.org, “Issues.”

CUNY Internationalist Clubs speak-out against racist 
police terror, 30 August 2016.
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about undocumented immigration “pushing down U.S. wages” 
(echoed in the DSA statement’s warnings about immigration 
“endanger[ing] union wages and union contracts in many areas”). 

In opposition to revolutionary Marxism, which it derides 
as “unrealistic,” the DSA presents its politics as practical and 
cool-headed. The reality is that the DSA’s politics are indeed 
pragmatic – for the bourgeoisie. But they are completely il-
lusory, impractical, unrealistic – and reactionary – when it 
comes to any real struggle to put an end to capitalist oppression.

Left Caucus: Realigning the Realigners
Meanwhile, the DSA’s amorphous left wing seeks its own 

kind of “realignment” – of the DSA itself. Within the DSA, the 
Left Caucus has called for an adjustment of the organization’s 
terms of its relationship to the Democratic Party. The hope is 
to nudge the DSA further to the left. “‘Progressive activism’ is 
not enough,” they say, the “DSA must be an organization of 
socialists organizing for socialism.” And so, it wants to “orient 
the DSA’s electoral strategy towards supporting candidates that 
openly run as socialists.”16 A revolutionary party can sometimes 
present its own candidates in capitalist elections as a platform 
for the revolutionary program, explaining that only socialist 
revolution can transform society in the interests of the oppressed. 
It can occasionally give critical support to workers parties and 
candidates running independent of and against the bourgeoisie 
in order to expose their contradictions. 

What the DSA left proposes is nothing of the sort. Does it 
call for a clear, principled break with the Democrats and other 
capitalist parties? Far from it. In a statement issued on the eve of 
the 2016 election it opposed campaigning for Clinton and claimed, 
“We reject the realignment strategy that has guided much of the 
left’s electoral orientation for decades,” only to declare: 

“We do not, however, call for an immediate and total break 
from voting for or supporting any Democratic candidate. We 
all fervently supported Bernie Sanders in the presidential 
primary, and recognize that he probably would have been a 
footnote to the campaign if he tried to run as an independent. 
Voting for Democratic candidates in specific state and local 
races can be justified in many circumstances.”
“Give The People What They Want: DSA Members on 2016 
and Beyond,” 29 October 2016

In the same document, the DSA leftists observe that the DSA’s 
official line is to “build social movements while voting for 
Democrats.” So how, exactly, do they “reject” the official strat-
egy? Answer: they don’t. It’s all part of a political maneuver. 
The DSA rightists say: Vote Democrat! The leftists say: Vote 
Democrat Sometimes!

One of the signers of  the “Give The People What They 
Want” statement then came out with an appeal: “Want to Elect 
Socialists? Run Them in Democratic Primaries.”17 Socialist 
labels on Democratic candidates is about the clearest expres-
sion of class collaboration you could ask for. Others in the DSA 
left prefer a slightly less blatant approach, with more appeals 
to tactical “flexibility,” working with, in and around minor-
16 “DSA Left Caucus Position Paper: Who We Are, Where We 
Stand,” August 2014.
17 Daniel Moraff, “Want to Elect Socialists? Run Them in Demo-
cratic Primaries,” 21 April 2017, dsausa.org.

league bourgeois parties like the Greens that act as pressure 
groups on the Democrats. Under the Big Tent in the circus 
of left opportunism, each can peddle their wares in comfort. 

In its relation to the DSA as a whole, the “DSA left” plays 
a role analogous to that of Bernie Sanders in the Democratic 
Party. Sanders ropes in disaffected young voters with malarkey 
about revitalizing the Democratic Party, hoping no one recalls 
the history of past candidates who vowed to do the same. The 
“DSA left” talks of reforming the reformist social democracy, 
despite the latter’s decades of loyal service to the party of JFK, 
LBJ, the Clintons and Obama. Reviving the same old illusions, 
the political function of these ploys is to absorb opposition and 
generate mechanisms for subordinating new generations to the 
structures of American imperialist politics. 

Sliding Scale of Opportunism
The DSA is the biggest fish in the social-democratic 

pond, as it wants everyone to know, but it is not the only one. 
Oohing and aahing over its growth, smaller outfits of the 
opportunist left are scrambling to outdo each other in their 
efforts to make nice with the DSA. Like the latter, Bernie’s 
“revolution” warmed their hearts as they “felt the Bern.” 
Yet from the other side of their mouths, each proclaims 
itself to be the torchbearer of some revitalized socialist 
movement. The International Socialist Organization (ISO) 
and Socialist Alternative (SAlt) have held joint events with 
the DSA, like the “Pre-May Day Socialist Picnic and Sign 
Making Party” in San Francisco, amiably framing the dif-
ferences between “democratic socialists” and Marxists as 
mere tactical questions. 

The ISO’s criticism of the DSA is akin to its criticism of 
Bernie Sanders – which boiled down in practice to suggesting, 
recommending and beseeching that he run as an independent 
while continuously describing him as a socialist and running 
red-white-and-blue paeans to how his “political revolution” 
was putting “socialism in the air.” They claim that the DSA is 
forgoing “independent” politics. But tailing any “movement” in 
sight, the ISO has built one “independent” bourgeois campaign 
after another, from immigrant-basher Ralph Nader to Sanders 
cheerleader Jill Stein of the Green Party, and have themselves 
run as candidates of this minor-league capitalist party from 
NYC to the SF Bay Area. 

On the sliding scale of opportunism, a smidgeon to the 
right of the ISO is Socialist Alternative, U.S. affiliate of the 
Committee for a Workers International (CWI) which holds 
that cops are workers in uniform. They also administered 
the city of Liverpool for capitalism as the Militant tendency 
of the British Labour Party. After spending paragraphs 
congratulating the DSA on its influx of new members in 
“DSA Grows to 21,000 – Toward a New Socialist Party” (5 
July 2017), SAlt slips in one brief sentence about the DSA’s 
origins: “Historically, DSA was an anti-communist, social-
democratic trend that was committed to a long-term strategy 
of transforming the Democratic Party.” So what’s changed?  
According to SAlt:

“DSA is an evolving organization. Within it are a wide range 
of views on a variety of issues. There remains an important 
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section of DSA that still maintains its traditional politics. But 
it appears that this wing is now a minority and that the new 
people joining are largely supportive of the more left-wing 
current around Jacobin.”
Yet the Left Caucus and Jacobin milieu within the DSA 

do not, as we have seen, represent any significant political 
break from the DSA’s origins. They simply want to loosen a 
bit their commitments to the Democratic Party. Hailing the 
“enormous support for Bernie Sanders,” “the enormous move-
ment of resistance” to Trump, and the “exciting” growth of 
the DSA, SAlt sums up: “Socialist Alternative urges DSA to 
take advantage of its rapid growth and dynamism to use this 
potential to launch a new, broad, democratic Socialist Party....” 
Enormous indeed is the appetite for opportunist maneuvering. 

In a similar vein, a smaller group made up of SAlt’s 
former comrades in the International Marxist Tendency’s 
U.S. section hails the “exciting growth” of the DSA, and 
“agrees with DSA’s support for campaigns to the left of the 
Democrats,” like a Green Party candidate for New York city 
council, while proposing that the DSA disaffiliate from the 
Socialist International to “clear the way for DSA to help build 
a genuine socialist international,” and so on (Socialist Revolu-
tion, July-August 2017). And just to make sure no one thinks 
they’ve gone “sectarian,” they call, in bold italics for “Bernie 
Sanders, [the Sanders support group] Our Revolution, and 
labor leaders” to break with the Democrats and “build a mass 
socialist party” (led by a bourgeois politician)!

Trailing along, Left Voice (25 April) enthused: “The 
DSA’s upsurge is leading new activists into the workers’ 
movement – a promising sign for the US left.” The web site 
masquerades as a neutral media outlet for a variety of leftist 
politics, but is the outlet of the Trotskyist Faction, led by the 
Partido de Trabajadores por el Socialismo (Workers Party for 
Socialism) whose specialty is engineering reformist left elec-
tion coalitions. While hailing the DSA’s growth, it also voices 
some “left” suggestions, like following the “example” of the 
election of SAlt’s Kshama Sawant to the Seattle city council, 
which Left Voice (19 June) says “points to the potential for the 

left to boldly advance socialist candidacies 
and politics.” Yet SAlt’s municipal reform-
ism led Sawant to praise the selection of a 
woman police chief, whose cops have kept 
on killing black people. 

The sliding scale of opportunism in left 
groups’ orientation to the Democratic Party 
and DSA reflects what they have in com-
mon. For all their talk about “independent 
politics,” they present themselves as basi-
cally being on the same team as the DSA – 
which is true enough. Their differences are 
tactical, a series of gradations on a scale of 
how best to build “coalitions” to pressure 
the Democrats. They put forward similar 
menus of reforms while trying to pull liber-
als to the left with “fight the right” rhetoric. 
Genuine Marxists, on the other hand, fight 
on a revolutionary class program, calling 

to break with all the capitalist parties, and in particular with 
the liberals, “progressives” and those who falsely claim to be 
“friends” of labor, black people, immigrants, women and other 
oppressed groups.

As they tail after populist politicians from Nader to Sanders, 
the assorted social-democratic reformists dismiss the program 
of breaking with bourgeois politics and building a workers party 
to fight for socialist revolution as a pipedream. In reality, they 
regard it as anathema, loathing revolutionary politics “like sin.”

A real example for the workers movement, however, was 
shown by Portland Painters Union (IUPAT) Local 10, which 
in August 2016 passed a motion calling for no support to any 
bosses’ party and instead to build a class-struggle workers 
party. Within a week of Trump’s election, the union passed 
a motion to mobilize labor action to stop racist and fascist 
provocations, leading to similar motions by other area unions. 
And this past June 4, they mobilized several hundred unionists 
from 14 unions against a racist/fascist rally. But instead of a 
united action that could have shut down the fascists, a reform-
ist/liberal coalition led by the ISO and including the DSA and 
SAlt deliberately split the protest and called a separate rally 
coordinating with the mayor and the police explicitly in order  
to avoid any confrontation with the fascists.18

Of the thousands of youth attracted to the DSA, those who 
actually seek to fight for socialism must choose a different 
path. What’s needed is not an amorphous social-democratic 
organization in the framework of bourgeois parliamentary 
politics, but forging a democratic-centralist Leninist party 
that can actually lead the class struggle against the entire 
bourgeoisie (and its reformist hangers-on).  Such a party must 
intransigently combat all forms of class collaboration, which 
leads to defeat for the workers and oppressed. And that begins 
with clearly and unambiguously drawing the crucial lines of 
demarcation between Democratic Party “socialism” and the 
communist program of international socialist revolution. n

18 See “Portland Labor Mobilizes to Stop Fascist Provocation,” and 
“How Do You Spell Class Collaboration? ISO,” in The Internation-
alist No. 49, May-June 2017 

Painters Union Local 10 at June 4 Portland labor mobilization against 
fascists calls to break with all the bosses’ parties and for a workers party.
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Toward a Multiracial Revolutionary Party

Imperialist Social Democracy 
vs. Black Liberation

Rogues’ gallery of Shachtmanism: acting on behalf of U.S. imperialism in sabotaging struggle for black 
liberation. From left, Max Shachtman, Michael Harrington and Bayard Rustin in the 1960s.

Photos (from left): marxist.com; Warren Leffler/Library of Congress; Barbara Alper/Getty Images

By R. Titta 
The following article was first published in The International-

ist No. 50, Winter 2017.
In the 1950s during the anti-Soviet Cold War – and especially 

as it was playing out in Africa – Southern racism was becoming 
an embarrassment to U.S. imperialism. The British empire was 
threatened by anticolonial movements but also by U.S. imperial-
ism, which was demanding entry into all the markets formerly 
dominated by Britain and other European powers. The U.S. 
imperialists preferred, where they could, to rule using local dic-
tatorships, rather than direct occupation. The U.S.’ “neocolonial” 
model was the Latin American “banana republic,” as they dis-
paragingly called countries ruled by brutal military dictatorships 
that gave a free hand to U.S. corporations like the United Fruit 
Company (“Chiquita”), Kennecott Copper, Standard Oil, and ITT. 

The U.S. looked at Africa and saw a giant treasure-trove of 
gold, diamonds and jewels of all kinds, rare minerals including 
uranium and cobalt, petroleum, coffee, cocoa, and what have 
you – potentially commodities worth many billions then (in the 
trillions today). But African peoples were rising up against the 
old colonialism, inspired by the war of the FLN (National Lib-
eration Front) against the French in Algeria and the Mau-Mau 
uprising against the British in Kenya. At the same time, the U.S. 
imperialists, mouthing slogans of “democracy,” were losing 
battles for African “hearts and minds” to the Soviet Union. 

As the civil rights movement picked up in the U.S. South, 
images were flashed around the world of Ku Klux Klan night 
riders and fat cops with fire-hoses and German shepherd dogs 

loosed on black marchers, many of them children. The ugly re-
ality of U.S. “democracy” was there for all to see, undercutting 
Washington’s effort to counterpose itself to British colonial-
ism and what the imperialists saw as the Soviet “Communist 
threat.” The brutal American segregation system known as 
Jim Crow was seen by the U.S. imperialists as a public rela-
tions problem. The American social democrats, dominated by 
followers of one Max Shachtman, believed they had a plan to 
solve it. They called it “realignment.” 

Imperialism’s Fake-Socialist Servants: 
Whose “Southern Strategy”?

Max Shachtman was a renegade from Trotskyism who 
became a crusading anti-Communist and eventually an ardent 
defender of U.S. imperialism. The most prominent Shachtmanite 
leaders were Michael Harrington and Bayard Rustin. They were 
then running the U.S. Socialist Party, which was still formally 
headed by aging CIA “asset” Norman Thomas. (Yes, the formal 
head of the Socialist Party was a State Department propagandist 
who worked with and took the spy agency’s money.) 

Like the young, idealistic black militants of the civil rights 
movement before them, today’s opponents of America’s racist 
system of capitalist oppression must learn some hard lessons 
about how it functions. First of all, the Democratic Party – from 
Barack Obama and Bill Clinton to Bernie Sanders and Elizabeth 
Warren – is a bulwark of U.S. imperialism and the most dan-
gerous enemy of all the world’s workers: black, brown, Asian, 
and white. Second, many who call themselves “socialist” are 
sworn enemies of socialism: they are or aspire to be duplicitous 
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agents for the Democrats and the capitalist bosses. Latter-day 
Shachtmanite-like fake socialists include, most prominently, the 
anti-socialist International Socialist Organization (ISO) and the 
Democratic Socialists of America (DSA).

So back to “realignment.” Shachtman devised his plan 
with a close collaborator, Robert M. Martinson, and attempted 
to carry it forward with Harrington and Rustin. Shachtman 
understood that the Democrats were the dominant party of 
U.S. imperialism but could fall from power without the support 
of the KKK and the White Citizens’ Councils (the chamber-
of-commerce bosses of the Klan). If the Southern racists left 
the Democratic Party, the balance of power in the U.S. would 
tip to the more isolationist Republican Party. To ensure the 
“American Century,” as the U.S. imperialists called their world 
domination, Shachtman proposed that the Democrats shift their 
alliances to line up with the Southern black population and the 
anti-Communist labor bureaucracy.

Shachtman did not act to put his plan into operation im-
mediately, since political considerations over the election of 
Lyndon Johnson (LBJ) in 1964 caused the Shachtmanites to 
continue to support the retention of the Southern racists in the 
Democratic Party. “Realignment” did occur some years later, but 
in a rather different way. As black voting became more possible, 
the Republicans under Nixon courted the Southern racist vote. 
This caused a split in the Shachtmanites, with Shachtman and 
his tendency in the Socialist Party supporting Nixon in 1972 
and then changing the SP’s name to Social Democrats USA 
(SDUSA), while Harrington founded the “Democratic Socialist 
Organizing Committee” (DSOC, forerunner of the Democratic 
Socialists of America) to continue supporting the Democrats.

Today we take it for granted that the white racist vote in the 
South (and across the U.S.) is mainly or all Republican, while 
black people who are allowed to vote (millions have been disen-
franchised) generally vote Democratic. But this pattern contrasts 
sharply with the status quo during the civil rights movement. At 
that time the Democratic Party was the party of the KKK and 
Jim Crow, as it had been since the days when it organized racist 
terror in resisting Republican-led Reconstruction after the Civil 

War. Now, even Klansman David Duke runs in the Republican, 
not the Democratic primaries. At the same time, since the days of 
Roosevelt’s “New Deal Coalition,” the union bureaucracy became 
more and more deeply enmeshed in the Democratic Party appa-
ratus. Nixon’s role in getting the former “Dixiecrats” – Southern 
white racist politicians – to switch to the Republican Party is 
sometimes referred to as the “Southern Strategy.”

After Democratic president Johnson signed the Voting Rights 
Act in 1965, formally upholding voting rights for blacks in the 
South that had been suppressed since the defeat of Reconstruc-
tion in 1876, right-wing Republicans saw the chance to capture 
millions of racist votes. They would campaign in the South using 
code words like “states’ rights,” “traditional values” and “law 
and order.” Even the linguistically challenged KKK and their 
followers got the idea. The strategy was nearly derailed in 1968, 
when Alabama’s Democratic governor George Wallace (whose 
slogan was “Segregation Forever”) ran as the candidate of a KKK-
style third party and gained most of the Southern states’ electoral 
votes. Nixon won the election anyway, running against Hubert 
Humphrey, Johnson’s widely hated vice president, who became 
the Democratic candidate after LBJ dropped out of the race as it 
became clear the U.S. was losing the Vietnam War.

Ever since those days, Republican campaigners have 
upped the racist rhetoric in the South. Reagan began his cam-
paign for president in 1980 proclaiming “I believe in states’ 
rights,” in a speech delivered near Philadelphia, Mississippi 
– where the KKK and police murdered heroic civil rights work-
ers James Chaney, Andrew Goodman and Michael Schwerner 
during Freedom Summer in 1964. The message got across. 

SNCC and the Radical Black Challenge  
to Jim Crow Racism

The Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) 
emerged in 1960 amid the sit-in movement to integrate lunch 
counters throughout the South. Comprised mainly of Southern 
black youth, SNCC was initially tied to Martin Luther King’s 
Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC). Begin-
ning in 1955, with Rosa Parks’ refusal to surrender her bus 

The Shachtmanites’ masters: (Left) President John F. Kennedy with FBI chief J. Edgar Hoover and Attorney 
General Robert Kennedy. (Right) President Lyndon Johnson and Vice President Hubert Humphrey behind him.
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seat to a white passenger in Mont-
gomery, Alabama, the civil rights 
movement posed a high-profile 
challenge to the violent, reaction-
ary American political regime of 
the 1950s. Black people took the 
lead in the most extensive social 
movement since the 1930s. SNCC 
became a courageous expression 
of youthful black defiance of Jim 
Crow and McCarthyism. 

The official civil rights leader-
ship under King wanted to limit 
the struggle to peaceful protest and 
moderate reforms, but the racist 
power structure of U.S. capitalism 
reacted with extreme violence to 
the slightest democratic demands. 
When King’s SCLC attempted to 
impose its conservatizing will on 
SNCC, the results were mixed. For a time, SNCC was split 
between a more conservative wing wanting to focus on voter 
registration and a more radical wing seeking direct action: the 
integration of public facilities such as swimming pools and lunch 
counters. In practice, as SNCC leader James Forman argues in 
his book The Making of Black Revolutionaries (1985), radical-
ism could not be avoided, since “the establishment” treated all 
civil rights activity as a mortal threat to its power.  

At the highest levels, U.S. capitalist rulers recognized 
and feared the revolutionary potential of an organization of 
black youth fighting for black freedom in the South. While 
“nonviolent” was part of SNCC’s name, many of its militants 
came to advocate self-defense against racist terror. As a SNCC 
leader, Forman joined Robert F. Williams in Monroe, North 
Carolina, in 1961. Williams had been head of the local NAACP 
when in 1957 he decided to fight back against deadly Klan and 
police violence. He and wife Mabel Williams organized a black 
branch of the National Rifle Association. (See “Who Controls 
the Guns?” The Internationalist No. 34, March-April 2013.) 

This became an armed self-defense guard of black volun-
teers, mostly army veterans. Their militant and disciplined ac-
tions routed Klan night riders, driving these scum out of black 
neighborhoods. The Native American Lumbee tribe of North 
Carolina found Williams’ example inspiring. In a compelling 
demonstration of the power of militant leadership in fighting 
racist terror, the Lumbee smashed a planned Klan attack. 
Hundreds of Lumbee people, armed and determined, suddenly 
advanced as the Klan gathered. The Native Americans sent the 
Klan scum scuttling into the swamps where they belong. This 
was the “Battle of Hayes Pond” on 18 January 1958.

Forman was present with Williams in Monroe as they tried 
to defend Freedom Riders from the North who were attempting 
to integrate interstate bus travel. The white racists rioted and 
Forman was nearly killed. Robert and Mabel Williams had to 
flee to Cuba following the revolution there, where they estab-
lished “Radio Free Dixie,” broadcasting music and political 
commentary from Havana. Forman’s experience with Williams 

raised the level of his militancy. Like many in SNCC, he was 
beginning to understand that revolutionary struggle would be 
needed to defeat racial oppression in America. However, as 
black youth put their bodies on the line – as they were arrested, 
convicted of serious crimes, spied on by the feds, beaten, shot 
at and lynched – Northern Democrats and labor bureaucrats 
sought to infiltrate, co-opt and squelch the struggle. 

With the election of John F. Kennedy as president in 1960, 
the SCLC leadership committed itself to working within the 
Democratic Party, the party of Jim Crow segregation and the 
KKK. But the Democrats had become concerned about the 
“threat” of radical black militancy. The U.S. government also 
sent its operatives to infest SNCC meetings, including future 
liberal congressman Allard Lowenstein, whose far-ranging 
work with the CIA has been extensively documented. 1 Robert 
Kennedy had been a counsel for anti-communist witch-hunting 
senator Joseph McCarthy in the early 1950s and later chief 
counsel of the anti-labor McClellan Committee. As U.S. at-
torney general from 1961 to 1964, RFK promised money and, 
reportedly, draft deferments if SNCC leaders would desist from 
direct action and focus on voter registration in designated areas. 

The “Liberal-Labor Syndrome”
Enter the professional anti-communist Shachtmanites and 

the Socialist Party.
James Forman described the forces arrayed against SNCC 

as the “liberal-labor syndrome,” because they comprised 
Democratic politicians, government agents and union bureau-
crats. He explained: 

“[Lowenstein] represented a whole body of influential 
forces seeking to prevent SNCC from becoming too radi-

1 Richard Cummings, The Pied Piper: Allard K. Lowenstein and 
the Liberal Dream (Grove Press, 1985), p. 224. On “Lowenstein’s 
lengthy history of involvement” (as the author delicately calls it) 
“with groups and activities...shown to have CIA connections,” also 
see William H. Chafe, Never Stop Running: Allard Lowenstein and 
the Struggle to Save American Liberalism (Basic Books, 1993), pp. 
104-107, 254-261.

Armed members of Native American Lumbee tribe (right) drive off KKK night 
riders in Battle of Hayes Pond, 18 January 1958. 
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cal and to bring it under control of what I have called the 
liberal-labor syndrome.... 
“The liberal-labor syndrome...was typified by its close 
links with the Kennedy administration and later to liberal 
Democratic elements in the Johnson administration, by 
the influence of Walter Reuther of the United Automobile 
Workers, by its violent Red-baiting, and by its social dem-
ocratic line – as embodied in Norman Thomas. Individual 
white members included Joseph Rauh (general counsel 
for the UAW), author and poverty ‘expert’ Michael Har-
rington, and various church leaders.”2

As the mention of Harrington suggests, the Shachtman-
ites played a central role in this coordinated bourgeois assault 
against SNCC. Their dreams of “realignment” notwithstand-
ing, the Shachtmanites’ main objective during the Kennedy 
and Johnson years was to keep the Dixiecrats from leaving 
the Democratic Party. This was one of the reasons they sought 
to dampen SNCC militancy and witch-hunt “reds” out of the 
civil rights movement. They were especially incensed that the 
National Lawyers Guild was helping SNCC activists when they 
were arrested and jailed. At every meeting, Forman reports, the 
Shachtmanites and their allies demanded that SNCC sever ties 
with the Guild, which they believed represented a dangerous 
Communist threat to the capitalist system they served.3 

In fact they were on the lookout for anyone they thought 
might be a supporter of the Communist Party (CP), or just “soft 
on Communism.” Many brave activists were sympathetic to the 
CP, including Rosa Parks (who had attended meetings of the 
CP’s International Labor Defense for the Scottsboro Boys), and 
they were hounded by the FBI as well as the Shachtmanites. 
Nonetheless, its revolutionary fiber destroyed by Stalinism, 
the CP had since the mid-1930s become a reformist party, 
beholden to the Democrats. Having gone underground due to 
the Cold War witch-hunting, by the late 1950s and 1960s, most 
supporters of the Stalinized CP were politically indistinguish-
able from the liberals, who however feared and hated them.

With their witch hunting and fraudulent civil rights activi-
ties, the Shachtmanites were serving the Humphrey wing of the 
Democratic Party. Then a senator from Minnesota, Humphrey  led 
the pro-labor section of the bosses’ political apparatus. Humphrey 
had been the undertaker of the Farmer-Labor Party, a pro-capitalist 
party in Minnesota that he buried in the Democratic Party in 1944 
and then purged the resulting Democratic Farmer-Labor (DFL) 
party of “reds” during the late 1940s. At the same time he gained 
national prominence by pushing a civil rights plank at the 1948 
Democratic Party convention that led to a walkout by Southern 
delegations who set up a short-lived Dixiecrat party (the “States 
Rights Democrats”). By the early 1960s Humphrey was aligned 
with the red-baiting leadership of the AFL-CIO, and helped run 
their work as labor agents of U.S. imperialism. 

Like U.S. government asset Norman Thomas, Walter 
Reuther had traveled some distance since the late 1930s. 
Back then, with supporters of the Communist Party playing 
a central role, Reuther helped organize the U.S. auto sector 

2 James Forman, The Making of Black Revolutionaries (Open Hand, 
1985), p. 357.
3 Forman, Making of Black Revolutionaries, pp. 380-381.

on an industrial basis, under the auspices of the Congress of 
Industrial Organizations (CIO). He was a member of the So-
cialist Party, which was temporarily moving leftward at that 
time amid a rising tide of U.S. labor militancy. During World 
War II, however, Reuther became a flag-waving patriot and 
never looked back. During the war he prostrated the UAW to 
Roosevelt’s demand for a no-strike pledge. As the bosses made 
super-profits on government contracts, workers got nothing but 
speed-ups and deteriorating work conditions.

The Communist Party had supported Reuther’s wartime 
patriotism (and neglect of the plight of black workers), but this 
did not save the CP from the post-war red purge. Reuther carried 
out his purge systematically in the UAW in 1946, driving every 
known CP supporter out of the union. He became a leading anti-
Communist in the labor movement and extended his service of 
the bosses by acting as a U.S. government agent, helping found 
witch-hunting outfits like the Americans for Democratic Action 
and the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions. In the 
1950s, upon becoming president of the CIO he merged it with 
the American Federation of Labor (AFL), led by the notorious 
right-wing bureaucrat George Meany, who bragged that he had 
never walked a picket line and never led a strike. Reuther and 
Meany were Hubert H. Humphrey’s guard dogs, protecting the 
capitalist system while masquerading as labor leaders. 

Rustin and Harrington: All the Way with LBJ
Walter Reuther then went on to masquerade as a civil rights 

leader. Helping Humphrey become Johnson’s running mate in 
1964 was Reuther’s real purpose. To get Johnson in the White 
House and Humphrey on the ticket, the AFL-CIO bureaucracy 
was called upon to put its boot on the necks of civil rights mili-
tants. Humphrey’s labor lieutenants were aided by Michael Har-
rington, who would become the “poverty expert” for the Johnson 
administration, as well as Rustin and other Shachtmanite social 
democrats. Every effort was made to ensure that the Dixiecrats 
would have nothing to fear in voting for LBJ and HHH. 

Alongside Reuther, the Shachtmanites were going “all 
the way with LBJ.” They were masters of the double game. 
Out of their mouths came statements about “realigning” the 
Democratic Party as an alliance of organized labor and the 
Southern black population. In practice, they acted to keep 
civil rights activists subordinated to the Democratic Kennedy 
and Johnson administrations which rested on support from the 
Dixiecrats. As soldiers in this reactionary cause Harrington, 
together with his close associate, the “moderate civil rights 
leader” Bayard Rustin, targeted SNCC. 

As they did in 1962 with another leftward-moving student 
organization, Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), Har-
rington and company attempted to force SNCC to exclude reds. 
They sent Rustin to SNCC meetings to demand SNCC adopt an 
anti-red clause in its organizational statements. It was soundly 
rejected. As Forman remarks, SNCC’s defiance against red-baiting 
“merely intensified the liberal Establishment’s determination to 
control the organization – or to destroy it, if control should prove 
impossible.”4 Having experienced the effects of the Reuther-
Rustin-Harrington game plan, Forman understood it well.

4 Forman, Making of Black Revolutionaries, 220.
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“The Farce on Washington”
The largest demonstration of the civil 

rights movement, the “March on Washing-
ton for Jobs and Freedom,” took place on 
28 August 1963. Remembered by many for 
Martin Luther King Jr.’s “I Have a Dream” 
speech, it was a thoroughly co-opted affair. 
Malcolm X criticized it as the “Farce on 
Washington,” caustically describing the 
Kennedy White House telling the organizers 
“how to come, where to stop, what signs to 
carry, what song to sing, what speech they 
could make, and what speech they couldn’t 
make.”5  

The social democrats played a key 
role in this blunting of black militancy. 
(The current organization of the heirs of 
Shachtman and Harrington, “Democratic 
Socialists of America,” boasts on its web-
site that the initiator of the march and its 
main organizers were members of the 
Socialist Party.) The March on Washing-
ton was originally planned by A. Philip 
Randolph, president of the Brotherhood of 
Sleeping Car Porters, as far back as 1941, 
as a means to pressure the Roosevelt government to extend 
civil and labor protections to black people North and South. 
The Communist Party abandoned its initial support of the 
march as part of backing the Roosevelt government during 
the imperialist Second World War. After the war – which the 
“democratic” U.S. fought with a Jim Crow army – Randolph 
revived his call for a march, but he was stymied year after 
year by the self-appointed “friends of the Negro” in the 
Democratic Party and the union bureaucracy.

In the context of the mass actions of the early 1960s, 
pressure for the march became irresistible. Then the opera-
tives of the ruling class sprang into action to control it politi-
cally. Foremost among these controllers was Harrington’s 
Socialist Party “comrade,” Bayard Rustin, with Shachtman 
disciples Tom Kahn and Rachelle Horowitz busily back-
ing him up. Speakers and speeches were strictly vetted by 
Rustin. Of course, he didn’t touch the conservative speech 
of anti-Communist NAACP head Roy Wilkins. Wilkins, a 
toxic FBI fink, had actually opposed the March on Wash-
ington; he frequently baited Rustin for being gay and from 
the podium even slyly red-baited radical black historian 
(and NAACP founder) W. E. B. Du Bois, who had died in 
Ghana the day before.6 

But Rustin went after SNCC’s speech with a large scissor, 
cutting out its radical conclusions. Thus it was the Shachtman-
ites, forebears of today’s DSA, who carried out this notorious 
5 Malcolm X, “Message to the Grass Roots,” 10 November 1963, on 
line at  http://thespeechsite.com/en/famous/MalcolmX-2.pdf.
6 See Bruce J. Dierenfield, The Civil Rights Movement, rev. ed. 
(Routledge, 2008), p. 87; and excerpt from Wilkins’ speech at 
http://www.beaconbroadside.com/broadside/2010/08/excerpt-roy-
wilkinss-reluctant-tribute-to-web-du-bois.html.

censorship, in order to please the Kennedy White House. The 
gutted text was read by John Lewis, who is today a Democratic 
congressman. Carefully managed by the Kennedys and their 
sycophants, the March on Washington came to nothing. The 
more than 250,000 demonstrators went home with no more 
than the promise of a watered-down civil rights bill. In May 
1964, in order to get some Republican votes to break a fili-
buster by Southern Democrats, Humphrey et al. put forward 
a “compromise” bill which relied more on private court suits 
than on federal enforcement of rights to service in public ac-
commodations (like lunch counters).

False Friends in Bloody Mississippi
A brazen episode in the campaign to undermine challenges 

to the racist U.S. political system occurred the following year. 
The target was the Mississippi Summer Project and the Mis-
sissippi Freedom Democratic Party (MFDP). It was, quite 
literally, a joint operation of the Shachtmanites, the Democratic 
Party, CIA “friends and associates” and the United Auto Work-
ers bureaucracy. The most prominent operatives were Allard 
Lowenstein, Bayard Rustin and UAW lawyer Joseph Rauh. 

Since the defeat of Reconstruction in 1876, the great 
majority of black people had no secure civil rights in the 
United States. Nowhere was this more evident than Missis-
sippi in 1964, a state with a 50 percent black population, few 
black voters, and ubiquitous black poverty. SNCC leaders 
Bob Moses and James Forman developed a plan to lay siege 
to this bastion of racism. In an alliance with the Congress of 
Racial Equality (CORE), they mobilized thousands of black 
Mississippians and brought hundreds of volunteers from the 
North, to register voters, establish black schools and libraries, 
and integrate public facilities. 

SNCC leader John Lewis speaking at March on Washington, 28 August 
1963. Shachtmanite leader Bayard Rustin played key role in censoring 
Lewis’ speech, eliminating references to “revolution” and criticism 
that the Kennedy civil rights bill was “too little, too late.” 
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The main intention was to draw back the curtain on 
the savage repression black people experienced every day 
throughout the South – especially the nearly 1 million who 
lived in Mississippi. Many hundreds of civil rights activists 
were beaten and arrested that summer. On 21 June 1964, 
James Chaney, a black civil rights worker from Meridian, 
Mississippi, and Andrew Goodman and James Schwerner, 
white New York volunteers, were arrested by the police. In a 
coordinated action, after they were “released” from custody, 
they were murdered in the woods by the KKK. Partly because 
two of these heroic militants were white, a massive search was 
undertaken after they were reported missing. Their bodies were 
eventually found, but this search accidentally turned up the 
bodies of eight other black Mississippians, including a boy of 
14! Their disappearances and murders had not even attracted 
attention. In fact, the KKK-police regime was on a rampage 
of terror in Mississippi.  

When SNCC’s plan first became known to Lowenstein 
and Rustin, they set up their own operation to recruit volun-
teers, vetted by them, under the direction of future Democratic 
congressman Barney Frank. SNCC fought back and regained 
some control of recruiting, but plenty of selected volunteers 
were sent South. 

At this same time, the Shachtmanites were also attempt-
ing a takeover of CORE. As he recounts in his autobiography, 
CORE leader James Farmer was able only with difficulty to 
expel the paid staffers Rustin forced on him: Norman Hill (a 
close associate of Harrington and Shachtman in Thomas’ So-
cialist Party), Hill’s wife Velma, her brother, and others. They 
took a salary from CORE, did no Civil Rights work, witch-
hunted reds and schemed under Shachtman’s instructions to 
replace Farmer with Rustin.7 When the Socialist Party split 
after the 1972 elections, Rustin became the leader of Social 
Democrats, USA, the hard right-wing Cold Warriors (many 
directly tied to the CIA), a number of whom ended up in the 
administration of Ronald Reagan.  

While Rustin never became the head of CORE, the or-
ganization was eventually flooded with Shachtmanites and 
succumbed to their Cold War machinations. (Farmer was later 
7 James Farmer, Lay Bare the Heart (Arbor House, 1985), pp. 260–262.

named an honorary chairman of 
the DSA.) In the 1970s under Roy 
Innis, CORE helped recruit CIA-
backed mercenaries to fight with 
the forces of apartheid South Africa 
against the MPLA (Popular Move-
ment for the Liberation of Angola) 
and its Cuban allies in Angola. The 
Rustin-led Shachtmanite SDUSA 
was allied with Innis and CORE 
in supporting the South African 
apartheid regime’s bloody war on 
Angola. Fortunately, the Angolans, 
with Cuba’s help, smashed these 
racists and imperialists, in one of 
the most inspiring moments of 
Africa’s anti-colonial history.

Fannie Lou Hamer  
and the Freedom Democrats

In 1963 and 1964, adherents of MLK-style pacifism 
were increasingly challenged politically by those advocating 
black self-defense, following the examples of Robert F. Wil-
liams, Malcolm X and groups like the Deacons for Defense 
in Louisiana. Reflecting on harsh experience, many black 
militants were lending an ear to Malcolm’s repeated warn-
ings against having illusions in reforming the Democratic 
Party. Coming the year after the March on Washington, the 
coordinated campaign to undercut the Mississippi Freedom 
Democratic Party was one of the key episodes. While the 
MFDP showed the potential for independent political ac-
tion, it was from the outset subordinated to the Democratic 
Party, a pillar of racist American capitalism, as was soon 
demonstrated. 

Literally under the gun of racist terror and hamstrung by 
government infiltrators and witch-hunters, the Mississippi 
Summer Project of 1964 was unable to register many black 
voters in the official racist system. Nevertheless, it did organize 
unofficial black voting for the MFDP, which was founded that 
year in an effort to wrest the state’s Democratic Party structure 
away from the Dixiecrats. Sixty-four SNCC and CORE activ-
ists, all black but one, were designated as MFDP delegates and 
sent to the 1964 Democratic National Convention in Atlantic 
City, New Jersey. Their object was to gain credentials and be 
seated at the convention as the legitimate Mississippi delega-
tion, on the grounds that the official delegation was a Jim Crow 
machine, selected through the violent exclusion of half of the 
state’s population.

 The co-chair of the Freedom Democrats was a woman 
of legendary courage named Fannie Lou Hamer. She was a 
sharecropper from Sunflower County in the Mississippi Delta. 
In 1961, like many black women in the American South, she 
had been sterilized without her knowledge or consent. As she 
later testified, “I would say about six out of the ten Negro 
women that go to the hospital are sterilized with the tubes tied.” 
The experience drove her to join the civil rights movement 
and eventually to SNCC. In 1962 she attempted to register to 

Andrew Goodman, James Chaney and Michael Schwerner, murdered by the 
Klan in Philadelphia, Mississippi in reign of KKK terror during “Freedom Sum-
mer” project of SNCC and CORE to register black voters. 
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vote. When plantation owner W. D. Marlow heard about this, 
he forced her off his land and seized all her family’s property. 
Undeterred by Marlow or by a KKK assassination attempt, Ms. 
Hamer continued her civil rights work. In 1963 she was ar-
rested in Winona, Mississippi. While a captive, she was beaten 
at the command of the police: two large male prisoners struck 
her with blackjacks in turn until they were both exhausted. The 
beating caused permanent damage to Ms. Hamer’s eyes and 
kidneys. 

At Atlantic City, Ms. Hamer gave riveting testimony 
before the Credentials Committee, telling of her attempts to 
register to vote and the horrors perpetrated upon her because 
of this. She noted the many recent racist murders in Missis-
sippi, including the assassination of NAACP field secretary 
Medgar Evers, which occurred a few days after she was let 
out of jail. She concluded:

“All of this is on account of we want to register, to become 
first-class citizens. And if the Freedom Democratic Party 
is not seated now, I question America. Is this America, the 
land of the free and the home of the brave, where we have 
to sleep with our telephones off of the hooks because our 
lives be threatened daily, because we want to live as decent 
human beings, in America?”8

Her testimony was being televised nationally, but when 
Lyndon Johnson found out, he called an emergency press 
conference to distract the media and cut her off. Johnson 
and Humphrey then exerted pressure on supporters of the 
MFDP on the Credentials Committee and they fell into line. 
The Democrats would recognize only the official white racist 
delegation. The MFDP was offered two non-voting seats – on 
condition that neither seat would go to Fannie Lou Hamer. 
Humphrey explained, “The President has said he will not let 

8 The Speeches of Fannie Lou Hamer: To Tell It Like It Is (University 
Press of Mississippi, 2011), p. 45.

that illiterate woman speak on the floor of 
the Democratic convention.”9 

The MFDP delegates were defiant and 
refused to cooperate. Hamer’s answer was 
simply spoken: “We didn’t come all this 
way for no two seats.” The black delegates 
then sat in the unoccupied seats of the white 
delegation – which bolted the convention 
to back Barry Goldwater, the Republican 
candidate. So dependent on the support of 
the racist Dixiecrats was the party of LBJ, 
Rustin, and Reuther, however, that they 
refused to seat the black Mississippians 
even then, after the racist delegates had 
left for good. 

In a squalid display of their subser-
vience to the racist system, Rustin and 
Rauh tried to get SNCC and the MFDP 
to reconsider their refusal and accept the 
“compromise.” Forman, who was present at 
the meeting, transcribed Rustin’s haughty 
lecture to the Mississippians: 
“[T]here is a difference between protest and 

politics. The former is based on morality and the latter is 
based on reality and compromise. If you are going to engage 
in politics, you must give up protest.... You must accept the 
compromise. If you don’t, then you are still protesting. 
“We must think of our friends in labor, Walter Reuther and 
the others, who have gone to bat for us. If we reject this 
compromise, we would be saying to them that we didn’t 
want their help.”

One SNCC organized yelled, “You’re a traitor, Bayard, a 
traitor!” Veteran activist Ella Baker, who worked closely 
with SNCC, denounced Rauh as a mouthpiece for the white 
liberal establishment. At the same meeting, Moses and For-
man heard one admonitory lecture after another from LBJ’s 
backers, including Martin Luther King. Meanwhile, Allard 
Lowenstein was taking notes of radical statements made by 
SNCC supporters, scribbling “heckling of Rustin,” “[Stokely] 
Carmichael’s talk ‘wild’,” as part of a list of those “to be 
‘examined’.” This imperialist snitch was actually recording 
SNCC’s disillusionment with the Democratic Party. As one 
militant put it, “After Atlantic City our struggle was not for 
civil rights but for liberation.”10 

What about DSA founder, Shachtman deputy and lead-
ing spokesman for the “realignment” strategy Michael Har-
rington? He “sided publicly with Rustin” (they were both 
in the SP) and then “urged MFDP supporters to put aside 
their bitter feelings.” The entire episode was widely seen by 
radicalizing youth, both black and white, as “proof of the 
bankruptcy of liberalism.”11 
9 Quoted in “Fannie Lou Hamer,” Freedom Summer, American Ex-
perience website, pbs.org.
10 Forman, Making of Black Revolutionaries, 392; Cummings, Pied 
Piper, pp. 269-270; John Dittmer, Local People: The Struggle for 
Civil Rights in Mississippi (University of Illinois Press, 1994), p. 302.
11 Maurice Isserman, The Other American: The Life of Michael Har-
rington (Public Affairs, 2000), pp. 245-246.

Fannie Lou Hamer: “Sick and tired of being sick and tired.” A sharecrop-
per who started picking cotton at age 6, she was a victim of involuntary 
sterilization and her family was evicted by plantation owner when she 
tried to register to vote. Hamer was the spokesperson for the Mississippi 
Freedom Democratic Party at Democrats’ 1964 Atlantic City convention. 
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The Limits of a Movement
SNCC’s homegrown militancy was 

partly based on an illusion that Northern 
Democrats would help black people over-
turn racial oppression. This was not and 
could not have been true. The Democratic 
Party was and is a party of the racist status 
quo. It had been the party of Southern Se-
cession and slavery; it was the party of the 
KKK and race terror during Reconstruction; 
it was the party of Jim Crow after Recon-
struction’s defeat. When the Democrats 
made it to the White House again, their 
ultra-racist president, the reputed liberal 
Woodrow Wilson, scion of a pro-slavery, 
slave-owning Virginia family, fired every 
black civil service employee in Washington, 
while promoting the Klan propaganda film 
Birth of a Nation.

In the 1950s and 1960s the Democrats 
presided over a society, North and South, 
that was nearly completely segregated – de jure (by law) 
in the South, de facto in the North – in housing, schools, 
and employment. Today, despite civil rights laws and court 
decisions that are being steadily eroded, brutal segregation 
remains the norm and millions of black people are in prison, 
on parole, or branded as criminals by the system, whether 
it is ruled over by Obama or Trump. In American ruling-
class mythology, Wilson, JFK and LBJ, as well as Clinton 
and Obama, are held up as enlightened rulers committed to 
freedom and democracy. They are compared to their great 
forefather, Thomas Jefferson. This is fitting in its way, since 
Jefferson was a slaveholder who as a politician worked to 
starve black Haiti and create a slaveholding empire across 
North America.

In the civil rights years Kennedy and Johnson yielded 
as little as they could, but yield they had to. They faced a 
determined black population that marched directly into fero-
cious repression, undeterred. From depraved white racists 
they endured beatings, torture, rape, mutilation, sterilization 
and uncounted murders, including of innumerable children. 
But they would not turn back. Living as they did in a mod-
ern capitalist state, black people themselves ripped up the 
maniacal racial laws and claimed their civil rights. The Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 and Voting Rights Act of 1965 simply ac-
knowledged the faits accomplis, though with a fair amount of 
treacherous language. For its part, the white power structure 
in the South clawed back with strategies that characterize the 
entire country today: racist control of the social and political 
system, the creation of white “academies” and defunding of 
public education, the closing of public facilities, escalated 
policing of black neighborhoods, new laws targeting black 
people, mass incarceration.  

When Martin Luther King Jr. marched in Chicago in 
1966 against that Northern city’s brutal system of housing 
segregation, he was met by a racist mob thousands strong. 
Marchers were attacked and King himself was struck in the 

head with a rock. “I have seen many demonstrations in the 
South,” he said, “but I have never seen anything so hostile 
and so hateful as I’ve seen here today.” The truth is that the 
whole American capitalist system is founded on racial op-
pression, from New Orleans to New York and Los Angeles 
to Chicago. Reformist protests will never break its grip. Only 
a revolutionary program can bring black liberation and the 
liberation of all the oppressed. And this will take integrated 
revolutionary struggle relying on the social power of the 
multiracial working class.

Toward a Revolutionary Perspective
The SNCC militants learned hard lessons the hard way 

about the role of social democrats and labor bureaucrats in up-
holding the racist American establishment. They faced a stark 
choice: to find their way to a revolutionary position against the 
entire American capitalist ruling class or cave in to the cor-
ruption and lies of the likes of Harrington and Rustin, social-
democratic servants of U.S. imperialism. Instead, because of 
the weakness of genuinely revolutionary forces, many turned 
to the dead end of black nationalism. The Communist Party, 
which had largely been driven underground in McCarthyite 
USA, sent many of its supporters into the South, but the CP 
had long ago debased the red banner of revolution in favor of 
reformist support to the Democratic Party.

At the time, in the early 1960s in the U.S, the program of 
revolutionary Marxism could have been represented only by 
the Trotskyists of the Socialist Workers Party (SWP). The SWP, 
however, fatally abdicated its responsibility to the struggle for 
black liberation – a struggle that is in its very essence con-
nected to the very foundations of oppression and exploitation 
in the American capitalist system. Instead, on its rapid road 
toward reformism (and eventual irrelevance), the SWP told 
black people that they must go it alone; American Marxists 
would support them but take no leadership role.  

The justification for this unpardonable abstentionism was 

Stokely Carmichael, chairman of Student Non-Violent Coordinating 
Committee, in Georgia legislature, 1966. 
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found in a petty-bourgeois nationalist 
orientation. The majority in the SWP 
supported a line worked out by a party 
theoretician, George Breitman, which 
held that blacks must struggle and orga-
nize independently and not as part of a 
multi-racial revolutionary party. During 
the 1930s, the Communist Party had 
developed its “black belt” theory after Jo-
seph Stalin abruptly decided that African 
Americans should be considered a nation. 
Despite the Great Migration that began 
in WWI (and would relocate six million 
black people to urban centers outside 
the South), this theory advocated for a 
separate black nation in the most rural, 
least developed parts of the U.S. South. 

While the SWP was not nec-
essarily calling for geographical 
separation in 1963, its line of separate 
black struggle was consonant with a 
nationalist trend developing among 
petty-bourgeois radicals in the black 
movement. Like Stokely Carmichael, 
these activists were searching for 
deeper answers to the psychosis 
of racist America, and were disillusioned with the liberal 
integrationism of King, Rustin and others who demanded 
“moderation.” 

Carmichael’s political trajectory offers an interesting view 
into what might have been. He would eventually call for “black 
power”: while voicing a desire for militancy and a break from 
liberal accommodationism, it was an ambiguous slogan, some 
of whose adherents sought salvation in “black capitalism.” 
Carmichael himself would later move to Guinea, change his 
name to Kwame Ture and embrace Pan-Africanism. In 1963, 
however, the young SNCC activist was actually a member of 
the Socialist Party’s Young People’s Socialist League (YPSL). 
At the same time, he was a contact of the SWP’s youth group, 
the Young Socialist Alliance (YSA).  

Radicalized after seeing first-hand the treachery of the 
“liberal-labor syndrome,” he would have good reason to 
wonder why he was in YPSL. Carmichael was contacted by 
adherents of a minority grouping within the SWP/YSA, which 
had a revolutionary Marxist position on the fight for black 
freedom quite different than the majority leaders’ abstention-
ism. This grouping, which became the Revolutionary Tendency 
(RT) and later the Spartacist League that for three decades was 
the voice of authentic Trotskyism, held that the racial oppres-
sion of African Americans cannot accurately be categorized 
as a national question; the idea of forming a separate nation 
was illusory; and that black liberation is central to socialist 
revolution by and for the whole working class. This position 
of revolutionary integrationism is upheld by the International-
ist Group today. 

The theory was developed by Richard Fraser, an SWP 
cadre in the 1950s, and is based on his years of engaging in 

class struggles involving black and 
white workers. He wrote a document 
called “For the Materialist Conception 
of the Negro Question” (1955), which 
answered Breitman’s separatist line 
with a model history lesson on black 
struggles against racist exclusion from 
American society. He spoke of the role 
of the early Communist Party, following 
the principles laid down by Lenin and 
Trotsky, in inspiring interracial struggle 
against racist oppression. Fraser further-
more detailed the rise of the modern 
American industrial economy on the 
backs of millions of black workers. 
They created that wealth, he pointed 
out, and it is their birthright to claim it. 
This can only be accomplished through 
workers revolution to overthrow capi-
talism. Such a revolution can only be 
led by a multiracial revolutionary party. 

James Forman, too, was seeking a 
revolutionary perspective at this time. 
He was so impressed with a member 
of the SWP minority that he asked 
her to join him for further organizing 

in the South. She was Shirley Stoute, co-author (with James 
Robertson) of a revolutionary-integrationist document called 
“For Black Trotskyism” (1963).12 She and other comrades of 
the RT were tragically prevented by the SWP majority from 
engaging in black recruitment at a time when people of the 
caliber of Carmichael and Forman were searching for revo-
lutionary answers. 

“For Black Trotskyism” begins with a point Leon Trotsky 
made during a discussion with SWP members in Coyoacán, 
Mexico a year before an assassin sent by Stalin killed the founder 
of the Fourth International. Referring to the U.S. black popula-
tion, he stressed: “If ... we in the SWP are not able to find a road 
to this stratum, then we are not worthy at all. The permanent 
revolution and all the rest would be only a lie.” Trotsky was 
speaking in 1939, yet his message to American communists 
was the same as 20 years earlier, when both Lenin and Trotsky 
delivered it. The SWP’s abandonment of that perspective sabo-
taged the chance that leading militants of the early-1960s civil 
rights movement might have had to be won over to revolution-
ary Marxism. The task of winning over and cohering a core of 
black Trotskyist cadre remains unfinished. It must be carried out 
because without overthrowing racist U.S. capitalism once and 
for all, there can be no black liberation in racist America; and 
there can be no socialist revolution in the United States without 
a multiracial revolutionary workers party. n
12 This document was included in the SL’s Marxist Bulletin No. 5, 
What Strategy for Black Liberation? Trotskyism vs. Black National-
ism, originally published in 1978. This bulletin has been reprinted, 
along with the document  “Black and Red - Class Struggle Road to 
Negro Freedom,” adopted by the SL’s founding conference in 1966, 
as part of the Internationalist Group’s series of class readings.

Shirley Stoute, in 1963, when she was 
co-author with James Robertson of 
“For Black Trotskyism.”  
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By Abram Negrete
Of all the “socialist” groups that hitched their wagon to 

the star of Bernie Sanders’ “political revolution” – which, 
he proclaims, seeks to reform and “revitalize” the Demo-
cratic Party1 – the Democratic Socialists of America (DSA) 
has reaped the biggest rewards. In April 2017, the DSA’s 
membership hit 20,000 members, three months later the 
figure had climbed to 24,000, and by the November elec-
tions it claimed 30,000. After the ballot totals were in, the 
DSA “announced that its membership now includes 15 new 
elected officials,” in “addition to 20 elected already in of-
fices around the United States.”2 A blurb for a workshop at 
the upcoming conference of the DSA’s youth group, Young 
Democratic Socialists of America (YDSA), promises: “This 
coming year will pose even more opportunities for socialists 
to win big at the ballot box.” 

The DSA website shows that eight of the group’s “new 
elected officials” ran as Democrats (the rest are listed as “inde-
pendents”). So much for the illusions of those DSAers, including 
many new members, who talked of putting an end to the organi-
zation’s allegiance to the Democratic Party at the DSA’s August 
2017 convention. Instead, the convention committed to building 
1 See Bernie Sanders, “Revitalizing the Democratic Party,” OpEd 
News, 6 November 2017.
2 “15 DSA Members Elected! 2017 election” (9 November 2017) 
at dsausa.org.

Max Shachtman, Norman Thomas and  
Democratic (Party) Socialism

The Real Heritage of  
Michael Harrington’s DSA

an “electoral force inside and outside of the Democratic Party,” 
just as the DSA has for decades.3 So hapless dissident DSAers are 
stuck with the Democrats – and will continue to be. Pressuring 
and supporting this mainstay of U.S. capitalism is and always 
has been the purpose and function of the Democratic (Party) 
Socialists of America. It goes together with the DSA’s nauseat-
ing promotion of illusions in American “democracy.” And it is 
inseparable from the history of American social democracy’s 
participation in the crimes of U.S. imperialism.

This is no abstract or academic matter. Today, as Donald 
Trump threatens “fire and fury” to “totally destroy” North 
Korea, everyone on the left should know:
– how the DSA’s direct forebears boasted of their work with 

the U.S. war machine during the Korean War; 
– how they red-baited young radicals for solidarizing with 

the heroic Vietnamese insurgents against the puppet re-
gime the social democrats helped install; 

– and how they denounced the call to free Angela Davis as 
equivalent to terrorism.
“Credit Bernie Sanders for DSA’s explosive growth,” 

says Rolling Stone (8 February 2017) in one of the innumer-
able accounts in the liberal bourgeois media pitching the DSA 
as hip, responsible and the biggest group on the left. Though 

3 Joseph Schwartz, “DSA Convention Adopts National Political Pri-
orities” (16 December 2017), at dsausa.org.

Michael Harrington founded the Democratic Social-
ist Organizing Committee (DSOC) in 1973 and the 
Democratic Socialists of America (DSA) in 1982.

Bernie Sanders at a DSA meeting in Detroit. 



22

the late 19th century called itself 
“Possibilist.”)  On this basis, Har-
rington achieved a certain kind of 
success, cultivating connections 
with liberal media stars, labor 
officials and high-profile aca-
demics. There’s even a Michael 
Harrington Center for Demo-
cratic Values and Social Change 
at Queens College in NYC. Now 
this part of “Harrington’s heri-
tage,” as the DSA website calls 
it, is being reprised as the DSA 
receives effusive media cover-
age – plus assiduous fundraising 
among well-heeled liberals for its 
501(c)(3) DSA Fund.5 It’s all to 
steer potential radicals into safe 

social-democratic channels, and back to the Democratic Party. 
Harrington’s heritage, however, poses something of a di-

lemma for the DSA today – and for its own amorphous “left” 
wing. Any young people who join in the hopes that it has 
something to do with socialism are being taken for a ride. Nor 
are they the first – far from it. As we will see below, in decades 
past some revolted when it became clear to them what “demo-
cratic socialism” actually stands for; others saw a career path 
in cynicism (and worse). Still others were promptly chucked 
out. A word to the wise in any locals where the DSA “left” 
holds sway: check the locks on the doors to your office daily. 

The inside story of the DSA is quite an education. For 
those who want to learn where the DSA comes from, there are 
many paeans to Harrington on its website (dsausa.org). But 
when revolutionary Marxists bring up the real origins of his 
Democratic Party “socialism,” its complicity in the crimes of 
U.S. imperialism and its effects on present-day politics, DSA 
stalwarts wave this away as ancient history and sectarian 
muckraking.

The DSA’s official version, “A History of Democratic 
Socialists of America 1971-2017,” written by vice-chair 
Schwartz, refers to the group’s foundation in 1982 through a 
fusion of Harrington’s SP-offshoot, the Democratic Socialist 
Organizing Committee (DSOC), and a fragment from the right 
wing of the ’60s “New Left” called New American Move-
ment (NAM). It states: “DSA made an ethical contribution 
to the broader American Left by being one of the few radical 
organizations born out of a merger rather than a split.” The 
factual claim is not accurate: most currents on the left were 
actually the result of splits and fusions. Continuing with this 
“anti-sectarian” sanctimony, Schwartz goes on:

“DSA also helped popularize the vision of an ecumenical, 
multi-tendency socialist organization, an ethos that enabled it 
to recently incorporate ... many thousands of new members, 
mostly out of the Bernie Sanders presidential campaign. If 

5 501(c)(3) organizations are tax-exempt supposedly non-political 
outfits of the sort that well-heeled right-wingers use to influence 
politics in the United States. The Charles Koch Foundation and 
Heritage Foundation, for example, are 501(c)(3) organizations. 

“independent” senator Sanders is not, it states, a member, 
he calls himself a democratic socialist. Not only that: “DSA 
members point to Sanders’ involvement in the Young People’s 
Socialist League – a former student group under the umbrella 
of what was then the Socialist Party ... in the early Sixties 
as evidence of his alignment with their ideologies.” And the 
“DSA, too, is largely modeled on” the old SP. 

DSA leaders highlight the connection. One vice-chair 
of the group, Harold Meyerson, says Sanders “follows a line 
of American socialist tribunes” including Norman Thomas, 
Bayard Rustin and Michael Harrington. Another vice-chair, 
Joseph Schwartz, repeatedly invokes the Harrington-Thomas 
“legacy” in his postings to the DSA site and emphasizes the 
organization’s continuity with Harrington. A third DSA vice-
chair, Jacobin editor Bhaskar Sunkara – a leading light of the 
DSA “left” – repeatedly invokes Harrington’s “relevance.” 
And DSA national director Maria Svart also links the group’s 
enthusiasm for “socialist Sen. Bernie Sanders” and his “politi-
cal revolution” to the DSA’s “roots” in the Socialist Party of 
“Norman Thomas and Michael Harrington.”4 

No, Bernie Sanders is not a socialist, and his “political 
revolution” has been a big fat scam for the Democrats – as we 
explain in materials from The Internationalist and Revolution 
reprinted in this pamphlet. Here, we will take a closer look 
at what this talk of “democratic socialism” really means, and 
what those roots tell us about the DSA.

“Left Wing of the Possible”
Seeking “the left wing of the possible” within the frame-

work of bourgeois politics in general, and Democratic Party 
politics particularly, was the mantra of DSA founder Michael 
Harrington (1928-89). (The phrase was a conscious echo of 
the right wing of the French Socialist movement, which in 

4 Meyerson report on DNC, 28 July 2016, dsausa.org; Bhaskar Sunk-
ara, “Lean Socialist,” In These Times, 29 April 2013, and “What we 
can learn from Harrington,” socialistworker.org, 6 May 2013; Maria 
Svart, “Let’s Talk Democratic Socialism, Already,” In These Times, 
7 November 2011, and “Next Steps in the Political Revolution,” 5 
December 2016, dsausa.org. 

DSA brags about “election victories.” Most of the candidates ran as Democrats. 
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you are committed to a pluralist, democratic conception of 
a just society then you can join DSA’s collective project, 
regardless of your position (or lack thereof) on some arcane 
split in socialist history, or even whether you believe in the 
possibility of independent electoral work inside or outside 
the Democratic Party ballot line.” 
Schwartz, a leader of the Harringtonite old guard, harps 

on the “inside-outside” theme as the soft-sell pitch to herd left-
moving youth back into the Democratic Party fold. Both of 
the DSA’s constituent groups made “significant contributions” 
to “rebuilding a left-labor coalition within and without the 
Democratic Party,” Schwartz writes. In fact, he states, “DSOC’s 
greatest political contribution undoubtedly lay in making real 
Michael Harrington’s vision of building a strong coalition among 
progressive trade unionists, civil rights and feminist activists 
and the ‘new politics’ left-liberals in the McGovern wing of the 
Democrats.” Its congenital ties to the Democrats logically led 
to “DSA’s decision in late 2014 to make its number one priority 
the movement to support Bernie Sanders running for president.” 
And while various reformist leftists tried to pussyfoot around 
the issue of the Democratic Party of U.S. imperialism, the DSA 
was emphatic that “Sanders should not only run, but should run 
in the Democratic primaries.”

Despite Schwartz’s dismissive talk of “some arcane split 
in socialist history,” the fact is that the origins of the DSA go 
back to a series of splits, in particular:
– the split between the social-democratic Second Interna-

tional and the Communist Third International of Lenin 
and Trotsky at the time of World War I and the Russian 
Revolution; 

– the split between Trotsky and James P. Cannon on one side 
and Harrington’s mentor Max Shachtman on the other at 
the outbreak of World War II; 

– Harrington’s split with Students for a Democratic Society 
at the inception of the New Left; and 

– the disintegration of the Harrington-Thomas-Shachtman 
Socialist Party under the impact of the Vietnam War, which 
gave rise to DSOC and then the DSA.
This genealogy is what’s behind the deep-seated anti-

communism that has characterized the DSA from the begin-
ning. It’s there in Schwartz’s preachments of “opposition 
to authoritarian communism as a central moral obligation 
of democratic socialists,” harking back to what he calls the 
“left-wing anti-Communism” of Harrington and other DSA 
founders. Today, his DSA history states, the group views “the 
collapse of communism” as “a critical gain for democracy.” 
On the contrary, as the Internationalist Group and League 
for the Fourth International have explained – and millions of 
working people have painfully experienced – the demise of 
the bureaucratically degenerated/deformed Soviet bloc workers 
states led to an intensified capitalist drive against the social 
gains and democratic rights of working people the world over. 

Far from “arcane,” these issues are of the greatest impor-
tance for workers and oppressed people around the world. From 
Wilson’s WWI and FDR’s WWII to JFK/LBJ’s war on Vietnam 
and the wars of Jimmy Carter (Afghanistan), Bill Clinton 
(Yugoslavia) and Barack Obama (Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria), 

Democrats have led endless wars for U.S. imperial domination. 
Opposition to the Democratic Party and all capitalist parties 
is not some matter of taste, but a bedrock class principle for 
opponents of imperialist war, racist terror and exploitation. 
The social democrats of 2018 echo the Second International 
of 1917 that reviled the Russian Revolution in the name of 
(bourgeois) “democracy.” When the USSR, undermined by 
Stalinism, fell to capitalist counterrevolution in 1989-92, 
revolutionary communists – Trotskyists – fought against this, 
defending the remaining revolutionary gains, while the DSA 
hailed this historic defeat for the proletariat that led to U.S. 
imperialism’s “New World Order” rampage of unending war. 

DSA “Left” No Alternative
In a recent online discussion of whether the DSA can be 

“pushed left,” a member declaimed: “It’s bullshit to claim that 
DSA is a pressure group on the Democrats.” Nonsense, that 
is exactly what the DSA has been from the start and is today: 
witness the Bernie Sanders campaign. And the DSA’s openly 
declared effort to push the Democrats to the left – shaped by 
the “realignment” strategy of Max Shachtman and Michael Har-
rington – is reflected in the attempts, “from inside and outside,” 
to do the same with the DSA itself. See the article on “The ABCs 
of the DSA,” reproduced in this pamphlet, for more on this.

Claiming to have drawn a lesson from history, a grouping 
of “left” members of the DSA vowed to “reject the realignment 
strategy that has guided much of the left’s electoral orienta-
tion for decades” (DSA Left Caucus founding statement, 29 
October 2016). So did this mean drawing a class line against 
backing bosses’ parties and politicians, as dreaded “Trotskyist 
sectarians” do? Not at all, the DSA “left” hastened to promise: 
“We do not ... call for an immediate and total break from voting 
for or supporting any Democratic candidate.” After all, “We all 
fervently supported Bernie Sanders” – and voting for Demo-
crats “can be justified in many circumstances,” they stated. 

Still, citing the “rich history of third party challenges” in 
the U.S., this grouping wanted to join other leftists sometimes 
in backing the Greens and other minor bourgeois parties. They 
also expressed interest in attempts to form left-populist lash-
ups like SYRIZA in Greece or the virulently anti-communist 
Podemos in Spain if the opportunity arises. This is music to 
the ears of social-democratic groups positioned just a tad to 
the left – International Socialist Organization (ISO), Socialist 
Alternative (SAlt), etc. – which tailed Sanders with less success 
than the DSA. Those same groups assiduously court the DSA 
“left,” which pressures the DSA to consider being a bit more 
picky about when to vote for Democrats, and to diversify its 
tactics to pressure this capitalist party – and bourgeois politics 
in general – to the left. 

As Sanders roped youth and discontented workers into the 
discredited Democratic Party, such “socialists” offered their 
services to coax “Bernie” to consider running as an “indepen-
dent,” and occasionally use the Greens as a supplementary 
pressure group on the Democrats. While the Left Caucus had 
petered out by the time the DSA held its national convention 
last August, its place was taken by the Momentum caucus and 
other tendencies. But the political function of the DSA “left” 
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remains the same: to use the liberal illusions of young, would-
be socialists to bind them to the ultra-reformist Democratic 
(Party) Socialists of America. 

This can only lead to lead to political disorientation and 
support for imperialism. Thus long-time DSA “leftist” Jason 
Schulman co-authored a piece with Joseph Schwartz on “The 
Democratic Socialist Vision,” denouncing Lenin’s theory of 
the state, saying “the end of Communism in the former Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe ... will hopefully lead to movements 
for democratic socialism in these countries,” and so forth ad 
nauseam.6 Quite the contrary, counterrevolution in the Soviet 
bloc led to the growth of fascistic and outright fascist move-
ments throughout East Europe and a decline of parties claiming 
to be socialist, while emboldening the imperialists, including 
the DSA’s beloved Democrats.

To Take You for a Ride, Lots to Hide
You can’t understand any social institution (racial op-

pression or the subjugation of women, for example) without 
tracing its history, and when it comes to a political party, 
knowing its origin (like the fact that the Democrats originated 
as the slaveowners’ party). To understand the map of the left 
today you have to know how the organizations making it up 
took shape, and why they debated the big issues of politics 
and history so fiercely. Those who claim otherwise gener-
ally have something to hide. That goes double for the DSA, 
which boasts of its influence and numbers while providing a 
very partial and sanitized account of its past. Leon Trotsky 
famously remarked that the leading American social democrat 
of his day, Norman Thomas (1884-1968), “called himself a 
socialist as a result of a misunderstanding.” As today’s heirs 
of Thomas and Harrington push Sanders-style “socialism” 
in the service of the Democrats, they are promoting the same 
kind of confusion. 

 As for the social-democratic leftists who sidle up to 
the DSA or jump straight in (ISO, SAlt, IMT, Solidarity and 
innumerable smaller fry), their biggest argument is that the 
DSA is big. Perhaps its politics ain’t so great, they murmur, 
but it is so very, very large. Rummaging around in this great 
big bag of hugeness, they hope that they can grab a piece of 
the action for their own favorite flavor of reformism. Yet the 
brand of American social democracy of Michael Harrington 
and his heirs does not represent, as many European “socialist” 
parties do, significant sections of workers or the oppressed. Its 
raison d’être (reason for existence) is to block any break from 
the Democrats. Tailing Sanders and the Democrats themselves, 
the left groups pandering to the DSA may gently criticize its 
past and present now and then. But they tread lightly on what 
is actually a very explosive history, fearing it could blow up 
the delicate minuet with their fellow “socialists.” 

To capture the essence of the DSA, you have to take note of 
how the bourgeoisie actively promotes these “socialists.” The 
same was true of Harrington. A remarkable number of articles 
touting the DSA founder’s life and works have appeared over 
the years in the mainstream media, from the New Yorker’s 50-

6 Joseph Schwartz and Jason Schulman, “Toward Freedom: Demo-
cratic Socialist Theory and Practice,” 22 December 2012, dsausa.org.

page promo back in 19637 to today’s New York Times, Rolling 
Stone and the Mother Jones (May-June 2017) puff piece titled 
“Donald Trump Has Made Socialism Cool Again.” Typically, 
such pieces tell a tale of the “charismatic” and eternally boyish 
Midwesterner Harrington, who aspired to be a poet, struggled 
with spirituality, hung out in Greenwich Village, and so on. 
In short, as American as apple pie. Accurately, they cite him 
as successor to Norman Thomas, the long-time leader of U.S. 
social democracy, dubbed “Mr. Socialism” by the friendly 
bourgeois press and “a friend and mentor” by Harrington. 

Frequently, such hagiographic accounts have Harrington 
finally fighting free of “sectarian” trammels to embody a respect-
able, responsible, “relevant” Democratic Left. This term was one 
of his favorites – evoking the “left” of the Democratic Party and 
a “left” tailored to U.S.-style institutions of bourgeois rule. It has 
been key to the DSA’s politics since Harrington founded it and 
his Democratic Left newsletter became its publication. It harks 
back to Toward a Democratic Left, a book Harrington wrote in 
1968 as co-leader of Norman Thomas’ Socialist Party. Kirkus 
Reviews (15 April 1968) captured its essence with the trenchant 
observation that Harrington proposed “not the reorganization 
of society which one might expect from a self-proclaimed radi-
cal – but the revival of liberalism, by moving leftward within 
the structure of the Democratic Party.” Touché. And that’s what 
the DSA has sought to do (not very successfully) ever since.

In reality, as the 2016 election cycle showed once again, 
you don’t have stand formally within the Democratic Party’s 
structures to pursue the policy of pressuring it, from “outside” 
as well as in. Thus “democratic socialist” senator Sanders 
attracted youth and some workers with his talk of “politi-
cal revolution,” and then when they were hooked, after the 
predictable failure of his primary bid, urged them to vote for 
Hillary Clinton. The Green Party has a similar technique, run-
ning in “safe” states and elections where there is no danger of 
a Republican win. They are tailed in turn by a host of groups 
claiming to be Marxist, various of which sometimes run on 
the Green ticket. In doing so they judiciously temper mild 
criticism with “respect for Harrington’s importance” and for 
“his insistence that radical political action was necessary,” as 
the ISO’s paper (Socialist Worker, 8 May 2013) put it in an 
exchange on Harrington with DSAer Sunkara. 

The legacy of Michael Harrington is the heritage of the 
DSA, and it is the polar opposite of everything that revolution-
ary Marxism stands for. In this article, we will show what that 
has meant in real life. Lionized by the capitalist press, trained 
by virulent anti-communist Max Shachtman (1904-1972), 
working in tandem with Norman Thomas – the embodiment 
of “State Department socialism” – Harrington served the 
capitalist-imperialist Democratic Party against the cause of 
socialism. The best place to begin is with how Harrington 
first became the poster boy for the “Democratic Left,” just as 
the Democratic White House of John F. Kennedy and Lyndon 
B. Johnson was trying to wipe out revolutions against U.S. 
imperialism, from Cuba to Vietnam. 

7 Dwight MacDonald, “Our Invisible Poor,” New Yorker, 19 January 
1963. According to some accounts, this review of Harrington’s The 
Other America is what brought the book to John F. Kennedy’s attention.
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“Mr. Poverty” Goes to Washington
The DSA’s website trumpets the role of its founder in 

articles like “War on Poverty: Initiated by Socialist Michael 
Harrington” (10 January 2014), boasting that the publication 
of Harrington’s The Other America in 1962 “was a seminal 
event leading [to] meetings with President John F. Kennedy 
and Sargent Shriver’s work with the administration.” The book 
“helped to shape President Johnson’s plans for a War on Pov-
erty,” it notes. While Harrington never met with JFK himself, 
he came close enough that the experience was a milestone in 
that lifelong quest to be the “left wing of the possible” in the 
framework of capitalist politics.

An investigation of the persistence of poverty amidst 
myths of “The Affluent Society” (the title of a tome by liberal 
economist John Kenneth Galbraith), The Other America was 
Harrington’s ticket to the (relatively) big time, earning him 
the sobriquet “Mr. Poverty.” Reportedly reaching John F. Ken-
nedy’s desk in the White House, the book came out in between 
JFK’s failed attempt to stamp out the Cuban Revolution with 
the Bay of Pigs invasion and his threats to blow up the world 
in the Cuban Missile Crisis. Years later JFK’s brother, Sena-
tor Edward Kennedy, said he viewed “Michael Harrington as 
delivering the Sermon on the Mount to America.”8 A nod from 
Kennedy’s “Camelot” was virtually a taste of heaven for the 
man soon to be America’s foremost respectable “socialist.” 

Not for nothing would Harrington be “knighted by Arthur 
Schlesinger Jr.,” the former special advisor and court histo-
rian to JFK, as “the only responsible radical in America.”9 As 
Harrington’s political heirs in today’s DSA daydream about 

8 Senator Kennedy’s encomium was delivered in a speech to a cel-
ebration of Harrington in 1988, as recalled in an obituary for the 
DSA founder in the New York Times (2 August 1989), which praised 
him as “an inspiring political organizer.”
9 Village Voice (26 November 1964), quoted in Maurice Isserman, 
The Other American: The Life of Michael Harrington (Public Af-
fairs, 2000), p. 219.

a Bernie Sanders presidency, they hark back to that time. For 
Harrington in the 1960s, the tantalizing experience of rubbing 
shoulders with the powerful continued when Johnson assumed 
the presidency after JFK’s assassination. LBJ appointed Ken-
nedy brother-in-law and Peace Corps director Sargent Shriver 
to oversee planning for LBJ’s vaunted “War on Poverty.” 
Shriver then appointed Harrington to the War on Poverty task 
force in early 1964. 

In one of his autobiographies, Harrington provides a 
name-dropping recital of the members of LBJ’s cabinet and 
White House staff who attended the “very first meeting” of the 
task force, including “a whiz kid for Robert McNamara at the 
Department of Defense.” For the imperialist social democrat, 
those were the days, as he fondly recalls: “It was all very heady 
and exciting to be arguing with Cabinet officers and indirectly 
presenting memos to the President.”10 “Mr. Poverty” wound 
up with one of the pens that Johnson used when he signed 
his anti-poverty legislation. Although bitterly opposed by 
the Republicans, the anti-poverty programs hardly wiped out 
poverty in the U.S., and they certainly had nothing to do with 
socialism. With a few palliatives, they attempted to prettify 
the ugly reality of capitalism.

Harrington went on, in the fall of ’64, to “argue forcefully 
... that the Left should support Johnson’s bid for election to 
the White House in his own right.”11 His fervent endorse-
ment came shortly after Johnson used the trumped-up “Gulf 
of Tonkin incident” as a pretext for massive bombing raids 
against North Vietnam, brain-trusted by McNamara, the former 
Ford Motor Co. president who became one of the most notori-
ous war criminals in American history (chillingly depicted in 
the 2004 film The Fog of War).

A year later, the future DSA founder was able to score 
a brush with the imperialist bomber-in-chief himself. Not long 

10 Michael Harrington, Fragments of the Century (Saturday Review 
Press/Dutton, 1973), pp. 174-175.
11 Isserman, Other American, pp. 218-219.

Harrington’s book The Other America (left) was his ticket to the big time of bour-
geois politics. He later boasted of meeting with LBJ’s cabinet members and an 
aide to U.S. war secretary Robert McNamara. Above: Johnson with McNamara 
(right) following NLF’s 1968 Têt offensive that presaged U.S. defeat in Vietnam. 
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after LBJ sent 42,000 U.S. Marines and Army troops to occupy 
the Dominican Republic, and as the napalm rained down on 
Vietnam, Harrington joined a planning session for Johnson’s 
White House Conference on Civil Rights in fall 1965. “Along 
with the other delegates he was invited to a Texas-style buf-
fet dinner in the White House, and Lyndon Johnson shook his 
hand,” reports DSA member Maurice Isserman in The Other 
American, his generally favorable (though not uncritical) 
biography of Harrington. One of the other participants “came 
over to him and marveled, ‘Mike, we’re eating barbecue in 
the White House.’”12  

How It All Began
In his autobiographical reminiscence on his good old days 

with LBJ cabinet members, Harrington asks: “But how could 
an anti-capitalist radical [sic!] play a role within a capitalist 
government, i.e., in that institution Marx had described as the 
‘executive committee of the bourgeoisie’?” This was “a dif-
ficult emotional issue for me,” he avers. “When I first became 
a socialist,” he claims, “I accepted the revolutionary Marxist 
position as it derived from the Marx of the Manifesto and the 
Trotsky of the Fourth International.” Actually, that is quite 
untrue; he was a disciple of the anti-Trotskyist Max Shacht-
man – but Harrington goes on explain that he eventually came 
“to understand how wrong I had been....” 

For Harrington, the conclusion was: “So when I got the 
opportunity to work with powerful Democratic liberals in a 
struggle against poverty in 1964 I had no principled hesita-
tions about accepting the invitation.”13 That is also true of 
Harrington’s heirs in the DSA today, who jumped headlong 
into Bernie Sanders’ campaign for the Democratic presidential 
nomination: they have no principled objections to participat-
ing in a capitalist party. On the contrary. And to understand 
the DSA’s origins and politics, it is vital to grasp the key to 
its founder’s trajectory, as stated by his biographer Isserman:  
“Of all the mentors that Michael Harrington would adopt 
during his political career, including such notable figures as 
[Catholic Worker leader Dorothy] Day and [SP leader] Thomas, 
Shachtman was destined to exercise the most lasting influence 
upon him.” 14 

A former editor of the Catholic Worker, in 1952 Michael 
Harrington was recruited to the Young People’s Socialist League 
(YPSL) by another future DSAer, Bogdan Denitch. A profoundly 
anti-communist, red-baiting organization, YPSL was the youth 
group of Norman Thomas’ Socialist Party. Thomas’ SP was 
known for its close collaboration with the highest levels of the 
U.S. government in the Cold War. Harrington’s recruitment to 
YPSL came at a time when it was being courted by Max Shacht-
man’s Independent Socialist League (ISL). For Shachtman, this 
was a way station toward the ISL joining the SP itself, as part 
of a project for “regroupment” on the basis of Cold War social 
democracy. In 1954 Harrington and Denitch helped form a new 
youth group for Shachtman called the Young Socialist League. 
Harrington soon became its national chairman. 

12 Isserman, Other American, p. 248.
13 Harrington, Fragments of the Century, pp. 176-179.
14 Isserman, Other American, pp. 115, 363. 

The ISL/YSL put forward what Shachtman called the 
politics of the “Third Camp,” claiming neutrality in the Cold 
War (“Neither Washington nor Moscow”), while embracing 
out-and-out Stalinophobia, siding more and more openly 
with Washington and imperialism generally against the So-
viet Union. Shachtman’s rightward motion took off from his 
vitriolic 1940 split from Leon Trotsky’s Fourth International 
and its U.S. section, the then-Trotskyist Socialist Workers 
Party (SWP). Shachtman and NYU professor James Burnham 
(later an editor of the ultra-right-wing, arch-anti-communist 
National Review) led what Trotsky termed the “petty-bourgeois 
opposition,” which refused to defend the Soviet Union in 
WWII, breaking from the Fourth International’s policy of un-
conditional military defense of the USSR against any capitalist 
state. Though it took Shachtman a while to cook up a theory to 
justify this, he eventually settled on the claim that the USSR 
was ruled by a new “bureaucratic collectivist” class. 

Shachtman counterposed his version of anti-communist 
“totalitarianism” theory to Trotsky’s explanation that the 
USSR was a bureaucratically degenerated workers state, still 
based on crucial gains of the October Revolution. As Trotsky 
emphasized, the defense of the USSR required a proletarian 
political revolution to oust the Stalinist bureaucracy and re-
establish soviet democracy and the policy of revolutionary 
internationalism. Some leftists try to treat the whole topic as 
an arcane Talmudic dispute. Quite to the contrary, Trotsky’s 
warning that the counterrevolutionary destruction of the USSR 
would be a major victory for imperialism has been borne out 
in full in the quarter century since this historic defeat for the 
international working class occurred. 

By the 1950s, the counterrevolutionary logic of Shacht-
man’s anti-communist position on the “Russian Question” 
meant growing political convergence with the traditional social 
democrats. The remnants of socialist vocabulary were still use-
ful for some sophist justifications. Yet particularly when impe-
rialism’s counterrevolutionary Cold War was carried out under 
“progressive” Democratic leadership, Shachtmanism meant, 
more and more brazenly, backing the aims and actions of U.S. 
imperialism. Norman Thomas’ SP similarly backed Western 
imperialism in the name of democracy, against the “Communist 
totalitarianism” of the East. So Shachtman aligned with the 
“democratic socialism” of Norman Thomas in the Korean War, 
which Thomas called “a struggle to preserve civilization.”15 

This genocidal war was waged by Democratic president 
Harry Truman, who during WWII carried out the terror bomb-
ing of Japan, killing 100,000 Tokyo citizens in two nights 
of fire-bombing before dropping atomic bombs on civilians 
at Hiroshima and Nagasaki. In Korea (1950-53), Truman’s 
war killed 3 million Koreans by every means short of atom 
bombs. (Although he wanted to use them, he was advised that 
the USSR would retaliate.) Shachtman and Norman Thomas 
pitched in by writing propaganda leaflets that the imperialists 
literally stuffed into canisters which were otherwise used in 
germ warfare and dropped on the Koreans. The leaflets urged 

15 Dwight Steward, Mr. Socialism: Being an Account of Norman 
Thomas and His Labors to Keep America Safe from Socialism (Lyle 
Stuart, 1974), p. 194.
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By 1956, Shachtman was campaigning for a merger of his 
ISL/YSL into Thomas’ SP and its youth group, in the name of 
their common commitment to “democracy.” In the newspaper 
of the still-Trotskyist SWP, Myra Tanner Weiss described what 
that actually meant: 

“‘Democracy’ to the Social Democrats means capitalist 
democracy, support of U.S. imperialism in its drive toward 
World War III, support of the anti-Communist witch hunt, 
support of the dictatorial rule [over] the unions by the labor 
bureaucrats. When Max Shachtman and the ISL accept this 
kind of State Department ‘democracy’ and try to pass it off 
as socialism they have passed the point of no return....”17

Jolted toward the same conclusion by Shachtman’s lurch 
to the right, a group of YSL activists formed a Left Wing 
Caucus in early 1957. The caucus denounced the politics of 
the Socialist Party, which “can be defined as ‘State-Depart-
ment Socialism’ and ‘Democratic Party Socialism’,” serving 
as a “socialist cover for U.S. imperialism and ‘liberal’ big 
business.”18 Shaken from Shachtmanite assumptions by the 
Hungarian Revolution of 1956 – which confirmed Trotsky’s 
view of the Stalinist bureaucracy as a brittle, contradictory 
caste, not a new ruling class – many in the caucus, including 
its leaders Tim Wohlforth, James Robertson and Shane Mage, 
were drawn towards Trotskyism. As Isserman tells it: 

“In the ensuing factional struggle within the YSL ... Michael 
[Harrington] brought charges of consorting with Trotskyists 
against the leader of the YSL’s left-wing caucus, Tim 
Wohlforth (who had, indeed, been flirting with James Cannon’s 
Socialist Workers Party), and had him expelled from the YSL. 
Wohlforth, in turn, accompanied by several score of YSL 
defectors, helped to form a new radical youth group, the Young 
Socialist Alliance (YSA), which affiliated with the SWP.”19

The founders of the YSA went on to form the Revolutionary 
Tendency of the SWP, predecessor of the Spartacist League, 
which for three decades upheld the Trotskyist program 
defended today by the Internationalist Group/League for the 
Fourth International.

Harrington-Shachtman-Thomas 
“Realignment”

Meanwhile, back in Shachtman-land, “Max’s boys,” experts 
at organizational maneuvers, joined the Socialist Party in 1958, 
sealing the deal with a statement pledging to uphold “the Aims 

17 Myra Tanner Weiss, “The Shachtmanite Regroupment Line,” The 
Militant, 21 January 1957. As part of his campaign to join the SP, 
Shachtman tried to lump Norman Thomas together with early So-
cialist leader Eugene V. Debs. The technique of linking their names 
became characteristic of Harrington, and his admirers. In a 1956 
article, James P. Cannon denounced “charlatans” who did “an injus-
tice to the memory of Debs” with efforts to use him as an icon for 
the “respectable reformist brand of socialism” (see Cannon, “E.V. 
Debs,” http://www.marxists.org/archive/cannon/works/1956/debs.
htm).
18 “On the Socialist Party,” YSL Left Wing Bulletin No. 1 (March 
1957), p. 5. 
19 Isserman, Other American, 166. Despite Wohlforth’s subsequent 
evolution, his pamphlet What Makes Shachtman Run? (1957) in-
cludes useful material, as does YSA – How It Began (Labor Publica-
tions, 1973).

Socialist Party leader Eugene V. Debs, delivering 
his speech in Canton, Ohio calling for resistance to the 
imperialist World War I, 9 February 1918. As a result of his 
“incendiary” speech denouncing the war and capitalism, 
he was imprisoned for sedition. 

The DSA’s pretense of standing in the tradition of 
Eugene V. Debs is a gross falsification of history. Though 
unable to make the leap from pre-WWI socialism to the 
communism of Lenin and Trotsky, Debs hailed the Bolshe-
vik Revolution reviled Democratic politicians and class-
collaborationist “labor skates,” fought to free class-war 
prisoners, and spent years in prison for leading “illegal” 
strikes and exhorting the workers to oppose imperialist war. 

In a 1904 speech on “The Socialist Party and the 
Working Class,” Debs stated:

“The Republican and Democratic parties, or, to be 
more exact, the Republican-Democratic party, repre-
sent the capitalist class in the class struggle. They are 
the political wings of the capitalist system and such 
differences as arise between them relate to spoils 
and not to principles. With either of those parties in 
power one thing is always certain and that is that the 
capitalist class is in the saddle and the working class 
under the saddle. Under the administration of both 
these parties the means of production are private 
property, production is carried forward for capital-
ist profit purely, markets are glutted and industry 
paralyzed, workingmen become tramps and criminals 
while injunctions, soldiers and riot guns are brought 
into action to preserve ‘law and order’ in the chaotic 
carnival of capitalistic anarchy.”

Eugene V. Debs vs.  
Democratic (Party) Socialists of America

the Koreans to love those who were bombing them, because 
the Communists were their true enemy.16 

16 Shachtman cited these leaflets to show why the ISL, as an anti-
communist group, should not be included on the government’s 
“subversive list,” boasting in his paper Labor Action (28 Septem-
ber 1953) that they were dropped “by U.S. bombers ... presumably 
through the sponsorship of the State Department.” Also see Stephen 
Endicott and Edward Hagerman, The United States and Biological 
Warfare: Secrets from the Early Cold War and Korea (Indiana Uni-
versity Pres, 1998), pp. 176-178. 
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and Tasks of Democratic Socialism adopted by the Socialist In-
ternational with which [the party] is affiliated.”20 Quickly gaining 
ascendancy over the aged and slower-footed Thomasites, they 
proceeded to push the SP even further to the right, under their new 
strategy: “realignment.” This was the prospect of “realigning” the 
Democratic Party by jettisoning its Southern racist (“Dixiecrat”) 
wing, while tirelessly promoting the worldview of the virulently 
anti-communist AFL-CIO leadership headed by the personifica-
tion of Cold War labor officialdom, George Meany. 

The Shachtman-Harrington forces made “realignment” 
their calling card, organizing the Realignment Caucus of 
the SP in 1960. Though as a former Presbyterian minister he 
made a “principle” of not joining factions, “Norman Thomas 
... nevertheless announced his support for the program of the 
Realignment Caucus.”21 Thomas remained the SP’s titular 
leader for a number of years. But with Shachtman as coach, 
Harrington quickly became quarterback for the “democratic 
socialist” team. (He officially became chairman of the SP in 
1968.) While pitching Harrington as a kind of renaissance man 
of reformism, his biographer Isserman underlines: “Foremost 
among [his] commitments in these years was his support for 
the Socialist Party, for the party’s ‘realignment’ faction, and 
for his faction’s undisputed leader, Max Shachtman.”22  

When the SP launched a new paper called New America 
in 1960, Harrington was its first editor. Realignment was the 
theme of his editorial for the first issue: 

“American socialism must concentrate its efforts on the battle 
for political realignment, for the creation of a real second 
party that will unite labor, liberals, Negroes.... Such a party 
as the Democratic Party will be when the Southern racists and 
certain other corruptive elements have been forced out of it.” 
That fall, liberal Democrat JFK won the White House, 

opening a “new frontier” for The Other America’s “democratic 
socialist” author. Kennedy, who ran as a more youthful, stylish 
and aggressive Cold Warrior, launched the CIA-organized Bay 
of Pigs invasion in April 1961. Shachtman openly backed this at-
tempt to bring imperialist counterrevolution to Cuba. Harrington 
did not break from his mentor. This was, however, too much for 
others in his organization. Hal Draper led a West Coast-based 
split, which eventually became the International Socialists (I.S.). 
This group remained viciously anti-communist, but did not so 
ostentatiously support U.S. imperialism, preferring to continue to 
uphold the pretense of the “Third Camp.” As the I.S. fragmented 
in the mid-1970s, some its leaders helped form Solidarity and 
an expelled Left Tendency influenced by Tony Cliff in Britain 
founded the International Socialist Organization.23 

20 “ISL Members to Join SP-SDF,” New International, Spring-Sum-
mer 1958. (“SP-SDF” referred to the SP’s merger with a group of 
former members called the Social Democratic Federation.)
21 SDUSA, For the Record (1973), p. 2.
22 Isserman, Other American, p. 265.
23 In an exchange with Jacobin editor Bhaskar Sunkara, Joe Allen of 
the International Socialist Organization backhandedly acknowledges 
that the ISO shares Shachtmanite roots with the DSA; from its origins 
“the ISO tradition stood for ‘Neither Washington nor Moscow, but 
Workers’ Power, East and West’,” which “was similar to the slogan 
that originated with Max Shachtman during the Second World War” 
(“What Harrington shows us,” socialistworker.org, 2 May 2013). 

Elsewhere in this pamphlet we look at the ravages of 
“realignment” when Bayard Rustin, Shachtman-faction 
YPSL members (known as “YPSLs” or “yipsels”) Tom 
Kahn and Rachelle Horowitz, and others, applied it to 
the civil rights movement. As JFK’s war in Vietnam was 
escalated by his successor, Harrington, Rustin and others 
famously went “all the way with LBJ.” This meant lashing 
out against young leftists who recoiled from Johnson, and 
then his VP and hoped-for successor, Hubert Humphrey – 
the consummate red-baiting Cold War liberal who authored 
the Communist Control Act of 1954. As Harrington, Rustin 
et al. lobbied the White House to adopt what they called 
a Freedom Budget, they hoped to keep basking in LBJ’s 
War on Poverty. For liberals, the “tragedy of Vietnam” was 
largely that it dashed such hopes. 

Until the end of his life, Harrington would insist that “the 
socialist and radical Left” would be “condemned ... to failure and 
irrelevance” unless it “learn[ed] to understand” that “mass move-
ments for social change in America ... have been predominantly 
liberal.”24 Making common cause with the liberals remained key 
to his politics, as it has to his successors (while their brethren 
in the ISO, SAlt and other reformist groups seek to be at most 
one step to the left of the liberal Democrats). Meanwhile, as the 
Dixiecrats switched over to the Republicans, the “realigned” 
Democratic Party and American liberalism moved further and 
further to the right. Shachtman and his disciple Harrington thus 
played a role in shifting leftists rightward into bourgeois Ameri-
can politics, reinforcing the sinister illusion that the Democrats 
are or could be the party of democracy and freedom, when in 
fact they no less than the Republicans are a party of racist police 
terror domestically and imperialist terror abroad. 

Hunting “Reds,” Locking Out Leftists
By the early 1960s, the impact of the civil rights move-

ment, the Cuban Revolution and the escalating U.S. war in 
Vietnam began to break up the “Cold War consensus” in 
American society. “Socialist” Cold Warriors of the Thomas-
Harrington-Shachtman kind had to face new challenges, 
notably the emergence of a student “New Left,” as youthful 
liberals found their illusions in JFK, and LBJ’s War on Poverty, 
shattered on the brutal realities of racism and imperialist terror.

Harrington, who liked to call himself “America’s oldest 
young socialist,” put his experience leading the Shachtmanite 
charge against the Left Wing Caucus in the late ’50s to use 
repeatedly in the following decade, most famously against the 
youthful leaders of Students for a Democratic Society. SDS 
began as the student affiliate of a Socialist Party front group, the 
League for Industrial Democracy. Its 1962 conference at Port 
Huron, Michigan was a key event in the early development of 
the New Left. The “Port Huron Statement” was still well within 
the bounds of liberalism, including standard pledges of “opposi-
tion to the communist system.” However, its mild criticism of 
“unreasoning anticommunism” and of excessive “paranoia about 
the Soviet Union” drove SP and LID leaders into a frenzy of 
accusations that SDS was straying from Cold War orthodoxy. 

24 Michael Harrington, “Liberalism and the Left,” Taking Sides 
(Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1985), p. 13.
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“Egged on by Harrington, the officers of LID summoned 
the SDS leadership” to an “emergency meeting” in late June 
1962, followed by another in early July. It was a veritable 
witch hunt in which Harrington “zealously played the role of 
chief inquisitor.”25 Harrington’s red hunt became so notorious 
that it features prominently in virtually every history of 1960s 
activism. As one summarizes it:

“The presence of a teenage observer from a Communist 
Party youth group provoked a fierce internal battle with the 
anticommunist Socialists controlling the League for Industrial 
Democracy.... Socialist Party leaders like Michael Harrington 
had attended the Port Huron conference, and were disturbed 
by what they saw. They had long felt that the SDS ‘kids’ were 
oblivious to what Socialists saw as the overwhelming danger 
[of pro-Soviet Communism]. Permitting a Communist youth 
to attend, even as a nonvoting observer, was a last straw. In 
New York, the LID board changed the locks on the SDS 
office and fired the staff.”26

Today, DSAers pitch Mike Harrington as a kindly grand-
father figure for a “reasonable” left with “unity” and fraternal 
feeling for all. Records of the 6 July 1962 LID/Harrington 
hearing tell a different story. The decision to allow a member of 
the CP youth group (then called Progressive Youth Organizing 
Committee) was just the first item on the bill of particulars:

An LID director demanded: “Do you think that the LID would 
allow a communist-front group to be seated at a convention?”
Harrington: “PYOC is the youth group of the CP! – it’s not 
a front group. There’s a tradition, and a good one, not to give 
it a voice or vote in the community.”
An SDS speaker pleaded that the Port Huron document was 
“not blind” in its attitude toward the Soviet bloc, and they had 
“just allowed [the CP youth group member] to be seated” at 
the convention, with no implication of supporting his views.
 Harrington: “We should have nothing to do with those 
people.... United frontism [sic] means accepting reds to your 
meeting.... [T]hat you could countenance any united frontism 
now is inconceivable.... Documents shmocuments.”
The LID board “brought out other arguments,” the book 
SDS relates. “They objected to the fact that [the son of a 
former CPer] had been chosen as a Field Secretary for the 
fall – his father was a Communist, you know, and wasn’t 
he a Communist himself once? They harked back to a 
demonstration earlier that year in which SDS had joined other 
groups including PYOC,” against a rally of the right-wing 
Young Americans for Freedom. “And so it went.” 27 

“Social Democrats Aren’t Radicals”
“America’s best liberals were on the lip of red-baiting us 

out of existence,” one of the SDSers said. An hour after the 
hearing (or as some accounts call it, “the inquest”), LID fired 
the SDS staffers, cut off funds to the organization, moved 
to seize its mailing lists, and changed the locks on its office. 
SDS leaders feared a full break would lead to an escalation of 

25 James Miller, “Democracy Is in the Streets”: From Port Huron to 
the Siege of Chicago (Simon & Schuster, 1987), p. 127; Isserman, 
Other American, p. 240.
26 Van Gosse, Rethinking the New Left: An Interpretive History (Pal-
grave MacMillan, 2005), p. 69.
27 Kirkpatrick Sale, SDS (Vintage Books, 1974), pp. 62-64.

McCarthyite tactics: “We knew LID would spend its energies 
trying to blackball us and make us [out to be] some Communist 
organization if we broke with them,” one recalled. “They were 
vicious,” said another.28 The affiliation was kept in place for 
a while with a compromise (though LID still refused to pay 
the field secretary’s salary). One SDSer said the experience 
“taught me that Social Democrats aren’t radicals and can’t be 
trusted in a radical movement.”29

Harrington’s reputation as the “democratic socialist” 
specialist in locking out young leftists would hound him 
despite the gestures of reconciliation. In 1964, as Harrington 
pushed hard for support to Johnson, the still-liberal SDS went 
only “part of the way with LBJ.” Meanwhile Harrington’s 
Socialist Party was having new problems with its own youth 
group, YPSL, some of whose members were calling to “Vote 
No for President.” Others wanted a labor party instead of the 
Shachtman-Harrington faction’s strategy of “realignment” 
through the Democratic Party. Still others were (horror of 
horrors) coming out for Trotskyism. As Isserman tells it, “the 
SP gave up and dissolved YPSL.”30 

So members of today’s self-styled DSA left should not 
be too surprised if they find themselves locked out some time 
in the not too distant future (unless, as is more likely, they 
are simply absorbed like so many loyal critics before them). 

In late 1964 LID lashed out again at SDS, which had is-
sued a call for an April 1965 march on Washington against the 
Vietnam War and was adopting a policy of “non-exclusion” 
towards reds. The author of SDS notes that the student group’s 
local branches were “known to have cooperated” on specific 
actions with “political groups of all stripes, including Commu-
nists and Trotskyists.” But “that paled to a mere transgression 
in light of the upcoming march on Washington: not only was 
it held in opposition to a war of undeniable anti-Communist 
intent, not only was it challenging a basic policy of ‘Commu-
nist containment’ which the LID regarded as sacrosanct, but 
it actually invited the participation of domestic Communist 
organizations.”31 Horrors!

Red-Baiting Viet Cong “Apologists” 
The LID was a kind of joint venture between the Social-

ist Party and George Meany’s labor officialdom. Since 1960, 
Meany’s “AFL-CIO had served as a conduit for millions of 
dollars in American aid from the State Department to anti-
communist unions in South Vietnam,” notes Isserman – i.e., 
fronts for government repression like the “unions” created by 
the American Institute for Free Labor Development in Latin 
America. The AFL-CIO’s 1965 convention proclaimed a reso-
lution to “support the Johnson Administration in Vietnam.” 
Meanwhile, “Shachtman knew that the SP was useful to him 
only so long as it remained inoffensive to George Meany. And 
28 Sale, SDS, p. 65.
29 Jack Newfield, A Prophetic Minority (New American Library, 
1966), pp. 98-99.
30 Isserman, Other American, p. 234. The SP’s New America (31 Oc-
tober 1964) reported that the party had “suspended” YPSL. Some ac-
counts state YPSL then dissolved itself (Thomas Barton [YPSL left 
wing leader] Papers, http://scua.library.umass.edu/ead/mums539).
31 Sale, SDS, p. 177 (emphasis in original).
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that meant, among other things, that Shachtman could not 
permit the Socialists to take a strong stand in opposition to 
the Vietnam War, which Meany ardently supported,” Isserman 
writes. Moreover, supporting U.S. imperialism against the 
“red menace” in Southeast Asia was, even without prompting 
from Meany, the position of Shachtman, who in mid-1965 
announced that he opposed U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam.

Isserman seeks to present Harrington in as sympathetic 
a light as possible, but the facts are so devastating that even 
his toned-down summary speaks volumes. Harrington was 
“personally appalled by the war,” Isserman asserts, but “did 
not allow himself” to come out with an “uncompromising” 
condemnation. Instead, “Time and again throughout the 
1960s he would refer to the war as a ‘tragedy’ – as if it were 
an earthquake, a hurricane, or a plague.” And “by not blam-
ing Johnson for the war, he also could avoid blaming those 
amongst his closest and longest-standing political comrades 
who were supporting the slaughter LBJ had unleashed.” Har-
rington could “continue to view them as good socialists with 
whom he differed on peripheral issues ... while remaining 
allied with them on the crucial domestic issue of realigning 
the Democratic Party.”32 To cover this, discussion of the war 
should consist of suggestions for “negotiations,” at most, 
with supposedly even-handed “blame” assigned to both sides 
– the imperialists and the heroic Vietnamese who defied their 
napalm, Agent Orange and cluster bombs in the ultimately 
successful fight to defeat them. 

With TV news showing U.S. carpet-bombing, burning 
huts, free-fire “kill zones” and barbed-wire “strategic hamlets,” 
increasing numbers of campus activists were coming to see that 
Ho Chi Minh’s forces in the north and the National Liberation 
32 Isserman, Other American, pp. 267-270.

Front (NLF, known as the “Viet 
Cong”) in the south were waging 
a just war against imperialist ag-
gression. Viet Cong flags began to 
appear in protests. While the SWP 
moved into outright reformism by 
building a “popular front” with lib-
eral bourgeois politicians to “bring 
our boys home” from Vietnam, 
revolutionary Trotskyists called 
for the defeat of U.S. imperialism, 
victory to the Vietnamese revolu-
tion, and workers strikes against 
the war. For the social democrats, 
who denounced even calls for 
immediate U.S. withdrawal from 
Vietnam as an alarming sign that 
the “antiwar movement” was soft 
on communism, the appearance of 
NLF flags was cause for a full-scale 
freak-out. 

Harrington was now the chair-
man of the LID board, and a young 
Shachtman disciple named Tom 
Kahn had become its executive 

director. As SDS prepared its April 1965 march against the war, 
“Kahn let it be known that LID was strongly disapproving of 
SDS, not just for allowing Communists in the march but for 
refusing to repudiate them publicly.” The Shachtman circle’s 
spokesman on civil rights, Bayard Rustin, “tried to dampen the 
march by keeping liberal friends and moderate civil rights forces 
out of it.”33 (It should be noted that by this time, the Stalinist 
CP was well to the right of SDS, forming popular-front “peace” 
coalitions with Democratic politicians, joining the Young 
Democrats and calling for negotiations rather than NLF victory.) 

The drumbeat went on, with Norman Thomas writing in 
the SP’s New America (31 May 1965) to state “the democratic 
socialist position” of not being “openly or behind a pacifist 
façade ... supporters of Vietcong” but favoring “negotiation,” 
denouncing “individuals and groups ... who want a Vietcong 
victory more than they want peace” and who backed “revo-
lutionary violence and hate.” Sadly, he opined, “President 
Johnson’s policy in Vietnam ... is made to order to advance 
pro-Communism, if not Communism, in the world and on 
the American campus.” Harrington took up the cudgels in the 
Village Voice (11 November 1965) with a screed titled “Does 
the Peace Movement Need the Communists?” Promoting what 
he called “my kind of anti-Communism,” he reiterated that “I 
would under no circumstances ‘celebrate’ a Vietcong victory.” 
The “peace movement” had to disassociate itself “from any 
hint of being an apologist for the Viet Cong,” he warned.34 
33 Sale, SDS, p. 177.
34 Harrington considered “Does the Peace Movement Need the 
Communists?” important enough to reproduce it twenty years later 
in Taking Sides, pp. 106-115. Norman Thomas was also fond of the 
phrase “my kind of anti-communism,” using it, for example, in a 
subhead and the body of his column titled (just to be on the safe 
side) “My Anti-Communism,” New America, 22 March 1967.

During the Vietnam War Harrington promoted “my kind of anti-Communism,” 
denouncing those who showed solidarity with Vietnamese revolution by carrying 
“Viet Cong” flags. Above: Demonstrators carry NLF flag in Boston protest over 
the May 1970 massacre of antiwar protesters at Kent State University.  
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Two weeks later in the New York Review of Books (25 
November 1965), Harrington joined Rustin, Dissent editor 
Irving Howe and Shachtmanite YPSL leader Penn Kemble 
in a statement denouncing those who – rather than ally with 
forces that “lend formal assent to the Johnson policy but might 
be persuaded to support specific proposals leading to a peace-
ful settlement in Vietnam,” as the authors advocated – were 
instead giving “explicit or covert” support to the Viet Cong 
or calling for its victory. 

Recalling that he had once looked up to Harrington and 
Howe, Carl Oglesby, who became SDS president in 1965, 
pointed out that they were “denouncing me as a Red because 
I wouldn’t criticize both sides [in the war] equally – which 
seemed bullshit because both sides weren’t invading equally, 
weren’t napalming each other equally.” The following year, 
Shachtman held a meeting in Bayard Rustin’s apartment to 
discuss Vietnam. Isserman summarizes Shachtman’s argument: 
“As terrible as the war was ... anything was preferable to ‘Com-
munist victory’.’ The American war effort must continue until 
the Communists were beaten.” As for “offers of negotiation,” 
these were “permissible, but only if hedged with enough con-
ditions to make it impossible for the Communists to accept.” 
Needless to say, “if Shachtman and his supporters took part 
in organizing an ‘antiwar’ group, they were dissembling.” So 
what did Harrington do? Claiming Harrington was naive about 
his mentor’s motives, Isserman relates:

“Michael helped Shachtman and others organize a new 
group called Negotiations Now, which promoted itself as a 
responsible, moderate alternative to the irresponsible, radical 
groups calling for the immediate withdrawal of U.S. forces 
from Vietnam....
“Negotiations Now was organizationally little more than 
a front group for the Shachtmanite faction of the Socialist 
Party.... [Its] chief function was to serve as the SP’s 
placeholder in the antiwar movement – something they 
could point to when challenged to show that they too were 
working to bring the war to an end. Negotiations Now also 
served as a convenient podium from which the Shachtmanites 
could criticize the rest of the antiwar movement as being, 
in contrast, extremist, misguided, and objectively pro-
Communist.”35 
It’s an object lesson in what “democratic socialist” poli-

tics mean in practice – but just the tip of the iceberg when it 
comes to the social democrats and Vietnam. (See article on 
“‘Democratic Socialism’ in the Service of U.S. Imperialism” 
in this pamphlet.)

YPSL Resurrected to Rail Against Reds
“Hurray! YPSL Back in Action,” blared a New America 

headline in the fall of ’66. Appearing over the byline of Josh 
Muravchik, the article made clear how the SP youth group 
was resurrected for the purposes of a) railing at reds and b) 
resisting the increasing rejection of the Democrats by youth 
horrified by the crimes of LBJ’s party in Vietnam. 

Muravchik reported that YPSL’s refounding convention 
had passed a resolution on campus problems, stressing “oppor-
tunities for democratic socialists” in opposition to “totalitarian” 
35 Isserman, Other American, pp. 262, 271-272. 

forces on the left. The convention elected a YPSL leadership 
whose “majority orients towards realigning the Democratic 
Party” by building “a coalition of progressive forces ... to 
transform [it] into a ‘real people’s party.’” It advocated “a 
democratic and progressive foreign policy,” counterposing the 
call for a “negotiated settlement” in Vietnam to demands for 
“unilateral withdrawal of American forces.” Side by side with 
Muravchik’s report was a piece by Penn Kemble, reviling the 
“mélange of pro-communists who linger about” the New Left.36 

The following spring, a YPSL resolution printed in the SP 
paper denounced the planned “Mobilization to End the War in 
Vietnam” as “a continuation of the kind of united-frontism” 
that got “supporters of a Vietcong military victory ... lumped 
in with some who sincerely hope to make a contribution to 
peace.” (YPSL was again quite consciously putting forward 
the polar opposite of Trotskyists’ critique that instead of 
fighting for military victory to the heroic NLF, the Mobiliza-
tion’s SWP organizers had put together a popular front with 
liberals calling vaguely for “peace.”) The YPSL resolution 
went on to denounce “anti-Americanism” and complain that 
the protest made “no demands on the Communists, as well as 
the United States, to de-escalate and end the war.” Instead, 
“YPSL supports the ... ‘Grass Roots Lobby for Negotiations 
Now.’”37  

Harrington Sticks with His Team
To recap: Harrington followed Shachtman into the So-

cialist Party in 1960, when its leader, Norman Thomas, was 
already notorious for heading up the American Committee for 
Cultural Freedom, as discussed in the accompanying article. 
Harrington stuck with Shachtman and Thomas through the 
Bay of Pigs in 1961. Then came Thomas’ role in helping U.S. 
occupation forces in the Dominican Republic install former 
dictator Trujillo’s right-hand man, Joaquín Balaguer, in 1965-
66. Did this lead Michael Harrington to break from Norman 
Thomas? No, it did not. Thomas would be his “role model” 
up to the end of the DSA founder’s life.38 The New York Times 
(22 February 1967) headlined “Thomas Defends C.I.A.-Aided 
Work,” amid a storm of exposés on CIA funding of Thomas’ 
Latin American “research institute.” So did this, perhaps, get 
Harrington to back away from Thomas, his State Department 
Socialists, or his Shachtmanite braintrusters? No way. On and 
on it went, year after year. 

In 1968, at the SP convention, “the Shachtman ites secured 
a majority on the ruling national committee. They elected 
Michael as party chairman,” writes Isserman. Pushing Shacht-
man’s realignment strategy, that same year Harrington came 
out with his book Toward a Democratic Left. The “tragic war 
in Vietnam” had caused LBJ to “retreat” from his domestic 
promises, he lamented. Meanwhile, young leftists who “saw 
only the fight against American policy” were launching “pur-
ist” calls for “immediate withdrawal” and had even strayed 
into “support ing the Vietcong.” Unlike Lenin, they should 
understand that the U.S. was “almost” but not quite imperialist. 

36 New America, 30 September 1966.
37 New America, 22 March 1967.
38 Isserman, Other American, p. 357.
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And the punch line: against the “intransigent position” of those 
calling to break with the Democrats, “the best strategy for the 
democratic Left is to seek the win the Democratic Party” in 
order to “transform it.”39    

The text shows again how Harrington’s recipe shaped 
today’s DSA. Sauced with academic name-dropping and 
intellectual fashions of the day, visceral anti-communism is 
combined with the idea that bad “policy,” foreign and domes-
tic, can be reformed away through a “coalition” to pressure 
the Democrats to the left. The Kirkus Review (15 April 1968) 
observed:

“Harrington’s proposals for a ‘new civilization’ include 
support of the ‘Freedom Budget,’ tax reform, the progressive 
use of government contracts ... etc., etc. In appealing to 
a broad spectrum, Harrington says he wants to ‘locate a 
“radical program” midway between immediate feasibility 
and ultimate utopia.’ But who, nowadays, considers these 
proposals ‘radical’ unless it be the Wall Street Journal to 
which Harrington so often expresses his indebtedness. And 
can a book purporting to present a ‘radical program’ at home 
and abroad pass so fleetingly over Vietnam, the great dividing 
issue of our day?”
1968 was the year of the NLF’s Têt Offensive, which made 

it clear that the imperialists had begun to lose the Vietnam 
War, forcing Johnson to end his campaign for re-election. 
“Bourgeois defeatism,” the belief of some sections of the rul-
ing class that the war was unwinnable, was reflected in some 
Democrats’ move to distance themselves from it. Harrington 
hoped Robert Kennedy or (after RFK’s assassination) Eu-
gene McCarthy would get the presidential nomination at the 
Democrats’ convention in Chicago that year. But as Mayor 
Richard Daley’s cops savagely beat antiwar protesters in the 
streets outside, the convention nominated Hubert Humphrey. 
With opponents of the war repelled by the prospect of voting 
for LBJ’s sidekick, Harrington pushed hard to do just that, in 
what he frankly called “straight lesser-evilism,” while forming 
a new liberal pressure group called New Democratic Majority.40

Perhaps as consolation for Humphrey losing to Richard 
Nixon, Shachtman lieutenant Tom Kahn arranged for the for-
mer VP to receive the LID’s yearly award in ’69. This brought 
an indignant letter of protest from Allen Ginsberg, Grace Paley, 
Jules Feiffer and others (New York Review of Books, 22 May 
1969), denouncing Humphrey’s “consistent defense of the 
war in Vietnam” and of “Boss Daley and the police riot in 
Chicago.” The letter made a point of noting the LID’s “close 
association with the Socialist Party ... which continues today 
since both Michael Harrington, its chairman, and Tom Kahn, 
its Executive Secretary” were leading figures in the SP. 

On the DSA’s website today, a contributor to “Memories 
of Michael Harrington” relates how in 1969 “I joined ... the 
youth group of the Socialist Party (SP) which Mike chaired.” 
39 Isserman, Other American, p. 286; Michael Harrington, Toward a 
Democratic Left: A Radical Program for a New Majority (Macmil-
lan, 1968), pp. 3, 19, 203, 293, 294.
40 Harrington’s “Straight Lesser-Evilism” was published in Dissent; 
his “Voting the Lesser Evil,” also from 1968, came out in Com-
mentary. (“Dissentary,” indeed.) Both are reproduced in Harrington, 
Taking Sides, pp. 137-150.

He liked YPSL’s opposition to what he calls “the self-defeating 
antics of some elements of the student left.” However: “My 
mistake consisted in thinking that YPSL shared basic goals of 
the student left, such as ending the war in Vietnam.”

A further lesson in Harrington’s heritage is encapsulated 
in an article that the New York Times (8 September 1969) 
published under the gloating title “Young Socialists Assail 
S.D.S., Calling It ‘Stupidly Irrelevant.’” It quoted “Josh Mu-
ravchik, a 21-year-old senior at City College, who is national 
chairman” of YPSL. Though Harrington fans go on about him 
ruing the day he locked out SDS back in ’62, the Times of ’69 
quoted Harrington’s youth group ranting about “the physical 
and mental ill health” of SDS, which had adopted “the most 
grotesque stupidities which have characterized the failure of 
American radicalism.”

Muravchik denounced SDS for supposedly becoming 
“Old Left,” adding: “It was bad enough when the Communist 
party tried to apply to America the revolutionary program of the 
Soviet Union.” “The criticism of S.D.S.,” reported the Times, 
plus YPSL’s plan to “recruit many of the students who were 
most active in the campaigns of Senator Eugene McCarthy and 
the late Senator Robert F. Kennedy received affirmative nods 
from most of the delegates, including Michael Harrington,” 
the “chairman of the Socialist party ... whose most famous 
member was the late Norman Thomas.”

SP’s Chickens Come Home to Roost
By 1970, even some members of the SP were questioning 

its line on the war. With LBJ out of office, Harrington himself 
now included criticism of the “tragic war” in some of his 
public speeches. But, The Other American laments, “Michael 
once again chose to ally with the Shachtmanites” in the SP. 
“Along with Penn Kemble, Harrington drafted a resolution on 
the Vietnam War designed to paper over the chasm” between 
opponents and supporters of the war, while stating that the 
“peace” movement should demand the “withdrawal” of North 
Vietnamese troops so that “it cannot be accused of encourag-
ing or aiding a communist military victory in South Vietnam.” 
God and Norman Thomas forbid!

Yet “even as Michael was helping the Shachtmanites retain 
control of the SP ... the Shachtmanites came out in the open with 
a pro-war ‘Statement on Vietnam,’” which they circulated at the 
1970 SP convention. In this blood-curdling document, leaders 
of Shachtman’s Realignment Caucus “described their position 
as one of ‘critical support’ of the war,” stating that “South 
Vietnam” was fighting for “self-determination”; that the issue 
was democracy versus communism, which had to be defeated 
in order to establish a “real peace”; and that South Vietnam had 
to receive the level of aid that would make it possible for “the 
maximum number of U.S. forces [to] be withdrawn.” 

When this “proved too much” for Harrington, and he wrote 
a document criticizing the statement, Shachtman struck back. 
With cynical precision, Shachtman observed that Harrington 
was belatedly seeking distance from “those whom he helped 
make the leadership of the Party at its recent convention when 
he already had their Statement [on Vietnam] in hand, and from 
whom he accepted the chairmanship of the Party,” and “who 



33

constitute the leadership of the caucus for which he was the 
spokesman at and before the convention,” and with whom 
he had “compose[d] a common ‘compromise’ resolution at 
Vietnam, which he championed at the convention.” 

A Shachtman critic within the SP would soon remind 
Harrington: “You yourself were the leading spokesman on the 
convention floor for the so-called ‘compromise’ on Vietnam, 
which allowed the ultra-rights to seal their grip of control on 
the Party.” Dissident SP youth wrote him saying: “We have 
been at a loss to understand how you can so consistently ally 
yourself with people who support a criminal war against the 
peoples of southeast Asia ... a war which (to us this much seems 
desperately obvious) no socialist could support.”41 

“Free Angela Davis” = “Terrorism”?!
The social democrats’ pledge of allegiance to racist U.S. 

imperialism was challenged on the home front as well. The 
murderously racist war in Southeast Asia accelerated radical-
ization of black freedom activists facing the civil rights move-
ment’s inability to alter the economic basis of racial oppression. 
Burning anger at racist police terror, all-sided discrimination 
and poverty led to upheavals that the press called “ghetto riots.” 
Fed up with the liberal pacifism and Democratic loyalism of of-
ficial civil rights leaders, thousands of black youth were drawn 
to the Black Panthers and other groups advocating self-defense 
and solidarity with anti-imperialist struggles. 

1971 was the year of the Attica Massacre and the nation-
wide campaign to “Free Angela Davis.” As governor of Cali-
fornia, Ronald Reagan had tried to ban Davis from teaching 
because she was a Communist Party member. Now she faced 
frame-up charges of murder, kidnapping and conspiracy due to 
her support for the Panthers and the Soledad Brothers, whose 
martyred founder George Jackson was gunned down by guards 
at San Quentin. In the more than 400 pages of his biography of 
Harrington, Isserman does not mention the Panthers or Davis at 
all, but this is not because Harrington was silent on the topic.

“Free Angela Davis?” was the title of the column by “Mi-
chael Harrington, Chairman, Socialist Party” in New America 
(18 February 1971). No, it wasn’t a typo; Harrington did not 
accidentally put a question mark instead of an exclamation 
point. If you want to get the real measure of DSA founder 
Harrington, here’s how his column began:

“The demonstrators chant, Free Angela Davis! It is, I think, 
one more case of the radical heart prevailing over the radical 
mind. If one believes that this society is so totally corrupt 
... that all forms of opposition to it are legitimate and wise, 
including terrorism against judges and courts, then the slogan 
makes sense....
“But as soon as one leaves the terrorist margin of the society 
and considers the merits of that slogan thoughtfully its 
reactionary [!] content becomes apparent....” 

It “will be a sad day if liberals and democratic radicals fall 
for the simplistic slogan, Free Angela Davis,” Harrington 
reiterated. Instead, “What one must do is insist that Angela 
Davis get a fair trial....”

The same issue of Harrington’s paper carried an article 
titled “N.Y.C. Police Strike: Union Consciousness,” stating 
41 Isserman, Other American, pp. 287-295. 

that “New York’s Finest won their back pay parity suit with 
the City in court” after their January 1971 “strike” to get 
more pay for enforcing capitalism’s racist law and order and 
to express “their resentment against the contempt they feel 
emanating from City Hall.” The article counseled the cops 
that the best way to advance their claims was to merge the 
notorious Patrolmen’s Benevolent Association into an AFL-
CIO police “union.”

The “Socialist Party’s strategy for realigning the Demo-
cratic Party by building a majority coalition for progressive 
change” continued front and center in “A Social Democratic 
Program for U.S.A.” (New America 26 June 1971). The SP 
paper also took time to trumpet an Israeli leader’s appreciation 
for “the S.P. and Y.P.S.L.’s understanding and support” as they 
smeared opponents of Zionist oppression as “anti-Semites,” 
promoted an array of union bureaucrats, and featured Penn 
Kemble pitching the Norman Thomas Fund as well as ex-
YPSL chair Seymour Martin Lipset denouncing “revolutionary 
ideologies” at a panel with Michael Harrington.

Branding black radicals “terrorists,” preaching faith in 
“fair trials” by the racist courts, counseling capitalism’s blue-
uniformed enforcers on how to get a better deal, praising Israel 
while reviling revolutionaries – no wonder anyone with a radical 
bone in their body loathed these social democrats at the time. 
“Certified political swine” was how the then-revolutionary 
Spartacist tendency excoriated Shachtman for his backing of 
Kennedy’s Bay of Pigs invasion. As for his most prominent dis-

When Angela Davis was jailed on frame-up charges 
as a supporter of the Black Panthers in 1971, thou-
sands demonstrated chanting “Free Angela!” Har-
rington declared this call “reactionary.” 
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ciple, Harrington’s own words and actions speak for themselves. 

End Game
Harrington and Shachtman finally fell out not long after a 

“Democratic Socialist Unity Convention” in 1972 reunified the SP 
with one of its offshoots (headed by Cold War AFL-CIO official 
Charles Zimmerman, closely linked to Jay Lovestone) and elected 
Harrington, Bayard Rustin and Zimmerman co-chairmen of the 
party. Unite-for-unity hoopla couldn’t prevent conflicting appetites 
on how to serve bourgeois politics from blowing up the show.

What lit the match was liberal George McGovern winning 
the Democratic nomination for the 1972 presidential elections. 
Like Eugene McCarthy’s campaign before him, McGovern’s 
drew a large number of New Left-influenced antiwar activists 
into participation in the Democratic Party. (It also provided 
politicking experience for Bill Clinton and Hillary Rodham, 
who worked on the campaign and were married not long there-
after.) While a “hawk” on the Middle East, McGovern was 
aligned with the “doves” of bourgeois defeatism on Vietnam, 
calling for the withdrawal of U.S. forces. Shachtman was hav-
ing none of it. He first supported the most right-wing Democrat 
he could find: the “senator from Boeing,” Henry Jackson of 
Washington state, who was four-square for escalation and an 
even more massive Pentagon build-up.

When Jackson’s bid failed, Shachtman made it clear he 
was backing Nixon. In this he was joined by his favorite right-
wing union bureaucrats, especially AFL-CIO leader George 
Meany, who called McGovern “an apologist for the Com-
munist world.” Tom Kahn was hired on permanently by the 
AFL-CIO. Jeane Kirkpatrick, Penn Kemble, Muravchik and 
others formed the Coalition for a Democratic Majority, often 
nicknamed Democrats for Nixon or Socialists for Nixon.42 
42 On Kirkpatrick, YPSL, and the birth of the neocon network, see 
Justin Vaïsse, Neoconservatism: Biography of a Movement (Harvard 
University Press, 2010), pp. 86-96; and Alan Wald, The New York 
Intellectuals (University of North Carolina Press, 1987), pp. 327-
365. Also see “Young Socialists Support Meany,” New York Times, 
31 December 1972.

The failure to support the liberal Democrat McGovern was 
too much for Harrington. He resigned his positions in the SP 
shortly before the presidential elections, criticizing its hostility 
to McGovern’s “New Politics” coalition within the Democratic 
Party. He remained a member for the time being as the SP an-
nounced it was changing its name to Social Democrats, USA 
to avoid being “identified ... with the Communist world.” The 
SDUSA hailed the West’s “more or less successful containment 
of the Soviet Union over the last quarter of a century,” warned 
against “surrender to Communist force” in Vietnam, and eu-
logized Max Shachtman (who died in December 1972) with 
obits by Tom Kahn, Carl Gershman and others, accompanied 
by photos of Shachtman with Norman Thomas, Bayard Rustin, 
labor luminaries and YPSL leaders.43  

DSOC Picks Up the Torch
In the summer of 1973, Harrington finally resigned his 

membership in SDUSA. Joined by other Shachtman graduates 
like Bogdan Denitch, Irving Howe and former Chicago YPSL 
leader Debbie Meier, he established the Democratic Social-
ist Organizing Committee. Despite the organizational break, 
DSOC reaffirmed its commitment to “coalition politics and 
realignment” to “win a democratic majority.” DSOC’s found-
ing statement emphasized:

“We act, then, as part of the Left wing of the Democratic 
Party in order to change the Party itself, to turn it into a new 
kind of mass political party in America with a democratic 
Left program and the active participation of forces for social 
change.”

In the statement, Harrington and his followers vowed, yet 
again, to stand in the “tradition” of Norman Thomas.44

On hand for the founding were a number of labor of-
ficials, most prominently Victor Reuther of the United Auto 
Workers. One of Norman Thomas’ partners in the U.S. gov-
ernment’s 1966 Dominican operation, Reuther headed the 
43 New America, 25 October 1972, 15 November 1972 and 31 De-
cember 1972. 
44 DSOC, “We Are Socialists of the Democratic Left,” 1973.

Following the 1972 election, the Socialist Party split between those who supported Democrat George Mc-
Govern, forming the Democratic Socialist Organizing Committee led by Harrington, and those who favored 
Richard Nixon, forming Social Democrats, USA led by Rustin. 
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UAW’s international affairs department from 1955 to 1972; 
in 1973 he became a vice-chairman of Harrington’s DSOC. 
Then-president of the AFT David Selden was elected to the 
group’s national board; International Association of Machinists 
head William Winpisinger (known as “Wimpy”) joined up, as 
did a raft of staffers from unions from AFSCME (American 
Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees) to 
the UAW. DSOC even had a member of Congress: California 
Democrat Ron Dellums.

Harrington’s hopes to hit the big time once again were 
fueled as the Watergate scandal pushed out Nixon, and the 
unpopular presidency of his unelected successor Gerald Ford 
set the stage for Democrats to retake D.C. Together with 
“Wimpy,” AFSCME heads Jerry Wurf and Victor Gotbaum, 
UAW leader Doug Fraser and other leaders of unions that had 
supported McGovern, Harrington formed another group for 
realignment. Patriotically baptized Democracy ’76 (and then 
Democratic Agenda) in time for that year’s elections, it set out 
to get nominee Jimmy Carter – a born-again Southern Demo-
crat and outspoken anti-Soviet militarist – to pledge support to 
some long-standing liberal hobby-horses like the Humphrey-
Hawkins Bill for “full employment.” Harrington was a “vocal 
supporter of the Carter-Mondale team in the fall.”45 

Once again, the politics of the DSA’s founder had real-
world consequences. Harrington had long argued, in line with 
Shachtman’s theory, that the departure of hard-line Dixiecrats 
would free the Democratic Party to “realign” toward a social-
democratic outlook. The departure had, in fact, occurred: 
Nixon’s “Southern Strategy” succeeded in using white back-
lash against racial integration and the civil rights movement 
to draw Southern Democrats over to the Republican Party. 
However, the presidency of Jimmy Carter brought a sharp 
shift to the right, stoking the anti-Soviet war drive, religious 
reaction, deregulation and “one-sided class war” against labor 
that paved the way for Reagan’s election four years later. Sub-
sequently, the Clintons would help move U.S. politics even 
further rightward. What made the process possible was the 
continued subjugation of labor, and of one protest movement 
45 Isserman, Other American, pp. 319, 328-331.

after another, to the Democratic Party.
The union leaders who joined Harrington in helping Carter 

get elected personified the “progressive” wing of what U.S. 
Marxist pioneer Daniel De Leon called the labor lieutenants 
of capital. Their role subordinating unions to the Democrats 
was key to paralyzing labor’s power to defend itself against 
the massive cutbacks, job devastation and union-busting that 
followed. Already in 1975-76, when fiscal crisis hit NYC, the 
AFSCME tops helped Wall Street’s “Big MAC” (Municipal 
Assistance Corporation) junta ram through massive cuts and 
layoffs. In Detroit in 1980, Chrysler brought Fraser onto its 
board to push through devastating give-backs and plant closings. 

“Wimpy” is mentioned in Joseph Schwartz’s article on 
DSA history, if only to boast of his Kennedy connection: “In 
the spring of 1979, Machinists Union President (and DSOC 
Vice-Chair) William Winpisinger announced a ‘Draft [Senator 
Ted] Kennedy’ movement” for the 1980 elections. “The coali-
tion brought together by Democratic Agenda reached its fullest 
political expression in that campaign,” although, Schwartz 
laments, this “was ultimately unsuccessful.” 

The DSA history article does not say what Winpisinger 
did when Ronald Reagan launched his presidency in 1981 by 
firing 12,000 striking air traffic controllers. The Machinists 
head refused to pull the union’s members out of the airports, 
which would have won the PATCO strike, and even sent them 
across strikers’ picket lines. Doing this was not within “the left 
wing of the possible” for the Democratic Party’s labor wing. 
So let’s be clear: Harrington’s labor lieutenant made it possible 
for Reagan to inflict a watershed defeat on the entire union 
movement, a defeat that unionists look back at still today as a 
decisive point in the union-busting offensive and the decima-
tion of organized labor in the United States. Chaining labor to 
the Democrats brought ever more defeats when the leadership 
of the AFL-CIO itself passed to John Sweeney, a member of 
DSOC’s successor, Harrington’s DSA. 

Back in the D.S. of A.
At the beginning of this examination of the DSA’s roots, 

we quoted Joseph Schwartz’s online description of how the 
group was created in 1982, through DSOC’s merger with the 
New American Movement, an outgrowth of the right wing of 
the old New Left, on the basis of mainline social-democratic 
reformism. While Malcolm X called the “American Dream” 
a nightmare for the oppressed, the DSA’s founding statement 
makes sure, like Harrington and Thomas, to pledge allegiance 
to the red, white and blue. “Where We Stand” (updated in 
1995 and posted at dsausa.org) declares: “Increasingly, many 
of our fellow citizens recognize that the American dream is 
becoming a chimera. We as democratic socialists believe that 
it can be made real.” The rest is a painfully dull elaboration 
of tepid reformist nostrums.

Commitment to “electoral coalition building” via bour-
geois politicians remains front and center in the DSA’s found-
ing statement. Still, “Where We Stand” projects an ecumenical 
approach to class collaboration. Wherever they stand at the 
given moment, it should not be on principle: “Democratic so-
cialists reject an either-or approach ... focused solely on a new 

Buttons for DSOC-NAM unity convention that formed 
Democratic Socialists of America, March 1982.
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party or on realignment within the Democratic Party.” Though 
“much of progressive, independent [sic] political action will 
continue to occur in Democratic Party primaries in support of 
candidates who represent a broad progressive coalition,” they 
should be open to variations.

Again, all this is diametrically opposed to the bedrock 
principle of Marxism that the working class needs its own 
party committed to fighting the class struggle through to the 
end, opposed to all parties and politicians of the capitalist 
class. There is no class difference between building coalitions 
for bourgeois politics via regular Democratic (or Republican) 
candidates, “socialist” Democratic candidates, or candidates of 
Green, rainbow, polka-dot or other minor capitalist parties – all 
are counterposed to the struggle for the political independence 
of the working class from the bourgeoisie.

Schwartz’s piece lists the DSA’s picks in the Democratic 
field in the series of presidential elections after its found-
ing, giving particular emphasis to its role in Jesse Jackson’s 
“Rainbow Coalition” primary bids – which like the Sanders 
“revolution” worked to bring voters into the Democratic fold. 
Whatever its preferences in each particular race, the DSA 
came out with clockwork regularity for Harrington’s “straight 
lesser-evilism.” 

Michael Harrington died in 1989, but as so many posts 
on the DSA site underline, his politics definitely live on in the 
DSA. Schwartz laments: “The collapse of communism in 1989 
proved less of an immediate boon to democratic socialists than 
many of us had hoped,” while speculating that it might have 
been different “if Michael Harrington had lived beyond the 
collapse of the Berlin Wall” to articulate their case. 

Still, Schwartz writes, “a new nationally recognized 
spokesperson for democratic socialism would later appear – 
Bernie Sanders.” While Sanders does not even pretend to be a 
member of any kind of “socialist” organization, it is certainly 
true that he personifies the politics of subordinating would-
be rebels against the status quo to the parties, politicians and 
institutions of U.S. imperialism. The continuity of Harrington’s 
DSA from Shachtman’s “realignment” to Sanders’ bourgeois 
“socialism” is clear.

Harrington’s DSA? Hell No – For the 
Communism of Lenin and Trotsky!

This reality can’t be wished or washed away: today’s Demo-
cratic (Party) Socialists of America was molded by Michael Har-
rington from the political program, practice and outlook shaped by 
Shachtman’s “realignment” and the “State Department socialism” 
of Norman Thomas. In some detail, we have shown what this 
meant in practice. By the time the DSA was founded in 1982, 
it’s true, Shachtman’s all too recent enthusiasm for the disgraced 
Nixon made it more politic to cite Thomas (vaguely remembered 
by some as a grandfatherly ghost of “socialism” past) as Har-
rington’s main mentor and role model. Meanwhile, Harrington’s 
“left wing of the possible” politics got favorable press reviews.

The Boston Globe (11 April 1983) wrote: “Harrington 
has assumed the mantle of the late Norman Thomas.” Unlike 
much of what the bourgeois press retailed, that statement was 
accurate. But what was that mantle? Thomas stood for flag-

waving service to the U.S. ruling class, assisting some of its 
most bloody crimes against working people oppressed and 
attacked by U.S. imperialism. “Democratic socialism” means 
loyalty, not to the struggle to defeat and overthrow imperialism, 
but to the institutions, symbols and ideology of its rule. On 
the stump for the DSA, Harrington would repeat like a pledge: 
“We are here, in the words of Norman Thomas, to cleanse 
the American flag,” proclaiming: “We are the real patriots.”46

Today, those who have grown up in the shadow of one U.S. 
war after another are not, by and large, looking to be used as 
“socialist” fodder for red-white-and-blue imperialism. But if you 
don’t want to wind up on Harrington’s path, some hard lessons 
must be learned and conclusions drawn. Social-democratic re-
formism is the deadly enemy of socialist revolution. V.I. Lenin 
showed this powerfully in State and Revolution, as did Rosa 
Luxemburg in Reform or Revolution. Lenin, and Trotsky fought 
for world workers revolution under the red flag in Soviet Russia 
– before capitalist encirclement, enforced largely by capital’s 
social-democratic helpers, led to its bureaucratic degeneration 
and Stalin’s nationalist dogma of “socialism in one country.”

In Germany, Rosa Luxemburg fought for international social-
ist revolution against “social-patriots” like Friedrich Ebert, Gustav 
Noske and Philipp Scheidemann, who tied workers to the capitalist 
fatherland (and had Rosa killed for it). We’re talking about the real 
Red Rosa – not the harmless, pink-tinged icon of comic books the 
heirs of her social-democratic murderers peddle today. The alter-
native that Luxemburg posed back then – socialism or barbarism 
– is all the more stark a century later. A century after she called 
social democracy a “stinking corpse,” the heirs of Ebert, Noske, 
Scheidemann and Shachtman, Thomas and Harrington keep trying 
to reanimate and revive it. Against this, revolutionary Marxism 
– the communism that Lenin and Trotsky fought for – stands 
for victory for the workers and oppressed all around the world. 
If that’s what you want too, we’ve got plenty to talk about. n 
46 Isserman, Other American, pp. 344, 354.
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By Abram Negrete
In “The Real Heritage of Mi-

chael Harrington’s DSA,” we show 
where the reformist “democratic 
socialism” of 2018 came from, and 
what it actually stands for. Today’s 
Democratic Socialists of America 
hails the “tradition” of Michael 
Harrington and Norman Thomas, 
longtime leaders of the Socialist 
Party (SP) that gave rise to what is 
now the DSA. In that article (see p. 
21), we explain that this tradition has 
often, and accurately, been described 
as “State Department socialism.” 
Those unfamiliar with the left may 
think the term is a polemical excess 
or an empty epithet. Not at all. In 
fact, intimate ties to the Department 
of State are only the beginning of 
the intertwining of the official social 
democrats with the agencies of U.S. 
imperialism. Activists who want to 
devote themselves to genuine social-
ism need to know what’s what. So here’s the story.

A brief rundown: In the 1950s, SP leader Norman Thomas 
headed the U.S. affiliate of one of the most notorious CIA 
fronts of all time: the Congress for Cultural Freedom. He also 
campaigned in support of the genocidal U.S. war on Korea 
waged by Democrat Harry Truman. Michael Harrington joined 
Thomas’ youth group in 1952 and the SP in 1960. In 1961, 
Thomas brain-truster and Harrington mentor Max Shachtman 
supported Democrat Kennedy’s Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba. 
As large numbers of young people were radicalized under the 
impact of black freedom struggles and the Vietnam War, Har-
rington and Thomas demanded that they exclude reds from 
their organizations and meetings. Organizers deemed soft on 
communism got locked out of their own offices. The Other 
America author Harrington would fondly recall how in 1964 
he was hobnobbing with members of Lyndon Johnson’s cabinet 
and White House staff. That same year the New York Times 
reported that an anti-communist institute headed by Norman 
Thomas was being funded by a “CIA conduit.”1

1 “Kaplan Fund, Cited as C.I.A. ‘Conduit,’ Lists Unexplained 
$395,000 Grant,” New York Times, 3 September 1964.

Vietnam, Dominican Republic, Central America, 
East Europe...

“Democratic Socialism” in the  
Service of U.S. Imperialism

Throughout the ’60s, Harrington and Thomas lashed out 
against “pro-Communists” and “apologists for the Viet Cong,” 
opposing not only calls for victory to the heroic Vietnamese 
but even demands for U.S. withdrawal. When LBJ sent 42,000 
Marines to occupy the Dominican Republic in 1965, Thomas 
– accompanied by Albert Shanker (then head of the United 
Federation of Teachers in New York and later of the national 
AFT), Bayard Rustin and other “democratic socialist” Cold War 
operatives – helped the Marines install a U.S. puppet regime 
there. It soon came out that Thomas had played a similar role 
in Vietnam. 

In 1967, major media revelations led to a flood of details 
of how “Norman Thomas, the personification of social de-
mocracy in the United States,” had long “maintained ready 
access to top officials within the CIA,” among them not only 
his “trusted friend, Allen Dulles,” but also Cord Meyer of the 
“International Operations Division, the department handling 
the distribution of covert funding to front groups.”2     

Thomas died in 1968, with Harrington succeeding him 
2 Eric Thomas Chester, Covert Network: Progressives, the International 
Rescue Committee, and the CIA (M.E. Sharpe, 1995), pp. 5, 115-116.

South Vietnamese police chief, Gen. Nguyen Ngoc Loan, executes captured 
Viet Cong member, 1 February 1968. Socialist Party leader Norman Thomas 
was spokesman for “American Friends of Vietnam,” a CIA front group that 
acted as PR agents for the South Vietnamese dictatorship. 
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as SP chairman. When, under the impact of the Viet Cong’s 
Tet offensive, sectors of the Democratic Party turned against 
the Vietnam War, Harrington brokered a compromise between 
“doves” and fanatical pro-war “hawks” within his own SP. 
Graduates of the Thomas-Harrington school went on to pro-
mote death-squad “democracy” in Central America and capital-
ist counterrevolution in East Europe. In countless cases, they 
became leading figures in infamous fronts for “The Company” 
(as insiders call the CIA) like the American Institute for Free 
Labor Development, Freedom House and the National Endow-
ment for Democracy. As for the DSA, it continues to hail the 
imperialist-backed counterrevolution that destroyed the former 
Soviet bloc as “a critical gain for democracy.”

Documented details of these events are discussed below 
and elsewhere in this pamphlet. But the facts about Thomas, 
Harrington & Co. have been known for decades. So what 
does it mean, in 2018, for the DSA to lay claim to the “tradi-
tion” of Norman Thomas, of his State Department Socialist 
Party and of Michael Harrington, Thomas’ successor and, as 
the DSA proclaims, standard-bearer of that tradition? What 
does it mean to present their “democratic socialism” as the 
path that would-be opponents of capitalist oppression should 
follow? What it means will become clear as can be, as we 
examine the real record.

“Dear Norman” and the  
Congress for Cultural Freedom

In the 1950s, as Norman Thomas was deeply engaged 
in fighting “Soviet Communism” on behalf of “American 
democracy” abroad, on the home front he chaired an anti-
communist group called the American Committee for Cultural 
Freedom. There was a public outcry when Thomas and the 

ACCF vociferously supported the witch-hunting Subcom-
mittee on Internal Security chaired by Senator Pat McCarran. 
Some liberals thought Thomas had gone too far. Harrington 
himself chided Thomas and the ACCF for this in 1955 – then 
helped lead Shachtman’s Independent Socialist League into 
red-baiter Thomas’ SP three years later.3 

What Thomas stood for is exemplified by his role in the 
anti-communist “cultural freedom” campaign. His support 
to Sen. McCarran’s witch hunt was very public, but the SP 
leader’s services had a private dimension as well. The ACCF 
was funded by the Central Intelligence Agency, and the fact 
that “Norman Thomas was a close friend and neighbor of [CIA 
chief] Allen Dulles” helped assure this, as a key study of CIA 
front operations points out.4 The ACCF was the American 
branch of the Congress for Cultural Freedom. When the ACCF 
faced a financial crunch in 1955, another study of documents 
of Agency operations shows, Thomas promised to “phone 
Allen” to get him to take care of the problem, which he did.5 

This was far from an isolated instance. Examples of “Dear 
Allen” and “Dear Norman” correspondence between Company 
chief Dulles and “democratic socialist” icon Thomas are on 

3 The merger of the Shachtman-Harrington ISL and Thomas’ SP is 
discussed in “The Real Heritage of Harrington’s DSA.” Harrington 
reprinted his 1955 article on the ACCF decades later, noting that it 
admonished “a man who was to become a friend and mentor, Nor-
man Thomas” (Taking Sides [Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1985], 
pp. 16, 20-33).
4 Frances Stonor Saunders, The Cultural Cold War: The CIA and the 
World of Arts and Letters (New Press, 1999), pp. 134, 230.
5 Hugh Wilford, The Mighty Wurlitzer: How the CIA Played 
America (Harvard University Press, 2008), pp. 91-92. CIA chiefs 
liked to compare the Agency’s propaganda apparatus to a “Mighty 
Wurlitzer” jukebox, pumping out endless tunes at full volume.

Anti-Soviet Cold Warriors: (from left) Socialist Party leader Norman Thomas, Max Shachtman and CIA direc-
tor Allen Dulles. Thomas worked closely with Dulles, chairing CIA front American Committee for Cultural 
Freedom and praising witch-hunting Senate McCarran Committee. Shachtman wrote propaganda leaflets 
for U.S.’ genocidal war on Korea that were air-dropped by the Air Force. 

Photos (from left): Library of Congress; The Donald Press; National Archives (Prologue Magazine).
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line, including on the CIA website.6

How “Democratic Socialists”  
Helped Establish “South Vietnam”

Seeing the role of “democratic socialists” during the Viet-
nam War should revolt any young leftist who wants to take a 
stand against U.S. imperialism and its endless dirty wars. This 
is the background to the vituperation by SP leaders Thomas 
and Harrington against young radicals who dared show solidar-
ity with the Vietnamese revolution by carrying the National 
Liberation Front (NLF, or “Viet Cong”) flag. The incredibly 
courageous combatants of the NLF, whose struggle inspired 
opponents of imperialism throughout the world, fought and 
won against the imperialists and their hand-picked dictators 
in “South Vietnam” – the U.S. puppet state Norman Thomas 
had literally helped set up in the ’50s.

In 1965, as Harrington and Thomas launched one diatribe 
after another against “explicit or covert” sympathy for the Viet 
6 “Dear Allen” from Norman Thomas (21 January 1959), “Dear 
Norman” from Allen Dulles (31 May 1960, 18 October 1960), etc., 
at cia.gov/library/readingroom and archive.org.

Cong, the New York Times carried an article on 
“the American Friends of Vietnam, a private 
organization” that had “issued a statement 
announcing its support of the recent air strikes 
in North Vietnam and calling for a ‘stronger 
American action and involvement’.” The 
group, stated the Times, “was formed ... when 
the United States started a mission to help 
train the armed forces of South Vietnam.”7 
American Friends of Vietnam (AFVN) was 
chaired by Lt. Gen. (Ret.) John “Iron Mike” 
O’Daniel, who trained and equipped the South 
Vietnamese Army (ARVN). 

The AFVN a “private organization”? 
Not hardly. For years, the AFVN and ARVN 
worked in tandem as cogs in the machine of 
U.S. imperialist domination. A few months 
after Harrington and Thomas reviled the first 
major march against the Vietnam war for 
encouraging Viet Cong “apologists,” a major 
exposé on the AFVN brought Thomas’ role 
to light. Titled “The Vietnam Lobby,” the July 
1965 Ramparts magazine exposé detailed how 
generals, CIA spooks and “democratic social-
ists” had set up the AFVN in April 1955. It 
showed how the AFVN was instrumental in 
establishing the U.S. puppet regime in “South 
Vietnam” that year. And it showed how Norman 
Thomas helped found the AFVN, serving on its 
National Committee until 1958. 

The “Vietnam Lobby” took shape after Ho 
Chi Minh’s Viet Minh decisively defeated the 
French colonialists at the battle of Dien Bien Phu 
in 1954. At the Geneva conference that year, the 
U.S. and France divided Vietnam in two. Seeking 

an illusory “peaceful coexistence” with imperialism, the 
Soviet and Chinese Stalinists pressured Ho to accept this, 

as the U.S. cynically promised that elections would soon be 
held throughout Vietnam. Meanwhile, the U.S. State Depart-
ment needed a dictator for the new puppet state in the south.

Edward Lansdale was the CIA’s man in Saigon, famously 
depicted in Graham Greene’s novel The Quiet American. Lans-
dale was convinced that former French collaborator Ngo Dinh 
Diem would be a perfect figurehead for the new puppet state 
known as the Republic of Vietnam, or South Vietnam. Lansdale 
“convinced CIA Director Allen Dulles ... [who] talked to his 
brother, the Secretary of State” (John Foster Dulles). They in 
turn enrolled New York’s fanatically anti-communist Cardinal 
Spellman, as well as Joseph Kennedy, who got his son, Senator 
John F. Kennedy, on board. 

Key to the organizational side was Leo Cherne, a leading 
Cold War liberal from Freedom House who headed the Interna-
tional Rescue Committee (IRC). The IRC was founded by social-
ists in the 1930s to aid refugees from Nazi Germany, but by the 
1950s it was so closely enmeshed with U.S. anti-Soviet operations 
7 “Asia Group Here Backs U.S. Raids,” New York Times, 23 Febru-
ary 1965.

More than pen pals: “Dear Norman, ...  
Faithfully yours,” Allen W. Dulles, Director, CIA.
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that it functioned as an integral part of the CIA’s covert network. 
Wherever U.S. imperialism intervened (Vietnam in the 1950s and 
’60s, Cuba in the ’60s, Laos in the ’70s, Afghanistan in the ’80s, 
Bosnia in the ’90s, Iraq in the 2000s, Syria today), the IRC has 
been there to make sure the “right” refugees were rescued. Not 
coincidentally, as it were, the honorary chair of the IRC in the 
1950s was William “Wild Bill” Donovan, who had led the CIA’s 
precursor, the Office of Strategic Services, during World War II.8 

Cherne made a trip to Vietnam in 1954, shortly after the 
Geneva accords divided the country. That September he sent his 
deputy, a social democrat of Austrian origin named Joseph Butt-
inger, to Vietnam. “Buttinger departed for Saigon as the Eisen-
hower administration took steps to safeguard and strengthen the 
Diem regime,” states a book on the Vietnam lobby.9 In Saigon, 
Lansdale took Buttinger “under his wing and introduced him to 
the top security people in Diem’s government and the [South] 
Vietnamese Army. This convinced Buttinger that Diem had the 
strength to remain in power, if only the United States would give 
him complete support,” Ramparts reported in 1967.

Returning to New York, Buttinger worked with a public 
relations man named Harold Oram to consolidate the operation. 
Oram had received a contract to represent the South Vietnam 
government for $3,000 a month (plus expenses).10 In April 
8 Underscoring the intimate connection between the International 
Rescue Committee and U.S. intelligence agencies, Leo Cherne, who 
was IRC chairman for 40 years from 1951 on, was a member of 
the presidential Intelligence Oversight Board during 1971-76, ap-
pointed by Richard Nixon, then chairman of the President’s Foreign 
Intelligence Advisory Board after Nixon’s departure, and then vice 
chairman of the PFIAB, appointed by Ronald Reagan, from 1981 
to 1990.
9 Joseph G. Morgan, The Vietnam Lobby: The American Friends 
of Vietnam, 1955-1975 (University of North Carolina Press, 1997), 
pp. 18-28.
10 Robert Scheer and Warren Hinckle, “The ‘Vietnam Lobby,’” Ram-
parts, July 1965. Maurice Isserman’s lengthy biography of Har-
rington, The Other American (Public Affairs, 2000), includes 38 index 
entries on Norman Thomas, but does not mention the AFVN at all.

1955, they established the American Friends of Vietnam. 
With Gen. O’Daniel as chairman, the AFVN decided to have 
an honorary chairman too, another general involved in U.S. 
efforts to take over from the French imperialists in the wake 
of Dien Bien Phu: “Wild Bill” Donovan. At the same time, 
Buttinger and his wife were subsidizing the social-democratic 
magazine Dissent edited by Irving Howe, a veteran of Shacht-
man’s Workers Party and a leader of his International Socialist 
League who went on to co-found the Democratic Socialist 
Organizing Committee with Harrington, and then became a 
vice-chair of the DSA. 

A biography of Donovan, “the spymaster who created 
... modern American espionage,” states that after “push[ing] 
for propaganda and covert operations to keep Ho [Chi Minh] 
from taking over” in the wake of Dien Bien Phu, he lob-
bied Thailand’s secret police chief to aid South Vietnam, 
“pressed the CIA station chief in Bangkok to step up supply 
flights into Vietnam,” “and plugged Diem with lawmakers 
... and in letters to Eisenhower.” The Donovan bio goes on: 
“Back in Washington he joined Iron Mike O’Daniel ... in 
forming American Friends of Vietnam,” which “became a 
propaganda organ for Diem,” who “turned out [sic] to be a 
corrupt, nepotistic dictator who was eventually assassinated 
in a 1963 coup given the green light by the administration 
of John F. Kennedy.”11

To be effective, an outfit like the AFVN didn’t need just 
a couple of generals as chairman and honorary chairman. 
And if its public face was the CIA’s godfather, a couple of 
wheeler-dealer Company friends plus a paid PR man, that 
could be a problem. It needed a National Committee. One 
was promptly assembled, featuring Democratic senators Ken-
nedy and Mike Mansfield, Supreme Court justice William O. 
Douglas and other Cold War liberals plus a representative of 
Cardinal Spellman. A couple of right-wing social democrats 
11 Douglas Waller, Wild Bill Donovan: The Spymaster Who Cre-
ated the OSS and Modern American Espionage (Simon & Schuster, 
2011), pp. 370-371, 375.

Interlocking directorates. Gen. William “Wild Bill” Donovan (left), head of the WWII OSS, forerunner of the 
CIA, was honorary chairman of International Rescue Committee, a CIA front. IRC was headed for 40 years 
by Leo Cherne (center), later a top official of presidential boards supervising U.S. spy agencies. Social 
democrat Joseph Buttinger (right) was top IRC executive while funding Dissent, edited by Irving Howe, later 
a DSA leader. Donovan was also honorary chairman of “American Friends of Vietnam,” another CIA front 
that included Socialist Party leader Norman Thomas. 

Photos, from left: National Archive; State University of New York Press; Douglas Pike Collection/Vietnam Center and Archive.
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from The New Leader magazine were brought 
into the mix, but: “A far more prominent figure 
who joined the AFVN was Norman Thomas, 
the leader of the American Socialist Party.”12 

Thomas to Diem:  
“A Privilege to Serve You”

On AFVN letterhead featuring Thomas as 
a National Committee member, Gen. O’Daniel 
described the group as a “clearinghouse” for 
“groups seeking U.S. assistance” in Vietnam 
by referring “specific requests to sources of 
support.”13 With Thomas on board, the AFVN 
focused “most of its initial work” on an effort to 
convince U.S. public opinion and the Eisenhower 
administration “that the future of Diem’s govern-
ment should not be jeopardized by an agreement 
to hold the all-Vietnam elections for which the 
Geneva accords had called.” Eisenhower him-
self had said Ho Chi Minh would get about “80 
percent” of the vote if the elections were held. 
While selling “South Vietnam” as a bulwark of 
“democracy” against the red menace, the AFVN 
lobbied intensively against the “threat posed by 
Communist demands for holding all-Vietnamese 
elections.”14

Indeed, as historian Hugh Wilford relates 
in his study of CIA fronts, The Mighty Wurlitzer, “one of 
the organization’s earliest actions was to circulate a letter, 
drafted by Oram and signed by distinguished socialist Nor-
man Thomas, defending Diem’s decision not to hold elections 
mandated for 1956 by the Geneva Accords.”  Another care-
fully documented account, Eric Chester’s Covert Network, 
provides further details on how Oram and the AFVN used 
“Norman Thomas, the personification of social democracy 
in the United States and a celebrity of world renown,” in its 
work of “manipulating the media” in support of the Diem 
dictatorship. In October 1955, Diem staged a “plebiscite” to 
bolster his regime, which the AFVN hailed as “momentous 
free elections.” 

“Soon after the phony plebiscite, Oram urged Thomas to 
sign a public letter citing [it] as evidence of Diem’s popular 
standing. Oram held that Saigon had been justified in refus-
ing to permit the scheduled nationwide elections, since the 
Viet Minh would ‘certainly win in an election taking place in 
the near future.’ A statement from Thomas would ‘do much 
to influence intellectual opinion in certain key countries, 
especially Britain, Burma, India, and Ceylon.’
“Oram enclosed a draft of the proposed letter, which Thomas 
then signed, after having ‘made no change.’ The letter, which 
was then sent to influential newspapers in Europe and Asia, 
claimed that the overwhelming vote for Diem in the rigged 
plebiscite represented ‘a legal and moral mandate from the 

12 Morgan, Vietnam Lobby, p. 25 (emphasis added).
13 Letter from John W. O’Daniel, Lt. Gen. U.S. Army (Ret.), 9 Sep-
tember 1957, on line at http://indochina1911.com/gsdl/collect/tri-
tran/index/assoc/HASHa18f/9569ce13.dir/doc.pdf.
14 Morgan, Vietnam Lobby, pp. 31, 40.

people.’ The letter signed by Thomas concluded that hold-
ing a single election in both parts of Vietnam, in accordance 
with the Geneva agreements, could ‘only be regarded as ... 
contrary to the will of the South Vietnamese people.’”

Following up in early 1957, Norman Thomas wrote to Diem 
that he “held it a privilege to serve you and your country in 
your struggle for independence [sic] against the old colonial 
imperialism” (that is, France, whose place had been taken by 
the U.S. imperialists Thomas served so loyally) “and the new 
communist totalitarianism.”15 

The effort to entrench the U.S. puppet regime was initially 
successful. Over the next years, the AFVN focused on promoting 
the regime of Diem and (after he was “terminated” with JFK’s 
blessing) his successors. Faced with a growing insurgency, the 
U.S. built up its military force of “advisors,” setting the stage for 
the massive, genocidal escalation of the U.S. war in 1964 under 
LBJ and his defense secretary Robert McNamara. 

Those new to the left often ask: Why do different kinds of 
“socialists” fight among themselves? The sordid story of the 
Vietnam Lobby gives an idea of why pious wishes for “unity” 
can never overcome the gulf between revolutionary Marxism 
and the State Department or CIA “socialism” that prefers to don 
the cover of “democratic socialism.” In the Vietnam War, the 
Trotskyists fought for military victory to the NLF, proclaim-
ing “All Indochina Must Go Communist!” It was a question 
of which side are you on, and the forebears of the DSA were 
not only firmly on the side of imperialism, they did a lot of 
the U.S.’ dirty work, both in Vietnam and on the home front.

15 Wilford, Mighty Wurlitzer, 175; Chester, Covert Network, pp. 5, 
167-170. 

Lyndon B. Johnson, then U.S. vice president, with puppet South 
Vietnamese president Ngo Dinh Diem in May 1961. SP leader Thomas 
validated phony “election” of Diem, writing to the South Vietnamese 
dictator that it was “a privilege to serve you.” When Diem ceased to 
be useful because of massive protests against his brutal dictator-
ship, President John F. Kennedy okayed his assassination.  
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 The Company Connection
The activities of Norman Thomas prepared the way for 

innumerable “young socialists” trained in the Thomas tradition 
to become functionaries of the most sinister U.S. agencies over 
the following decades. The subsequent careers of countless 
figures trained as anti-communist operatives in the Thomas-
Harrington school of “democratic socialism” were no bolt from 
the blue. As for knowing that Harrington’s “friend and mentor” 
Thomas was being financed by The Company and was carrying 
out major operations for it – that was in black and white and 
read all over, in the pages of the New York Times. 

Already in 1964, the Times ran its report (mentioned above) 
on a CIA conduit funding an institute headed by Norman Thomas. 
The Company had used the J.M. Kaplan Fund to send hundreds 
of thousands of dollars to the institute, which conducted “educa-
tional research in undeveloped countries,” including a center in 
the Dominican Republic that also received funds from the U.S. 
Agency for International Development. The Times article also 
drew attention to the institute’s administrator, a Romanian exile 
named Sacha Volman, “a man who has long been identified with 
anti-Communist causes in Europe and America.”16

In a letter to the Times, Norman Thomas responded to the 
“conjecture” that “the C.I.A. might have channeled money 
through the Kaplan Fund for work done in the Dominican 
Republic by the International Institute of Labor Research, of 
which I am chairman.” “If so,” he claimed, “it was without 
the knowledge or suspicion of any of our board.” Dulles crony 
Thomas reiterated that he “found the conjecture surprising,” 
then went on to praise “our very able director, Sacha Vol-
man, a man with creative ideas in whom I have the highest 
confidence.”17 
16 “Kaplan Fund, Cited as C.I.A. ‘Conduit,’ Lists Unexplained 
$395,000 Grant,” New York Times, 3 September 1964.
17 “Dominican Republic Project: Norman Thomas Comments on 
Conjectured C.I.A. Link,” New York Times, 10 September 1964.

Three years later, with mount-
ing anger over Vietnam, LBJ’s 
endless lies, and police repression, 
even mainstream reporters were 
digging into the Company’s dirty 
tricks. The topic of CIA fronts 
and funding blew up – and hit 
the pages of the newspaper of the 
Thomas-Harrington SP. Together 
with denunciations of “supporters 
of a Vietcong military victory” and 
Norman Thomas’ “My Anti-Com-
munism” column, New America 
(22 March 1967) ran an article 
titled “Student Group Faces CIA 
Created Dilemma.” It bemoaned 
the fallout from the “scandal over 
CIA influence” in the National 
Student Association, which had 
broken the previous month and 
kept on spreading.

The scandal erupted with 
extensive press reports exposing how the CIA channeled 
funds to the National Student Association and used the NSA 
for U.S. foreign-policy objectives. This included “grooming” 
student leaders in the NSA international affairs division, 
which fronted for anti-communist operations from West Eu-
rope to Africa, Latin America and Southeast Asia. (The NSA 
president even traveled to Vietnam on the State Department’s 
tab.) It also included setting up the Independent Service for 
Information, “a CIA operation from beginning to end,” as The 
Mighty Wurlitzer describes it. Bobby Kennedy had a hand 
in the ISI when he was JFK’s attorney general. Moreover, 
one of its operatives was Zbigniew Brzezinski, the JFK and 
LBJ advisor who later became Jimmy Carter’s hard-line 
anti-Soviet National Security Advisor. Most famously, the 
ISI was headed up by future feminist icon Gloria Steinem. 
Wilford notes: “Among the many individuals named in 
[the] revelations, Steinem was one of the most forthright in 
acknowledging her wittingness” in the CIA front operation, 
while arguing that her motivations had been legit since there 
were “some liberals” in the CIA.18

The March 1967 New America article complained that the 
scandal had led to suspicions being raised against “a number 
of organizations and individuals who have in fact had no de-
monstrable or witting relations with the CIA.” The article’s 
author is described as a member of the Young People’s Socialist 
League’s delegation to a recent meeting of the United States 
Youth Council, an umbrella group that included YPSL (the SP’s 
youth group), the Young Democrats and Young Republicans, 
the NSA, YMCA and other organizations. “CIA influence in 
the Youth Council was high on the agenda” at that meeting, the 
article stated, noting that accusations were made that Agency 
funds had been channeled to it via the NSA. Denouncing 
“hearsay” and “scandal-mongering,” it reported that a resolu-
tion “drawn up by Penn Kemble, YPSL National Chairman, 
18 Wilford, Mighty Wurlitzer, pp. 142-147.

“It was necessary to destroy the town in order to save it.” This was the real-
ity of the imperialist war on Vietnam. Above: U.S. soldier as village is burned 
down. Social democrats fronted for CIA operations backing South Vietnam 
puppet regime. Trotskyists proclaimed, “All Indochina Must Go Communist!” 
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and also National Affairs Vice President of the USYC,” was 
passed, calling for a “review” of the matter.

In fact, as the New York Times (16 February 1967) had 
reported, 90% of the funding for the Youth Council came from 
the CIA. Most worrisome for the SP and YPSL were the media 
exposés shining a spotlight on CIA funding for their venerated 
leader, Norman Thomas, and particularly his efforts to combat 
communism in Latin America through “democratic leftism.” 
Far from hearsay or empty scandal-mongering, they were 
based on solidly documented facts, reported by a wide range 
of media including Ramparts, the Times and the Washington 
Post. A March 1967 CBS News special was titled “In the Pay 
of the CIA: An American Dilemma.”19 

Unlike Gloria Steinem, Thomas pled ignorance, again. He 
presented his brief in lawyerly lingo: if not sheer coincidence, 
then a mere overlap of good works and intentions lay behind 
collaboration with the CIA, receipt of monies therefrom being 
entirely unwitting on the beneficiaries’ end. In New America, 
Thomas wrote that while “most of the organizations, and their 
projects, supported by the CIA, were legitimate and valuable,” 
what “was most wrong, was that the CIA secretly dispensed 
these funds and duped a number of worthy organizations....” 
Michael Harrington’s co-leader of “democratic socialism” 
went on to aver: “I speak feelingly because I was the chair-
man of the Institute for International Labor Research, which 
received very considerable funds from the CIA through the 
conduit of the J.M. Kaplan Fund – which, in general, has done 
very good work with its money.”20 

19 The media storm on CIA revelations is vividly described in Wilford, 
Mighty Wurlitzer, pp. 225-248, and Saunders, Cultural Cold War, pp. 
381-406.
20 Norman Thomas, “CIA and Dominican Caper,” New America, 16 
February 1967.

“Thomas Defends  
C.I.A.-Aided Work”

Thomas sang a similar tune in an inter-
view with the New York Times titled “Thomas 
Defends C.I.A.-Aided Work.” The “Socialist 
Party leader ... defended a program under 
which Latin-American politicians of the 
democratic left were trained largely at the 
expense of the Central Intelligence Agency,” 
the Times stated,21 digging deeper into the 
story it had broached in 1964. From 1957 to 
1965, it continued, “Mr. Thomas was chair-
man of the Institute of International Labor 
Research,” which ran a school in Costa Rica 
where – among other things – former president 
José Figueres and Dominican politician Juan 
Bosch served on the faculty. The school moved 
to the Dominican Republic when Bosch was 
elected president. 

The article continued: “J.M. Kaplan, 
former president of the Welch Grape Juice 
Company, disclosed last week that the foun-
dation bearing his name had channeled about 
$1 million in C.I.A. funds to the Institute.” 

Yet Thomas told the Times: “I’m not ashamed 
of what we did.... What we did was good work.” He said that 
“he had ‘heard rumors’ that the money came from the C.I.A., 
but ‘they were always denied....’” 

The CIA calls this sort of calculated misdirection “plausi-
ble denial,” but the plausibility was paper thin. One would have 
to be a willful idiot to believe Thomas’ pious protestations. 
As we’ve seen, Thomas had been instrumental in getting his 
friend CIA chief Allen Dulles to continue funding the Ameri-
can Committee for Cultural Freedom, and was up to his neck 
in the CIA front American Friends of Vietnam. As histories 
of CIA front operations point out, Thomas’ “Institute focused 
on CIA projects in Latin America,” which meant doing work 
similar to that of another “institute” aimed against real labor 
and leftist organizers in Latin America: the American Institute 
for Free Labor Development.22 

The AIFLD was a joint venture of “The Company” and 
the AFL-CIO tops, funded by the U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development (as well as the National Endowment 
for Democracy after the Reagan administration established 
the NED in 1983). It helped overthrow Jacobo Arbenz in 
Guatemala in 1954, Cheddi Jagan in Guyana in 1964 and 
Salvador Allende in Chile in 1973, and it was key to building 
and backing death squads that terrorized Central America in 
the 1980s. Like Thomas’ institute, the AIFLD’s roots went 
back to the U.S. government’s post-WWII partnership with 
anti-communist labor officials to purge reds from unions in 
the U.S. and overseas. Another partner was Victor Reuther of 
21 “Thomas Defends C.I.A.-Aided Work,” New York Times, 22 
February 1967; also see “Labor Group Got $1 Million from CIA,” 
Washington Post, 21 February 1967.
22 Saunders, Cultural Cold War, 355; Wilford, Mighty Wurlitzer, pp. 
185-186.

Media Exposés of Thomas’ CIA Ties
     Washington Post                            New York Times
     21 February 1967                            22 February 1967



44

the United Auto Workers. Media 
exposés on Thomas et al. revealed 
that Reuther had been a conduit of 
CIA funds to pro-U.S. unions in 
Europe after WWII.23

While the FBI under J. Ed-
gar Hoover was notorious for its 
right-wing ties, the CIA had a 
predilection for anti-communist 
social democrats and liberals. 
During the Cold War, they all 
worked together to purge the 
“reds,” in the U.S. and abroad. 
The most notorious operative in 
these efforts was Jay Lovestone, 
who had led the purge of Trotsky-
ists from the Communist Party in 
1928 before being purged himself 
as a supporter of Bukharin’s Right 
Opposition. Lovestone went on 
to work closely with the CIA as 
leader of the U.S. labor tops’ anti-
communist international operations, seconded by Irving Brown 
(see below) and Charles Zimmerman. As discussed in “The 
Real Heritage of Michael Harrington,” in 1972 Zimmerman, 
longstanding SP chair Harrington and Bayard Rustin became 
SP co-chairmen.  

Dominican Republic: “Democratic  
Socialists” Help Install Balaguer

Norman Thomas’ Dominican connection, as well as his 
ties with Victor Reuther, were called into service again after 
Lyndon Johnson sent the U.S. Marines to occupy the Do-
minican Republic in 1965. LBJ claimed the bloody imperial-
ist intervention was necessary to “contain Communism” and 
prevent the rise of “another Cuba” in the Caribbean even as 
U.S. imperialist forces rained death on Southeast Asia in their 
attempt to prevent an NLF victory. 

Juan Bosch had been elected president of the Dominican 
Republic in 1962, after the assassination of longtime dictator 
Rafael Trujillo, but Bosch was soon overthrown by the military. 
Fearing that leftist forces would win the civil war that broke 
out in 1965, LBJ sent in 42,000 U.S. troops. The imperialists 
were backed by the puppet Organization of American States – 
“the Yankee Ministry of Colonies,” as Che Guevara called it. 
Occupation forces, cynically dubbed “peacekeepers,” remained 
until September 1966. 

In May 1966, the U.S. staged elections to install its chosen 
puppet, Joaquín Balaguer. Balaguer had served as Trujillo’s 
right-hand man for decades, all the way back to the massacre of 
Haitians in 1937, when he was the dictator’s foreign minister. 
Given this history and the fact that elections were being held 

23 “Reuther Concedes UAW Got CIA Funds,” Washington Post, 
8 May 1967. “AFL-CIA” history is usefully summed up in Philip 
Dray, There Is Power in a Union (Doubleday, 2010), pp. 515-525; 
Wilford’s Mighty Wurlitzer, pp. 51-69; and Ted Morgan’s Lovestone 
biography, A Covert Life (Random House, 2011). 

under the imperialist occupation, Thomas, Reuther and Rustin 
were tapped to provide some “democratic socialist” cover. 
With key assistance from Sacha Volman and Americans for 
Democratic Action operative Allard Lowenstein, Thomas put 
together the Committee on Free Elections in the Dominican 
Republic. His prior association with Bosch helped lend cred-
ibility to the “op.” 

Balaguer’s U.S.-backed party “won the elections with the 
support of Trujilloist army officers, who sponsored a terrorist 
campaign” in which at least 350 opposition political activists 
were killed just in the five months preceding the May 1966 
vote, states the main English-language history of the Dominican 
Republic. As for Thomas’ Committee on Free Elections, Mighty 
Wurlitzer author Wilford writes: it was “a CIA-inspired effort to 
lend international credibility to a 1966 ballot effectively rigged 
against ... former president Juan Bosch, with Thomas reprising 
the role he had performed in Vietnam in 1956 by declaring the 
elections fair before the results had been announced.”24

Enter Albert Shanker. A pamphlet from the Albert Shanker 
Institute states that his “first formal trip abroad as president 
of the United Federation of Teachers was ... to the Dominican 
Republic in May 1966,” where he was part of the Commission 
of Thomas, Volman, Reuther, Lowenstein & Co. “Staffed by 
Penn Kemble,” the pamphlet continues, “the Commission oper-
ated out of the offices of ... one of several democratic socialist 
organizations Shanker was associated with.”25 Get the picture? 

And Lowenstein? A close associate of Bobby Kennedy, he 
was a former National Student Association president deeply 

24 Frank Moya Pons, The Dominican Republic: A National His-
tory (Princeton University Press, 1995), p. 390; Wilford, Mighty 
Wurlitzer, p. 186.
25 Eric Chenoweth, Democracy’s Champion: Albert Shanker and 
the International Impact of the American Federation of Teachers 
(Albert Shanker Institute, 2013), p. 11. Chenoweth was the national 
secretary of the Young Social Democrats, 1979-82. 

U.S. Army Airborne troops patrolling Santo Domingo after 1965 invasion. Thomas’ 
committee lent cover for 1966 rigged election under U.S. occupation.
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implicated in the CIA funds scandal. His biographer William 
Chase reports that in the Dominican Republic, Lowenstein had 
another Commission staffer contact a “former FBI employee” 
and “a Bay of Pigs veteran who had been a trainer at the insti-
tute ... where Bosch taught.” That same year, Lowenstein ran 
for Congress, endorsed by Norman Thomas and “democratic 
socialist leader Michael Harrington,” who wrote in praise of 
Lowenstein’s “devotion” to just causes.26 

Norman Thomas’ Committee on Free Elections helped 
establish a pattern that the U.S. imperialists employed in one 
country after another. “Sponsored by the Johnson administration 
and its organizational affiliates such as the CIA,” it exempli-
fied public-relations techniques used in what came to be called 
“demonstration elections”: that is, supposed “free elections” 
staged by the U.S. to legitimize murderous puppet regimes. The 
year after the 1966 Dominican vote, another “classic demonstra-
tion election was held under U.S. auspices in South Vietnam” 
to bolster the regime of Diem’s successors, General Thieu and 
Marshal Ky. (Ky was famous for calling Adolf Hitler his hero 
and declaring, “We need four or five Hitlers in Vietnam.”) In El 
Salvador, the U.S -staged election of 1982 provided cover for 
mass murder in Reagan’s drive to exterminate workers, peasants 
and youth fighting against the death-squad regime.27 

Made in U.S.A. with the aid of “democratic socialists,” 
the 1966 Dominican Republic vote had a long-lasting impact 
on Haitians as well as Dominicans. Joaquín Balaguer ruled 
through rampant corruption and terror, using a police death 
squad, the “Banda Colorá,” to gun down communists. Both as 
Trujillo’s henchman and as president for most of the 30 years 
after the 1965-66 occupation, Balaguer was the key ideologue 
and architect of anti-Haitian persecution in the Dominican 
Republic, a bloody legacy that continues to this day. 

From YPSL to “AFL-CIA,” USIA, NED...
A crucial role throughout this history was played by the 

“young democratic socialists” of yesteryear. To understand 
U.S. social democracy, just ask: What became of them? 
The short answer is that having been trained as professional 
anti-communists, they ended up as key operatives for the 
anti-communist “AFL-CIA” labor officialdom, spearheading 
U.S. skullduggery in Cold War II, fronting for Contra terrorists 
and death squad regimes in Central America and funneling 
U.S. dollars to anti-Soviet Solidarność in Poland, founding 
endless front groups for CIA ops and serving as top officials 
in the U.S. government’s international operations, both under 
Republican Reagan and Democrat Clinton. Some went with 

26 William H. Chafe, Never Stop Running (Basic Books, 1993), pp. 
191, 244, 254-261.
27 Edward S. Herman and Frank Brodhead, Demonstration Elec-
tions: U.S.-Staged Elections in the Dominican Republic, Vietnam, 
and El Salvador (South End Press, 1984), pp. 42, 55, 115-119. Nor-
man Thomas was key to positive media coverage of the 1966 Do-
minican elections as well as Bosch’s participation in them, the au-
thors stress, also noting: “Subsequently, Lowenstein was associated 
with Freedom House, and served as a member of their mission to 
Rhodesia in 1979 and 1980. Frances Grant, one of the observers in 
(and apologists for) the Dominican Republic election showed up as 
a Freedom House observer in El Salvador in March 1982” (p. 250n).

Michael Harrington’s Democratic Socialists, some with Bayard 
Rustin’s Social Democrats. But they all ended up as part of 
the U.S. imperialist machine, and they all got their training as 
State Department (or CIA) socialists in the Socialist Party of 
Norman Thomas, Max Shachtman and Michael Harrington. 

In 2006, former Young People’s Socialist League chair-
man Joshua Muravchik told the story in a nostalgic piece in 
neocon flagship Commentary. When YPSL broke up in ’64 
with the departure of its left wing, this “cleared a path for our 
rump of right-wingers to re-create the YPSL according to our 
own rights.” The “moving force for this was a triumvirate” of 
Penn Kemble, Tom Kahn and Paul Feldman (to whom Har-
rington passed the editorship of New America around the same 
time). The three were nominated to the Socialist Party’s Na-
tional Committee in 1966, together with fellow “yipsels” like 
Charlotte Kemble, Rachelle Horowitz and Sandra Feldman.

A glance at “YPSL In Action” pages in New America shows 
that by 1969, under Michael Harrington’s chairmanship of the 
Socialist Party, Josh Muravchik had taken over from Penn Kemble 
as national chairman of the SP youth group; Charlotte Kemble 
(later Charlotte Roe) was now YPSL national secretary; a fellow 
named Max Green was the page’s co-editor, with Tom Milstein 
and Penn Kemble’s sister Eugenia listed under “Editorial Board.”28

Around the same time, Penn Kemble headed up a group 
called Frontlash to work on voter registration with the AFL-CIO. 
(The name was taken from LBJ’s election strategy to defeat 
Barry Goldwater’s appeal to a white backlash against civil 
rights in 1964.) Charlotte Kemble later became its executive 
director. Funded by the labor tops, Frontlash had close rela-
tions with New York teachers union leader Shanker. One of its 
organizers was David Jessup, formerly of the Bay Area YSPL. 
An old Peace Corps associate of Jessup’s named David Dorn 
became Frontlash representative to the U.S. Youth Council and a 
Shanker rep at international “free trade union” events, reporting 
back to Shanker “about different trainings and conferences in 
Africa, Asia, and Latin America.” Penn Kemble’s sister Eugenia 
also became an assistant to Shanker, helping “coordinate inter-
national activities,” as the Shanker Institute pamphlet puts it.29

As of 1972 the SP’s National Committee included Paul 
Feldman, Rachelle Horowitz, Tom Kahn, Penn Kemble, Josh 
Muravchik, one Carl Gershman, and others (including Har-
rington, of course). Gershman had become YPSL national 
chairman, figuring prominently in an article titled “Young 
Socialists Defeat Motion Favoring Recognition of Cuba” in 
the New York Times (28 December 1972). The article quoted 
YPSL leaders’ self-description as “‘rebels against appease-
ment’ of any form of communism,” including U.S. diplomatic 
recognition of Cuba. The article also took note of how the SP/
YPSL was divided between leaders closely linked to the AFL-
CIO tops, who had back-handedly supported Nixon in the ’72 
elections, and a minority that supported the liberal Democratic 

28 Joshua Muravchik, “Comrades,” Commentary, 1 January 2006; 
Proceedings, 1966 National Convention, Socialist Party; New 
America, 22 April 1969 and 31 March 1972. 
29 “Young Dems, YPSL Join in ‘Frontlash’,” Harvard Crimson, 6 
March 1968; Wikipedia entry on Frontlash; See allthewaywithlbj.
com; Chenoweth, Democracy’s Champion, p. 53.
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presidential candidate, George McGovern. This foreshadowed 
the following year’s split of Shachtman-trained forces into So-
cial Democrats, USA (eventually headed by Gershman) and the 
followers of Michael Harrington, who formed the Democratic 
Socialist Organizing Committee and then the DSA. (See “The 
Real Heritage of Harrington’s DSA.”)

And the roster of Muravchik’s YPSL “comrades”? His 
2006 reminiscence proudly lays it out. Having served U.S. 
imperialism through the medium of State Department “demo-
cratic socialism,” they cut out the middleman. Tom Kahn 
joined the presidential campaign of Senator “Scoop” Jackson 
(known as the Senator from Boeing for his ties with military 
contractors) in 1972; George Meany’s lieutenant Lane Kirk-
land then “gave him a permanent position at the AFL-CIO as, 
in effect, the house intellectual.” Penn Kemble “carved out a 
distinct place for himself in American politics, culminating in 

a stint as deputy director and then as acting director of the U.S. 
Information Agency under President Clinton. Through it all, 
he never ceased inventing new organizations....” 

Muravchik continues:
“Others in our old socialist group made meaningful careers 
as well. Tom Kahn’s stature at the AFL-CIO rose as Lane 
Kirkland succeeded Meany.... Tom became chief of labor’s 
foreign-policy programs, and in that capacity he orchestrated 
labor’s support for Solidarity in Poland. Rachelle Horowitz 
... became a leader of the Democratic National Committee. I 
found my niche writing essays and books. Arch Puddington, 
at Freedom House, did much the same. Carl Gershman, who 
succeeded me as YPSL leader as I had succeeded Penn, be-
came president of the National Endowment for Democracy.... 
Max Green was President Reagan’s liaison to the American 
Jewish community [etc.]....”30

30 Muravchik, “Comrades.”

•	 Penn	Kemble:	YPSL national chairman, SP national 
committee, 1966; executive secretary, SP, 1968-70; together 
with Harrington and Shachtman, founded SP front Negotia-
tions Now, 1967; founder, AFL-CIO electoral group Front-
lash, 1968; SP national committee, 1972; founder, Coalition 
for a Democratic Majority (opposing McGovern), 1972; 
president, Committee for Democracy in Central America, 
1981-88, supporting Nicaraguan Contras and death-squad re-
gimes in El Salvador and Guatemala; deputy director (1993), 
later acting director (1999), U.S. Information Agency under 
Democrat Clinton; Board of International Broadcasting un-
der Republican Bush, 2001; later, Washington representative 
of CIA front Freedom House.
•	 Tom	Kahn:	head of League for Industrial Democracy; 
SP national committee, 1972; presidential primary campaign 
of “Senator from Boeing” Henry Jackson, 1972; perma-
nent position, AFL-CIO, where he coordinated support for 
Solidarność counterrevolutionary drive in Poland; director, 
International Affairs Department, AFL-CIO, 1986-92.
•	 Charlotte	Kemble	 (later	Roe): YPSL, SP national 
committee, 1966; YPSL national secretary; executive di-
rector, Frontlash; State Department political officer, labor 
attaché, labor advisor and liaison to CIA front AIFLD, etc. 
in various posts.  
•	 Rachelle	Horowitz:	YPSL, SP national committee, 
1966; SP national committee, 1972; head of political de-
partment, American Federation of Teachers, appointed by 
hard-line Cold Warrior Albert Shanker, from 1985; later 
leader of Democratic Party National Committee.
•	 Sandra	 Feldman: YPSL, SP national committee, 
1966; lieutenant to Shanker and executive director, United 
Federation of Teachers, 1966-75; president, UFT, 1985-97 
(also vice president, New York state AFL-CIO); president, 
AFT, 1997-2005.

•	 Max	Green:	co-editor, “YPSL In Action” page of New 
America, 1969; later Reagan liaison to Jewish community. 
•	 Joshua	Muravchik: YPSL national chairman, SP na-
tional committee, 1968-73; SP national committee, 1972; 
aide to Sen. Henry Jackson in presidential primary campaign, 
1976; executive director, Coalition for a Democratic Major-
ity, 1977-79; later executive committee, Freedom House; 
prominent neocon, writing in Commentary.
•	 Eugenia	Kemble: editorial board, “YPSL In Action” 
page of New America, 1969; later head of education issues 
department of AFT, appointed by Shanker.
•	 David	Jessup:	Bay Area YSPL; organizer, Frontlash; 
point man for AFL-CIO anti-communist operations in 
Central America.
•	 Carl	Gershman:	YPSL national chairman, SP national 
committee, 1972; executive director, SDUSA, 1975-80; 
chief counselor to U.N. representative Jeane Kirkpatrick 
(also former YPSL) in the first Reagan administration, 
1981-84; president, National Endowment for Democracy 
(1984-present), named by Reagan.

From YPSL to …
Careers in Counterrevolution

Cold Warriors Penn Kemble (left) and Tom Kahn.
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The U.S. Information Agency, Freedom House, the AFL-
CIO foreign affairs department, etc., are notorious partners, 
promoters and fronts for CIA “dirty tricks” around the world. 
As for the National Endowment for Democracy, for three 
decades it has provided overt cover for covert Company opera-
tions, from Miami’s anti-Castro “gusanos” to Central America 
to Venezuela to U.S.-orchestrated “color revolutions” in East 
Europe. Major funding for Venezuelan “opposition” groups 
is also provided by the Friedrich Ebert Foundation, a project 
of the German SPD (Social Democratic Party). It is named 
after one of the patriotic “socialists” who ordered the murder 
of Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht in 1919. As in 1919, 
the SPD is a bulwark of the Socialist International. 

As for the SDUSA, the Central America connection 
was a key nexus for these YPSL grads. Muravchik’s article 
proudly cites the fact that former Bay Area YPSL member 
David Jessup “became the point man for the quite substantial 
efforts by organized labor under Kirkland to resist Commu-
nism in Central America.” What that meant was “AFL-CIA” 
leaders promoting Reagan’s Contra cutthroats in Nicaragua, 
death squads in El Salvador and the U.S.-armed dictatorship 
in Guatemala that waged a genocidal counterinsurgency war 
against indigenous Maya peoples. 

Meanwhile, Charlotte Roe filled a series of “diplomatic” 
posts for the State Department starting in the 1980s, including 
“Political/Labor Officer” in Bolivia, where she helped reopen an 
office for the AIFLD. She went on to serve as “Political Officer” 
in Chile; “Labor Attaché” in Israel; “Deputy Political Coun-
selor” in Colombia (again liaising with local AIFLD projects); 
“Environmental and Science Attaché” in Hungary; then “Politi-
cal Counselor” at the Organization of American States, “State 
Department, Senior Labor Advisor, Western Hemisphere,” etc.31 

The DSA of 2018 would doubtless prefer that its young re-
cruits be unaware of what became of their predecessor “young 
democratic socialists.” In the event that they do, it would 
doubtless argue that the DSA today has nothing to do with 
the neocons of SDUSA. But as Friedrich Engels liked to say, 
facts are stubborn things. The fact is that these former “yipsels” 
were intensively trained in the Shachtman-Harrington-Thomas 
school of “democratic socialism” over an entire period in which 
Harrington worked hand-in-glove with them denouncing reds 
and “Viet Cong apologists,” while one revelation after another 
of Thomas’ Company connections spilled forth. In 1972-73 
they had their falling-out over which government party to 
serve: Democrats or Republicans. Harrington chose the former 
– the SDUSA crew the latter. Their training served them well, 
as they graduated from fronting for the U.S. imperialist elite 
to “carving out a place for themselves” as part of it. 

The Wages of Shankerism
Al Shanker, who led the New York City United Federation 

of Teachers (UFT) for two decades starting in 1964 and headed 
the national American Federation of Teachers (AFT) from 
31 Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training, Foreign Affairs 
Oral History Project, Interview with Charlotte Roe, 10 January 
2005, on line at http://adst.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/Roe-
Charlotte.pdf.

1979, was another YPSL graduate, joining the SP youth group 
in the late 1940s. He was closely tied to the Shachtmanites in 
particular, and to the SDUSA after the 1973 split: Yetta Barsh 
Shachtman, Max’s wife, was Shanker’s longtime administra-
tive assistant. Shanker was succeeded as UFT president by 
Sandra Feldman, the former YPSL and SP national committee 
member, who also took over the AFT upon his death in 1997. 
Under Shanker, the UFT and AFT served as key links in the 
CIA’s worldwide anti-Soviet and anti-communist campaign 
of subverting left-led unions. 

Today, the Albert Shanker Institute trumpets Shanker’s role 
backing Lech Walesa’s Solidarność, touching off the “domino 
effect” that brought “the end of communism” throughout the 
former Soviet bloc.32 Under Walesa, workers’ strikes at the 
Gdansk shipyards – voicing frustration with the Polish Stalinist 
government’s broken promises and concessions to IMF auster-
ity – were exploited to launch to launch Solidarność which 
quickly consolidated as a counterrevolutionary political move-
ment. Directly aligned with Reagan, British Conservative prime 
minister Margaret Thatcher and the Vatican, it enrolled thousands 
of right-wing nationalist activists and priests, together with mil-
lions of well-to-do peasants, to spearhead the drive for capitalist 
counterrevolution throughout the Soviet bloc. 

As Solidarność prepared a bid for power, Walesa invited 
the AFL-CIO’s Lane Kirkland and Irving Brown to Poland. 
As the Shanker Institute relates:

“More than $75,000 was raised [for Solidarność] by Frontlash 
32 “Domino Effect: The AFL-CIO and the End of Communism” (15 
June 2017) and “Democracy’s Champion: Albert Shanker” (3 Feb-
ruary 2014), on shankerinstitute.org.

Social Democrat Al Shanker, UFT and later AFT presi-
dent, was linchpin in funneling CIA aid to counter-
revolutionary Polish Solidarność.
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... [and] a coalition of youth groups established by the Young 
Social Democrats.... In late September 1981, Solidarity 
wanted to launch an information office in New York around 
its First Congress. Tom Kahn asked Shanker to provide help. 
Shanker provided office space, a large financial contribution, 
and the union’s press office and expertise.”33 

Still, this was mere chicken feed. The CIA reportedly funneled 
at least $10 million in covert funds to Solidarność, channeled 
through “third parties” (like U.S. and European unions led by 
social democrats), plus another $10 million from the NED. 
Millions more were provided by the Vatican Bank, West 
German social democrats and other funders.

In September 1981, Solidarność opened a U.S. office 
in the New York headquarters of Shanker’s union. Bayard 
Rustin of the A. Philip Randolph Institute joined other old 
comrades of Shachtman and Harrington on the platform. 
Outside, supporters of the then-Trotskyist Spartacist League 
protested with placards reading “No Rollback! No Capitalist 
Restoration in Eastern Europe,” “Reagan Smashes PATCO, 
Loves Solidarność,” “Social Democrats and the AFL-CIO 
Front for the CIA in Poland, Too,” “Don’t Sell Poland to the 
German Bankers,” and other slogans. An important theme was 
upholding the revolutionary internationalist legacy of Rosa 
Luxemburg against that of Josef Pilsudski, the anti-communist 
dictator whose image appeared on Solidarność posters.

In response, the virulent labor-haters of the Wall Street 
Journal (29 September 1981) published an editorial titled 
“Communists and the AFL-CIO,” praising “American labor’s 
support for Solidarity,” and ominously warning: “Anyone 
seeking to delegitimize its performance in this realm should 
be aware of just how serious an attack he is launching” and 
“should not be allowed to do so easily.”34 Given the “AFL-
CIA’s” close ties to the top levels of the U.S. government, 
this was an ominous threat. Wall Street was jubilant when 
Solidarność eventually succeeded in bringing capitalist 
counterrevolution to Poland. But for Polish workers it meant 
mass impoverishment and layoffs, including the closing of the 
Gdansk shipyards, and an all-out clerical-nationalist assault on 
the rights of women, abolishing the right to abortion. 

The Shanker Institute pamphlet also devotes many pages 
to Shanker’s activities with Bayard Rustin et al. in the U.S. 
propaganda campaign to “Save Soviet Jewry,” which was 
ratcheted up in the 1970s following Israel’s 1967 occupation of 
the West Bank. Many of the former Soviet Jews that the cam-
paign helped send to Israel became settler shock troops there. 

Revolution or Counterrevolution
Though Muravchik doesn’t mention Jeane Kirkpatrick in 

his reminiscence, she too was a YPSL grad, albeit of earlier 
vintage. Like Shachtman protégé Irving Kristol, Kirkpatrick 
was one of the most prominent pioneers of the reactionary 
backlash movement known as “neoconservatism.” Ronald 
Reagan appointed her his ambassador to the United Nations, 
33 Chenoweth, Democracy’s Champion, p. 65.
34 See “Solidarity, the Polish Union, Is Open for Business in U.S.,” 
New York Times, 25 September 1981;  and the Spartacist pamphlet, 
Solidarność: Polish Company Union for CIA and Bankers (1981), 
pp. 2-6.

where her chief counselor was Carl Gershman.
Among her other murderous tasks, Kirkpatrick was point 

person for the counterinsurgency wars that devastated Central 
America in the 1980s. Muravchik and Penn Kemble were 
among the most vocal supporters of this imperialist-sponsored 
mass murder. Both were signatories to a full-page ad backing 
the Nicaraguan Contras in the New York Times (16 March 
1986), titled “We Support Military Assistance to the Nicara-
guans Fighting for Democracy.” Muravchik also penned such 
Times op-eds as “Endowing Democracy” (18 June 1984) and 
“Topple the Sandinistas” (3 March 1985).

With Reagan in the presidency and former SP/YPSL 
colleagues serving as his minions, DSA founders Michael 
Harrington and Irving Howe (editor of Dissent) worked to 
rally the wing of American social democracy that wanted to 
stick with the Democrats through thick and thin. Interviewed 
together with Howe by the New York Times Magazine (17 June 
1984), Harrington insisted that “by now practically everyone 
on the left agrees that the Democratic Party, with all its flaws, 
must be our main political arena.”

In the same interview, Harrington underlined his loyalty 
to the patriotic premises of social-democratic politics: “When 
I criticize American foreign policy, our intervention in Central 
America ... I do that in the name of the national security of 
the United States.... Our critique is that President Reagan’s 
policy with regard to Nicaragua does not promote the national 
security, it hurts it.” Howe chimed in: “And you speak of the 
national security because you recognize that there is a totalitar-
ian enemy out there which needs to be met.”

Norman Thomas’ crusade for imperialist “democracy” 
against the Soviet “totalitarian enemy” was the common heri-
tage of both wings of U.S. social democracy as the anti-Soviet 
drive escalated by Carter was pushed to the max by Reagan and 
George H.W. Bush. After Harrington’s death in 1989, the DSA 
carried on the tradition, hailing the wave of capitalist restora-
tion that spread from Poland and the DDR (East Germany) to 
the USSR itself, bringing social devastation and nationalist 
blood-letting in its wake. Today, the DSA continues to celebrate 
“the collapse of communism,” calling this counterrevolution 
“a critical gain for democracy.”35 

From ordering the murder of communists and champi-
oning invasion of Soviet Russia at the time of the Bolshevik 
Revolution to promoting counterrevolution against the Soviet 
Union from the 1950s to the 1990s, the social democrats served 
as front men and women for imperialism. Do new members 
of the Young Democratic Socialists of America today want to 
become professional anti-communists, cogs in the machinery 
of imperialist domination, like those who went before them? 
The Revolutionary Internationalist Youth, youth section of 
the Internationalist Group, U.S. section of the League for the 
Fourth International, seeks instead to develop professional 
revolutionaries, fighting for the liberating communism of 
Lenin, Luxemburg and Trotsky. 

Revolution or counterrevolution: it’s a clear, class choice. 
So which side are you on? n
35 Joseph Schwartz, “A History of Democratic Socialists of America 
1971-2017,” July 2017, at dsausaorg.
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Cops, Prison and Security Guards Out of the Labor Movement!

DSA Debacle Over  
Cop “Union” Organizer

Danny Fetonte (front left), together with Bernie Sand-
ers. Fetonte, who was long-time leader of the Austin, 
Texas branch of the Democratic Socialists of Ameri-
ca, was for years an organizer for a cop “union,” the 
Combined Law Enforcement Associations of Texas 
(CLEAT). Police are the enforcers of racist capitalist 
repression. Cops, prison and security guards out of 
the unions!
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The following article is reprinted from The Internationalist 
No. 49, September-October 2017.

In early August, the Democratic Socialists of America 
(DSA) held a national convention in Chicago that caused a 
sensation among the reformist left and got oodles of favor-
able publicity in much of the mainstream bourgeois press. 
Long a staid and seemingly moribund pressure group on 
and in the Democratic Party, the DSA boasts of rising to 
25,000 members and growing due to the combined impact 
of Bernie Sanders’ bid to win the Democratic nomination 
and the election of Donald Trump. The DSA has sought to 
give itself a more “progressive” makeover appealing to its 
new millennial base, even as these social democrats repeat-
edly called the cops on an Internationalist sales team for 
selling revolutionary literature outside the convention (see 
the introduction to “The ABCs of the DSA,” The Interna-
tionalist, August 2017).  

Then came the Danny Fetonte scandal. A long-time leader 
of the DSA’s Austin, Texas branch, Fetonte was elected to the 
organization’s National Political Committee at this year’s con-
vention. Endorsed by vice-chair Joseph Schwartz and other DSA 
leaders, Fetonte put particular emphasis on the growth of the 
Austin chapter and his role in “building the Bernie Campaign,” 
noting that “37 out of the 75 Bernie delegates to the Democratic 
National Convention from Texas were DSA members,” as well 
as touting his “years as a union organizer” (“NPC Candidates,” 
dsaconvention.org). 

Less than a week after the DSA’s convention closed 
in a crescendo of self-congratulation, the group erupted in 
full-blown crisis over the “revelation” that Fetonte’s vaunted 
organizing career included working for a cop “union,” the 
Combined Law Enforcement Associations of Texas (CLEAT). 
In fact, Fetonte’s role as an organizer for CLEAT was far from 
a secret. Publicity about his activity in the Sanders campaign 
touted his CLEAT connection, as reflected in articles in the 
Austin Villager (11 December 2015) and American-Statesman 
(15 August 2016). 

Yet for many new members, it came as a shock, particu-
larly since the DSA convention had just passed a resolution 
for “abolition of the prisons and the police.” While such a call 
is completely illusory without socialist revolution, it reflected 
the widespread revulsion against racist police terror that led to 
mass protests after the cop murders of Eric Garner, Michael 
Brown and so many others. Many DSAers worried that Fe-
tonte’s election would hurt work with “coalition partners” in 
Black Lives Matter. 

Over the following weeks the Fetonte affair tied the 
DSA in knots, while also shedding an uncomfortable light 

on the crowd of opportunist leftists doggedly tailing them. 
Amidst the myriad statements and counter-statements by 
groupings within the DSA, a common theme was what a 
group of labor bureaucrats described, in a statement sup-
porting Fetonte, as “DSA’s image as a ‘big tent’ that does 
not seek to impose stringent ideological litmus tests on 
its members.” In the anti-communist social-democratic 
milieu, this is contrasted to the supposed evils of Leninist 
“democratic centralism.”

As Rosa Luxemburg emphasized in Reform or Revolution, 
the counterposition between revolutionary Marxism and social-
democratic reformism centers precisely on the question of the 
state. The idea that cops – the armed fist of the bourgeoisie – 
are “workers,” and that organizations devoted to representing 
their interests are “labor unions,” is characteristic of social 
democracy. It is the ideological reflection of social democrats’ 
role as real or would-be administrators of the capitalist state. 

Cops of all kinds are not workers – they are professional 
enforcers of racist capitalist repression. Marxists fight for 
the elementary demand: Cops, prison and security guards 
out of the unions!



50

Post-Convention Turmoil
Many members of the DSA learned of the Fetonte scandal 

as they were traveling home from the Chicago convention. On 
August 8, the Interim Steering Committee elected by the new 
National Political Committee (NPC) issued a statement declar-
ing that it would “investigate the facts of the matter” and was 
“moving towards a solution that emphasizes due process and 
transparency.” Some DSA members started an online petition op-
posing Fetonte; a number of local chapters and groupings within 
the organization submitted protests calling on Fetonte to resign 
or be removed from the NPC. Many of these calls focused on 
Fetonte’s failure to mention his CLEAT connection in his 2017 
NPC campaign materials – though at a raucous Austin meeting 
on the scandal, his wife reportedly stated he had done so when 
running for the NPC in 2015. 

Fetonte lashed out with denunciations of the leadership 
for showing “no moral courage” in the face of these demands. 
This complicated things for the DSA tops. They knew that as 
a minimum to appease the membership they would need to 
“censure” Fetonte, and tried mightily to negotiate with Fetonte 
to get him to resign so that they would not have to vote on 
his removal from the NPC. The negotiations did not work, 
Fetonte refused to acknowledge any deception or “wrongdo-
ing.” In fact, Fetonte wrote, “some NPC members were afraid 
that what would come out is that they knew every bit of my 
history working for CLEAT,” as “there was ample evidence 
that my work history and my connections with law enforce-
ment were widely known.” Moreover, he stated, “Texas DSA 
has at least a dozen members who organize or work with law 
enforcement” and “has a past NPC member ” (whom he did 
not identify) who “organized police and correctional officers” 
while serving on the NPC. 

Reflecting his links with much of the DSA’s old guard, 
Fetonte positioned himself as a defender of the organiza-
tion’s mission of pressuring the Democrats: “I gained votes 
by a strong advocacy for a DSA strategy of working inside 
and outside the Democratic Party and opposed the position 
that DSA should only support socialist candidates. I gained 
support because I opposed DSA isolating ourselves from 
the millions of Bernie supporters” who are working together 
“with other progressive[s] in the Democratic Party.” Though 
just about everybody weighing in on the question swore fealty 
to the social-democratic framework of “big tent” reformism, 
Fetonte sought to portray his opponents as the sort of dreaded 
“sectarians” and “dogmatists” that DSAers are taught to revile, 
denouncing them as leftist “extremists.”

On August 27, the NPC issued a statement announcing 
that it had voted to censure Fetonte but that a vote to remove 
him from the body had failed by a vote of 8.5 to 7.5; 11 votes 
would have been needed to oust him. The statement censures 
Fetonte for “omitting what would likely have been relevant 
information in his campaign materials” but states that the 
NPC did not find him guilty of any “malfeasance” that would 
be grounds for removal. Strikingly, among those backing the 
decision were some key figures of the DSA “left,” including 
two of the three members of the Momentum Caucus (which 

claims to be Marxist) on the NPC. Additionally, a “Statement 
by DSA Members of Color” cited the “pluralistic” nature of 
the DSA and the fact that “we are not a democratic centralist 
organization” as grounds for declaring that “we support the 
NPC’s decision not to remove [Fetonte] for malfeasance.”

A minority of the NPC issued a statement criticizing the 
decision as “a stunning failure of leadership on [the] part of 
those on the NPC who were unable to act decisively on an issue 
that gets to the core values of what it means to be a socialist and 
fight against racist oppression in our society. Those members 
chose to seat an unapologetic police association organizer – an 
institution of violence and terror against Black and Brown and 
working class people since its inception.” At the same time, 
the NPC minority’s declaration that “an unapologetic police 
association organizer cannot be anywhere near the leadership 
of a socialist organization” tacitly accepts that cop “union” 
members or promoters could be in the DSA so long as they’re 
not on leadership bodies.

In a sharply-worded description of the turmoil over Fe-
tonte, a disgruntled New Mexico DSAer wrote:

“Finally, after some dawdling, the NPC voted to keep 
him. This isn’t surprising.... First, the DSA’s origins 
aren’t as far left as many believe. To be crude, Michael 
Harrington founded the organization in the 1970s to force 
the Democrats further left. Look at the Democratic Party. 
Teddy Roosevelt on horseback in the Spanish-American 
War is farther to the left than the Democratic Party. And 
having police collaborators on the NPC wouldn’t be a first 
for the DSA.”
–“How the DSA Screwed Up with Danny Fetonte,” 
pastemagazine.com (1 September)

True enough – as the history of Harrington, his “State 
Department Socialist” colleague and mentor Norman Thomas 
et al. amply demonstrates. But how many of those revolted by 
this episode, and this history, can make the necessary break 
from social democracy to embrace revolutionary Marxism 
remains to be seen.

As for Fetonte, the cop organizer evidently decided to 
cut his losses and try to have the last word. On September 
8 he issued a letter of resignation from the DSA in which he 
petulantly portrays himself as the victim of “factionalists” and 
“DSA extremists” (sic!) with “less than one year” in the orga-
nization. Underscoring his pro-cop stand, he admonishes: “We 
should look to the examples of law enforcement organizations 
in Sweden and the law enforcement union in South Africa.” 
In Sweden, police snatch squads have been resisted as they go 
after youths in immigrant neighborhoods of Stockholm (most 
recently this past February) and Malmö (on September 8). In 
South Africa, the POPCRU police “union” has defended the 
killer cops who gunned down dozens of striking mine work-
ers in the 2012 Marikana massacre (see “Bloody South Africa 
Mine Massacre Unmasks ANC Neo-Apartheid Regime,” The 
Internationalist, August 2012). 

While many in the DSA no doubt hope to return to patting 
themselves on the back for a “successful” convention, “stun-
ning” growth and the like, the issues posed in the Fetonte affair 
will not go away. For starters, in New York City the DSA is 
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proudly proclaiming its central role in the City Council election 
campaign of Khader El-Yateem, a DSA member running in 
the Democratic primaries in Brooklyn in what his campaign 
manager calls “a battle for the soul of the Democratic Party” 
(Village Voice, 5 September). El-Yateem is a clergy liaison 
for the New York Police Department. At a public forum on 
the election last spring, he “called on NYPD to allocate more 
police officers to the 68th Precinct in Bay Ridge, which he said 
was chronically understaffed, so that more cops could patrol 
the streets” (Brooklyn Daily Eagle, 20 April). 

In addition,  DSA member Marc Fliedner is running for 
District Attorney in Brooklyn (Village Voice, 8 September). 
Fliedner has been an Assistant D.A. for almost 30 years and 
praised his former boss, D.A. Charles Hynes, notorious for 
numerous bogus convictions in which evidence was manufac-
tured or withheld, and accusations of racist favoritism. District 
attorneys are linchpins of the police-prosecutor-prison system 
of capitalist state repression, and now a DSAer is trying to 
fill that slot. 

Police “Unions”: Deadly Enemies of the 
Working Class

As the Class Struggle Education Workers (CSEW), which 
is fraternally allied with the Internationalist Group, stated in 
a 2014 pamphlet, police, prison guards and security guards: 

“are not fellow workers but the bosses’ agents of repression 
– ‘producers’ only of repression for the owning class against 
the working class, poor and oppressed. Whether public or 
private, proprietary or contract, police and guards of all 
kinds seek ‘unionization’ to improve and strengthen their 
position to ‘do their job’ of repression, which in the racist 
USA, founded on slavery, falls most heavily on doubly and 
triply oppressed African American, Latino and immigrant 
poor and working people and youth.”
The pamphlet notes that the Patrolman’s Benevolent 

Association (PBA) filed suit even against the toothless “anti-
profiling” law enacted in New York City in 2013, and that “for 
years, contracts negotiated by the PBA included the notori-
ous ‘48-hour rule,’ which required the city to wait two full 
days before questioning officers involved in ‘police-related 
occurrences’ – like shooting down black and Latino youth” 
(Campus Protest, Capitalist “Security” and the Program of 
Class Struggle).

In contrast, liberals and social-democratic reformists rou-
tinely support the police. In August 2014, following the racist 
police murder of Eric Garner, the Movement of Rank-and-File 
Educators (MORE), an opposition caucus in the United Fed-
eration of Teachers (UFT), refused to support a protest march 
in Staten Island and issued a statement grotesquely calling for 
“the leaderships of the UFT and PBA to find ways to work 
together and unite” with “our brother and sister officers.” In 
contrast, the CSEW marched with signs denouncing racist 
police terror and the threats of the fascistic PBA chief Pat 
Lynch to defend the cops who chokeholded Garner to death 
(see “MORE Takes a Stand … With the Police,” in The Inter-
nationalist No. 38, October-November 2014). 

It comes as no surprise that in Texas, the CLEAT cop 

“union” boasts that “effective legal representation” for police 
is one of the main benefits it offers. The statement on Fetonte 
by the minority of the DSA NPC noted:

“Fetonte had a direct hand in building police association 
power which was used by killer cops to cover for their actions. 
Fetonte organized the Bexar County Sheriff Deputies and 
successfully bargained a contract that included terms 
allowing officers under investigation to see all evidence 
before making a statement. Officers in the department 
Fetonte organized used that contract he negotiated to view 
all evidence against them after they shot and killed a man. 
They then made statements which omitted the fact that the 
man they shot had his hands up. It wasn’t until another video 
was released later that the truth came out, but to no effect. 
That was police union power in action, power which Fetonte 
helped to organize.” 

Moreover, “during the time Fetonte worked at CLEAT, an 
officer raped a handcuffed woman in the back of a squad car 
and the officer’s CLEAT local spent $1 million dollars in a 
public campaign to prevent changes to the police union contract 
that would’ve held the rapist accountable....” 

The statement notes that CLEAT opposes “even the 
most tepid of reform legislation, including the Sandra Bland 
Act which would’ve put limits on racial profiling by police” 
and “is currently supporting a bill which would limit the li-
ability of motorists who hit protesters with their vehicles.” 
What this means is shown by the murder of Heather Heyer in 
Charlottesville by a Nazi who rammed his car into a crowd of 
anti-fascist protesters.

In “doing their job” of representing the interests of 
capitalism’s uniformed enforcers, police “unions” are, and 
can only be, deadly enemies of the most basic interests of 
the working class and oppressed. The “special bodies of 
armed men” that, as Friedrich Engels pointed out, are the 
core of the capitalist state, cannot be reformed, and the idea 
that police and prisons could be abolished under capital-
ism is the sort of feel-good reformist illusion that stands in 
the way of the struggle to actually smash the machinery of 
racist repression in the only way possible: through socialist 
revolution.

In Brazil, our comrades of the Liga Quarta-Internaciona-
lista do Brasil led a struggle to oust guardas (police) from the 
Municipal Workers Union of Volta Redonda, the “Steel City” 
with a history of convulsive workers struggles. (See Inter-
nationalist pamphlet Class Struggle and Repression in Volta 
Redonda Brazil – Cops, Courts Out of the Unions [1997].) 
In Latin America, as in the U.S., reformists often claim that 
police are “workers in uniform,” going so far as to support 
“strikes” by the Military Police and military firemen in Brazil, 
police mutinies in Bolivia, etc. The same line is taken by social 
democrats in France, Sweden and other European countries, 
who have often taken the lead in organizing “unions” of the 
police forces they administer when their capitalist masters let 
them take their turn in office.

Bolshevik revolutionary Leon Trotsky responded to 
similar arguments raised by the Social Democratic Party 
(SPD) in Germany, which took on the task of administering 



52

capitalism’s repressive forces when defeat in World War I 
faced the ruling class with the threat of red revolution. (It was 
then that SPD leaders Friedrich Ebert, Philipp Scheidemann 
and their “bloodhound” Gustav Noske ordered the murder 
of Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht.) As the social 
democrats looked to the Prussian police, which included 
quite a few former social-democratic workers, to resist the 
rise of Hitler’s Nazis, Trotsky emphasized, “The worker who 
becomes a policeman in the service of the capitalist state is 
a bourgeois cop, not a worker” (What Next? Vital Questions 
for the German Proletariat [1932]).

Today, the Fetonte affair poses a bit of a dilemma for left 
groups seeking to ingratiate themselves with the DSA. All of 
them chimed in with the chorus of exaltation over the DSA 
conference, hailing the social democrats’ growth, “moves 
to the left,” etc., while mixing in a suggestion here, a bit of 
face-saving criticism there. In one way or another, they seek 
to avoid having the DSA monopolize the opportunist benefits 
of being “Sanders socialists,” hoping that cozying up to the 
DSA – while positioning themselves a wee bit to the left on 
the social-democratic spectrum – will help them get in on the 
action. 

The most prominent of these outfits is Socialist Alterna-
tive (SAlt), best known for its thoroughly reformist “socialist 
city councilperson” in Seattle, Kshama Sawant. SAlt – which 
holds that cops are workers – puts forward a recipe for police 
“reform” in which “elected civilian review boards” would 
take responsibility for the “priorities” and budget of capital-
ism’s police apparatus. As we noted, in 2014 Sawant

“praised the process of hiring a new police chief, saying it 
was ‘positive … that a woman will be at the head of what 
has been and still is a male-dominated bastion.’ She hailed 
the new top cop’s ‘openness’ and ‘commitment to build 
a relationship with the community,’ as well as her ‘tiered 
approach for policing protests,’ so that riot police will only 
be deployed ‘if absolutely necessary’.”
–“Black America Under the Gun,” The Internationalist 

No. 48, May-June 2017
The position of the Committee for a Workers Inter-

national (CWI), to which SAlt is affiliated, that police are 
supposedly workers is shared by the International Marxist 
Tendency, which likewise has its origins in the Militant 
tendency of Ted Grant, which buried itself in the British 
Labour Party for four decades. Their position on cops is far 
from abstract: both the CWI and the IMT hark back to the 
days when Grant’s Militant Labour ran the Liverpool city 
council in the 1980s, when claiming the cops were “fellow 
workers” was all in a day’s work (see “Her Majesty’s Social 
Democrats in Bed with the Police,” The Internationalist No. 
29, Summer 2009). 

Even some groupings that have taken up the call for 
police out of the unions (like Left Voice, associated with the 
right-centrist Fracción Trotskista led by the Argentine Partido 
de Trabajadores por el Socialismo) evade the question of se-
curity guards, who are “unionized” by the Service Employees 
International Union, among others. For its part, while laudably 
issuing a call in 2015 for the AFL-CIO to break its affiliation 

to the International Union of Police Associations, United Auto 
Workers Local 2865 (which represents student employees at 
the University of California) did not call for removing security 
guards from the labor movement. 

Yet as the Class Struggle Education Workers pamphlet 
demonstrates in detail, security guards are a key sector of the 
bourgeoisie’s repressive forces that works closely with the 
“regular” police. Moreover, the pamphlet notes, “in many 
circumstances, the ‘private’ basis of their authority enhanc-
es security guards’ legal powers”: among other things, they 
are not required to read Miranda rights to those they detain.

The Fetonte episode is a vivid illustration of a simple fact: 
the DSA is not, has never been and never will be a means to 
overthrow this capitalist system of racist police terror, war and 
exploitation. However much it seeks to accommodate its new 
millennial base, the DSA’s politics remain thoroughly reform-
ist – in other words, a means for accommodating would-be 
radicals to the capitalist state, as it seeks endlessly to pressure 
the Democratic Party to the left. Illusions that an influx of new 
members would “transform” the DSA crashed into reality just 
days after its biggest convention ever.

The flare-up over Fetonte should bring home to thoughtful 
activists the bankruptcy of groups that use “socialist” as a buzz-
word while disdaining the key questions of principle, program 
and history that have divided reformists from revolutionaries 
since the days of Marx and Engels’ Communist Manifesto. 
For those who actually do want to fight for socialism, it’s high 
time to ditch the DSA. ■

Brazilian Trotskyists waged hard struggle to oust po-
lice from municipal workers union in Volta Redonda, 
Brazil. At July 1996 rally, signs say: “Bourgeois 
courts, get out of our union,” “Bosses’ courts, mili-
tary police and municipal guardas out of the union.”

LQ
B
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DSA Dodges Debate
“Socialism: What It Is (and Isn’t)” 

The following article is re-
printed from Revolution (No. 14, 
January 2018), the newspaper of 
the Revolutionary Internationalist 
Youth and the Internationalist Clubs 
at the City University of New York.

Since the election of Donald 
Trump, the term “socialism” has 
been on the minds of many, a popu-
lar topic of discussion among those 
disillusioned with the status quo and 
increasingly insecure about the future. 
In the last year, the United States has 
seen repeated rallies by violent rac-
ists, one of which resulted in the mur-
der of anti-fascist protester Heather 
Heyer in Charlottesville, Virginia. 

We’ve seen unending police vi-
olence and attacks by racists against 
black people, as well as massive 
Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment (I.C.E.) arrests of immigrants. 
We’ve seen a hurricane ravage the 
U.S. colony of Puerto Rico, which 
because of the chains of finance capital that bind it to colonial 
slavery, is still without power on the majority of the island. 
We’ve seen racist, xenophobic president Trump threaten “fire 
and fury” against North Korea, whose people were slaughtered 
by the millions and whose cities were leveled by the U.S. in the 
Korean War (1950-53). As a result of widespread socio-political 
instability, many are becoming aware of the nature of capitalism, 
and the damage done by its exploitation of the working class 
and oppressed, of whole countries and continents. 

Although the word socialism has gained attention, still fixed 
in the minds of many are the lies about socialism propagated by 
the bourgeois class. Even before the “first red scare” that was 
launched after World War One and the Russian Revolution, 
socialism and communism were vilified, frequently leading 
to investigation, arrest and blacklisting of those suspected of 
harboring subversive views. Anti-communist hysteria was used 
to whip up support for imperialist assaults on countries where 
capitalist domination was challenged. Yet socialism became 
the banner of oppressed people throughout the world. Colonial 
peoples seeking freedom from imperialist slavery were painted 
as their polar opposites – as dangerous enemies of freedom. 

Lies about what socialism is still influence many today, 
and have been passed from one generation to the next. For 
decades, ruling-class politicians and media used the term 
“socialist” to discredit political viewpoints even slightly to 
the left of the status quo. Yet it has also been used cynically 
by pseudo-socialist groups that want to reform an unreform-
able system; and by capitalist politicians like Bernie Sanders 

to funnel disillusioned youth back into the Democratic Party. 
Therefore, clarity on the matter of what socialism is, and what 
it is not, is an important part of winning young people to the 
revolutionary Marxist program. That is, the genuine communist 
tradition of Lenin and Trotsky, which upheld Marxist social-
ism against the social democrats who supported World War 
One – and was the basis for the Bolshevik Revolution, whose 
100th anniversary we celebrated last November.

Going back to the Communist Manifesto (1847), polemics – 
political arguments aimed at achieving political clarity on an issue 
– are an important part of the Marxist tradition. Marx and Engels 
made arguments against the “utopian socialists,” who believed 
socialism could be achieved by convincing the ruling class it was 
a more just and rational way to organize society. Rosa Luxemburg 
wrote her classic Reform or Revolution to demolish the reformist 
nostrums of early “revisionist” Eduard Bernstein. Lenin exposed 
social democrats who made their peace with capitalism and be-
came supporters of imperialist war. Trotsky polemicized tirelessly 
against Stalin’s anti-Marxist dogma of “socialism in one country” 
and “popular fronts” with capitalist politicians; and against those 
like Karl Radek who deserted the Left Opposition to become hack 
writers for the Stalinist bureaucracy.

On September 7, the Hunter College Internationalist Club 
issued a debate challenge to the Hunter College Young Demo-
cratic Socialists of America on the topic “Socialism: What It Is 
(and Isn’t).” The YDSA is the youth section of the Democratic 
Socialists of America (DSA), which has grown to a claimed 
membership of over 30,000 members since Sanders’ campaign 

A chair was reserved for the YDSA to have a political debate with us at the 19 
October 2017 forum. Unable to defend pro-Democrat line, junior league social 
democrats refused debate challenge. 
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for the Democratic nomination and the massive revulsion at the 
election of Donald Trump. Many of those attracted to the DSA 
are unfamiliar with its real politics and record of supporting 
U.S. imperialism and the Democratic Party. 

The YDSA did not write a response to our debate chal-
lenge until almost six weeks later. When it finally did so, it 
was only to dodge the debate with the pathetic pretext that 
it had “no intention of continuing to engage” (sic) with the 
Internationalist Club, citing what it called our “unprovoked 
hostility” towards the DSA – as exemplified by such “inap-
propriate actions” as “travelling all the way to Chicago” to 
distribute Marxist literature to DSA members at their national 
convention. Grotesquely, the YDSA message characterizes 
setting up a literature table on the sidewalk outside this “so-
cialist” convention as seeking to “harass” them. This smear 
is consistent with the fact that the DSA called the cops on 
our comrades, whose offense consisted of distributing a 
leaflet criticizing their reformist politics. At its convention, 
the DSA elected police union organizer Danny Fetonte to its 
leading body, the National Political Committee. When some 
members attempted to have him removed from leadership, 
they were unable to do so, though he later quit. (See “The 
ABCs of the DSA” and “DSA Debacle Over Cop ‘Union’ 
Organizer” in this pamphlet.) 

Fresh from appealing to the cops to seal members off from 
the “threat” of Trotskyism in Chicago, the DSA was aware that 
having to “engage” in open debate at Hunter, where the Inter-
nationalist Club has long been the leading left group, would 
reveal its inability to defend its real, anti-socialist history and 
politics. This is the real reason they refused to debate us. In-
stead, YDSA members devoted themselves to anti-political and 
anti-communist baiting and sneering. The Internationalist Club 
went ahead with the event anyway, holding it as a forum/“open 
chair debate” on October 19. A chair on the platform was left 
open for the YDSA in case they changed 
their minds, and we took the opportunity 
to explain our perspective on social-
ism and how it differs from that of the 
YDSA. We called the forum “Socialism: 
What It Is (and Isn’t).”

Presenting basic points about the 
real meaning of socialism and commu-
nism, presenters Will and Jacob linked 
this to such burning topics as how to 
uproot women’s oppression, the Marxist 
program for black liberation, why sup-
porting capitalist politicians like Bernie 
Sanders is the opposite of socialist poli-
tics, the importance of defending North 
Korea against U.S. war threats, and other 
topics. The presentations were followed 
by a discussion period where audience 
members posed further questions and 
made pertinent comments. Comrades 
from the Internationalist Group’s re-
cently founded youth section, the 
Revolutionary Internationalist Youth, 

expanded on what it means when we call for a revolutionary 
workers party, why Marxists fight for the independence of 
Puerto Rico and all colonies, and other points.  

While refusing to debate, or even to listen to the presenta-
tions, members of the YDSA evidently decided to make a bit of a 
spectacle of themselves. After two lurked in the back for a couple 
of minutes at the beginning, they took off – but one then darted into 
the room, snapped a photo, then darted out. Another came back 
and stood sneering before leaving again. Finally another came 
in after the presentations and worked up the courage to make a 
comment from the floor, stating, to the incredulity of the crowd:

“I don’t see you building anything. I don’t see you going 
into the street and doing actual organizing work that’s going 
to fight against the social system that is actually hurting us. 
What do you think is the point of being so incredibly hostile 
toward the DSA and all the other groups?”
 Comrades politely reminded the YDSAer that, as every 

politically aware student at Hunter knows, the Internationalist 
Club is the only left group on campus to consistently organize 
rallies, speak-outs and contingents in mass protests against 
racist repression, in defense of immigrants and against U.S. 
imperialism. Those who know the history of activism at CUNY 
know the club’s inception successfully mobilizing to defeat 
CUNY’s “anti-immigrant war purge” back in 2001, all the 
way down to its role in innumerable recent struggles bringing 
students and adjuncts out to workers’ picket lines from the Hot 
and Crusty bakery to the Verizon and Spectrum strikes, and 
immigrant workers’ union drive at B&H Photo – to mention 
but a few. Most crucially, we carry out this organizing work on 
the basis of a program for socialist revolution, a far cry from 
those who can only give socialism a bad name by identifying 
it with pro-Democratic Party class collaboration.

We publish below edited excerpts from the presentations 
at the forum. 

Will:
The main question we are here 

to answer is, What is socialism? It’s 
important to understand that this term 
can have two types of meanings. One 
is to refer to a future society, that was 
mostly formulated by Marx and Engels. 
They didn’t create the term – that was 
done by their predecessors, the utopian 
socialists. The essence of what social-
ism is, according to Marx, is a society 
where there are no classes.

Capitalism has developed to such 
an extent that advances in technology, 
in agriculture, mass production of prod-
ucts, the global economy, actually pro-
vide the capability of producing enough 
for everyone. But Marx also says that 
you can’t just immediately jump to 
socialism – you can’t just decide “OK, 
let’s have a classless, socialist society” – 
and that was one of his biggest critiques 

Cover of The Nation magazine gushing 
over the DSA’s membership growth in 
the last year. 
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of the utopian socialists, who believed that socialism was such 
a great idea that if we can just teach everybody what it is, then 
everyone in the world will agree it’s a better way of structuring 
society and we’ll just have socialism all of a sudden. 

What the utopian socialists failed to understand is that 
the ruling class – the capitalists who control the wealth of 
the world – they’re not going to simply give up their wealth 
because socialism is a good idea. There has to be a socialist 
revolution that overthrows the capitalists that are ruling over 
society, that are ruling over the working class and the oppressed 
of almost the entire world. The capitalists are not going to 
simply hand over the keys to the kingdom to the people who 
work for them. The workers have to take those resources and 
create a socialist society through a revolution, and that’s a key 
difference that Marx had with the utopian socialists.

So socialism means the emancipation of all of the working 
class and the oppressed. One of the key aspects of that is the 
emancipation of women from capitalist oppression. The root of 
women’s oppression is in the nuclear family. Socialism would 
abolish the basis for that nuclear family that enslaves women to 
domestic servitude. It would do so by providing social institutions 
enabling people to voluntarily socialize the household chores and 
child-rearing that women are required to do today. By making 
childcare a free service available to all – freeing women to have 
leisure time to enjoy culture, which allows society to develop. 
Under capitalism half of the world’s population is stuck in this 
oppression of domestic servitude. Socialism releases women to 
be liberated and pursue their own desires and development.

In a similar way, socialism would destroy the material basis 
for racial oppression and racism. In the United States, capital-
ism was built upon slavery. The Constitution was written by 
slaveholders and the bedrock of the wealth that the 13 colonies 
and the U.S. as a young nation gained came through the labor of 
enslaved Africans and African Americans. And that is one of the 
things that allowed the U.S. to become the capitalist world power, 
the imperialist world power that it is today. In what we call the 

Second American Revolution, the Civil War, where slaves fought 
for their own freedom, they joined the Union army, took up arms 
and fought for their emancipation. Yet even after the end of chat-
tel slavery, and later the end of legal segregation, the oppression 
of black people did not end. Everyone in this room knows about 
the system of mass incarceration, where a huge percentage of the 
people being locked up are black (13% of U.S. population, 40% of 
the incarcerated population) and Latino (16% of U.S. population, 
19% of the incarcerated population). That is happening because 
racial oppression is central to U.S. capitalism.

The police are a tool of the capitalist class to maintain the 
oppression of black, Latino and all working-class people. In 
a socialist society, however, there would not be a ruling class 
and an oppressed class, so there’s no longer a need to oppress 
a whole section of the population based on their skin color or 
their origin. A large reason for racism is to divide the oppressed 
classes, to divide black workers and white workers and Latino 
workers. The only way to smash capitalism is through the 
working class coming together to overthrow the ruling class.

Bernie Sanders, who said he was a “democratic socialist,” 
cannot be a socialist because he is working with a ruling-class 
party. He ran as a candidate for the Democrats. This is the party 
that dropped two nuclear bombs on civilian cities in Japan. This 
is the party that has the record under Obama for more deporta-
tions than any other president in history. So Bernie Sanders is by 
no means a socialist but rather a representative of the ruling class.

We were hoping to have a polemic, a debate with the 
DSA, but they decided that polemics aren’t productive. But 
I wanted to mention some of the political differences that we 
have with the DSA. First of all, they endorsed Bernie Sanders. 
We have said from the very beginning that Bernie Sanders is 
not a socialist – he is a mechanism to bring young people back 
into the Democratic Party. But it’s more than this. 

At the recent convention of the DSA they elected a police 
union organizer – Danny Fetonte – as a part of their National 
Political Committee. If you are an organization willing to al-

Which side are you on? (Left) Black Lives Matter protesters at a march on the Texas state capitol in Austin, 
September 2015. (Right) Danny Fetonte, together with Bernie Sanders. Fetonte, a long-time leader of the Austin, 
Texas branch of the DSA, was for years an organizer for a cop “union,” CLEAT. Police are the armed fist of racist 
American capitalism going b ack to slavery days. Cops out of the unions!
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low an organizer of cops – one of 
the tools of racist oppression under 
capitalism – to remain in your orga-
nizing committee you are certainly 
not socialist.
Jacob:

It is clear that we are living in 
a time of crisis. There is a real fear 
that the Third World War is loom-
ing, with the escalation of imperial-
ist war threats against North Korea, 
and that millions will be the victims 
of nuclear annihilation; that our 
immigrant fellow students will be 
snatched away by I.C.E., detained in 
concentration camps and deported; 
that our black brothers and sisters 
will be the next victims of racist and 
fascist violence. What we are seeing 
is a reflection of the social system 
in which we live – the capitalist 
system – in decay. Amid the rise of 
nationalism, racism and attacks by 
fascist groups, many are coming to 
see that the ills of this society cannot simply be reformed away, 
but rather that they are intrinsic to the capitalist system; that to 
fight against oppression is to struggle for socialism.

Revolutionary Marxists fight for the overthrow of capital-
ism by the working class. Why the working class, and why do 
we spend so much of our time talking about it? First of all, it is 
the working class whose exploitation is the basis of the capital-
ist system. And second, it’s the only force capable of shutting 
the capitalist system down. So while reformist organizations 
like the DSA draw illusions that socialism can come from the 
Democratic Party – preaching class collaboration – we say 
that the first step in the struggle against the ruling class is to 
break from its political parties. The working class must rely 
on its own independent political power.

When the working class becomes the ruling class, it will 
immediately begin to transform the structures of society to 
eliminate oppression, racism and sexism. The productive 
capacity of society will be used to meet human needs instead 
of private profit. Under capitalism, millions of people take 
part in the process to make the things that we require to sur-
vive, yet a small social stratum possesses the products of that 
work, despite not even participating in the productive process. 
Nevertheless, the capitalists sell these commodities as their 
own. They obtain luxuriantly higher standards of living than 
the working class and they make the decisions that decide the 
fate of millions of people.

In the capitalist pursuit of profit the markets are flooded 
with commodities, prices drop below the cost of production, 
and profit can’t even be realized. Therefore our society doesn’t 
suffer from crises of scarcity – like famines, crop failures, or 
even overpopulation. There is a “crisis of abundance,” called 
“overproduction,” where commodities just sit around because 

they cannot be sold at a profit. The latest example of this is the 
financial crash that began in 2008. During the housing crisis, 
overproduction of homes led to mass evictions and a rise in 
homelessness. How can you make sense of that? Why is this 
the case? Because if the possessing class doesn’t at least break 
even, you can sleep on the street or starve for all they care.

So with the socialist transformation of society, the ac-
cumulated scientific knowledge and technological advances 
of humanity will be applied not for the maximization of profit 
of the possessing class, but for the true fulfillment of society’s 
wants and needs, uninhibited by parasitic social relations of 
private property. You can radically reduce the amount of human 
labor necessary to maintain society. For instance, no longer 
will automation mean mass layoffs. Instead it will allow for a 
more rational allocation of human labor.

The racist institution of the police, which originated with 
slave patrols here in the United States, will be abolished. All of 
the vile discriminatory restrictions on immigration will be done 
away with. The burden of domestic labor, which falls almost 
entirely on women, will be transferred to society, which will take 
on the responsibility of childcare, education, cooking and clean-
ing. Thus collectivized property forms will uproot the material 
conditions of oppression and the ideologies that stem from it.

We say that the Soviet Union, though initially a healthy 
workers state, underwent a process of bureaucratic degenera-
tion. In calling the former Soviet Union a bureaucratically de-
generated workers state, and China, North Korea, Vietnam and 
Cuba bureaucratically deformed workers states, and defending 
them against imperialism, we are not saying that these coun-
tries are workers’ paradises or some heaven on Earth. It is an 
objective understanding of how the property forms and social 
relations in these countries differ from capitalism, embodying 

Karl Liebknecht, opponent of imperialist war and agitator for socialist revolu-
tion, speaking at mass meeting in Berlin’s Tiergarten, December 1918. A month 
later, he was murdered on orders of the Social Democratic government. The 
DSA stands in the counterrevolutionary political tradition of social democracy. 

B
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historic gains, and the specific course that must be taken there 
in the fight for genuine socialism in each of these countries.

With the case of China, many say that China is in fact a 
capitalist country, citing the expansive capitalist inroads that 
have been made there. But private Chinese firms have been 
able to make so much growth in the first place because the 
state is feeding them so much cheap credit, and because it’s 
placed impediments on foreign companies gaining access to the 
Chinese market. However, the potentials of planned economies 
have been limited because of the bureaucratic administrations 
of these states and the lack of workers democracy, the result, 
fundamentally, of Stalinism – with its notion that socialism can 
be created in one country, which is a complete impossibility.

We defend these countries against U.S. imperialism. We 
call for the military defense of them against American war 
threats. We call for a proletarian political revolution to kick 
out the bureaucracy, save the nationalized property forms and 
establish genuine workers democracy. In the case of North 
Korea we remember that the United States killed off 20% of 
the population in the Korean War, that it dropped more bombs 
on the Korean peninsula than in the entire Pacific theater of 
World War Two. And Korea is only a third of the size of Japan. 
We remember that the U.S. installed a regime in South Korea 
of former collaborators with the Japanese colonial occupation.

In the October Revolution in 1917, amid the devastation of 
the First World War, the workers of Russia, led by the Bolshe-
vik Party of Lenin and Trotsky, overthrew the capitalist state. 
This was the first successful workers revolution in history and 
with it came full citizenship rights for all immigrants, substan-
tial gains for women like communal crèches and free abortion 
on demand, and the abolition of laws against homosexuality. 
The October Revolution was waged on behalf of the working 
classes of all nations and the Bolsheviks’ goal was to extend 
the gains of October throughout the world.

However, even after being forced into a “robbers’ peace” 
with German imperialism at Brest-Litovsk, the infant workers 
state was further ravished by civil war and an invasion by 14 
imperialist powers, an economic blockade and political isola-
tion. This coincided with the rise of the conservative nationalist 
bureaucracy that feared the spread of the revolution, which 
consolidated power in 1923-24 with Stalin at its head.

Today, we say that anyone calling themselves socialists 
can’t take a reformist approach, and that those engaging in 
class collaboration in reality cease to be socialist. Because in 
seeking to “work with” the ruling class, in calling it “practical” 
to reconcile their demands with the ruling class, one foregoes 
the tasks necessary for socialism.

The DSA, since its inception in the early 1980s, has been 
dedicated to being the “left wing of the possible,” and to 
‘realigning’ the Democratic Party. In the wake of the Bernie 
Sanders campaign, they have said explicitly that the medium-
to-long term goals of the DSA are to establish coalitions both 
within and with the Democratic Party.

The documents of the DSA from its establishment say that 
its tasks will consist in good part of campaigning on behalf of 
Democratic Party politicians. So they are most definitely not 
interested in – they oppose – making the break with the rul-

ing class that is necessary for the fight for a socialist society. 
As Will said, the ruling class won’t give up the wealth it has, 
nor its power. This requires a struggle against the ruling class. 
It doesn’t come through holding hands together and singing 
Kumbaya – it comes from organization.

After the discussion round, Jacob gave a summary, stating:
The difference, fundamentally, between so-called “demo-

cratic socialists” and revolutionary Marxists is a matter of 
principle. These social democrats are fighting for a completely 
different cause, and definitely not for a classless society. In-
stead, their program means trying to make minuscule improve-
ments to our current society by making huge concessions to 
the capitalist class. 

In contrast, based on the struggle of the working class, 
genuine socialism – communism – requires the most thorough 
break from the capitalist class as a whole, with all its parties and 
politicians, and a fight for revolutionary working-class politics 
aimed at overthrowing capitalist exploitation and establishing 
socialism on a world scale. n
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If Donkeys Could Fly...
Bernie Sanders and the Pressure  
Politics of the Opportunist Left

The following article is reprinted from The 
Internationalist No. 40, Summer 2015.

As Barack Obama’s second presidential 
term limps toward the finish line, the promises 
of “hope” and “change” which his Wall Street 
sponsors and political marketeers dangled be-
fore voters lie in tatters. Bewailing widespread 
disillusionment in the American political system 
is a standard theme from talk-show pundits to 
academia. The press reports a weighty, “data-
driven” Princeton University study finding that 
the “US is an oligarchy, not a democracy” – oh, 
what a surprise! – as it is “dominated by a rich 
and powerful elite.” Underlying much of the 
malaise is the fact that Obama has presided over 
a continuing economic depression along with 
the worsening of already spectacular levels of 
inequality. With Republican flat-earthers spar-
ring over who is the most reactionary of all and 
war-hawk Hillary Clinton dominating the Democratic field, the 
electoral circus is back again.

The fact is that bourgeois “democracy” is and has always 
been the class dictatorship of the owners of wealth and prop-
erty. It’s not just about the Koch brothers and Supreme Court 
decisions declaring corporations to be people. Long ago, Karl 
Marx “grasped [the] essence of capitalist democracy splendidly 
when ... he said that the oppressed are allowed once every 
few years to decide which particular representatives of the 
oppressing class shall represent and repress them,” as Russian 
Bolshevik leader V.I. Lenin wrote in State and Revolution 
(1917). Sound familiar?

Entering stage “left” to throw his hat in the ring in this 
tawdry drama is the senator from Vermont who poses as a 
loveable progressive, “Bernie” Sanders. Billed as an Inde-
pendent, Sanders has long been a cog in the Democrats’ 
Congressional machine, including participating  in their 
caucus and committee work. In the 2008 and 2012 elec-
tions, he supported Obama, who in turn went to Vermont 
to campaign for Sanders in 2012. Announcing a bid for the 
2016 Democratic presidential nomination, Sanders brought 
in as campaign manager long-time Democratic operative 
Ted Devine, who got his start in 1988 managing the vice-
presidential campaign of Texas Democrat Lloyd Bentsen, 
notorious for threatening to use nuclear weapons during the 
Korean War (see the chilling film Atomic Café). 

Announcing his bid for the Democratic presidential 

nomination in early May, Sanders grabbed some headlines with 
the statement: “We need a political revolution in this country 
involving millions of people who are prepared to stand up and 
say, enough is enough, and I want to help lead that effort.” 
And what kind of “revolution” does he have in mind? Why, 
voting for the current government party, the Democrats. For 
her part, Hillary Clinton tweeted: “I agree with Bernie. Focus 
must be on helping America’s middle class. GOP would hold 
them back. I welcome him to the race.” 

Sanders stated categorically that he will, as always, endorse 
whomever the Democrats eventually choose as their candidate 
for commander-in-chief of U.S. imperialism. Asked by ABC’s 
George Stephanopoulos, “But if you lose in this nomination fight, 
will you support the Democratic nominee?” Sanders replied, “Yes. 
I have in the past as well.” Stephanopoulos: “Not going to run as 
an independent?” Sanders: “Absolutely not. I’ve been very clear 
about that.”  Like innumerable “progressive” campaign bids of the 
past – such as Jesse Jackson’s 1980s Rainbow Coalition, Howard 
Dean (2004) and Dennis Kucinich (2008), to name a few – the 
central political function of the Sanders campaign is to round up 
votes from disaffected voters, keep them in the Democratic fold, 
and deliver them to the eventual nominee.

It’s all a con game, and the first to fall for it is the op-
portunist left. Their appetites are whetted by the fact that 
“Bernie” Sanders, along with his man of the people image, 
sometimes styles himself a “democratic socialist.” In a coun-
try where the s-word is a no-no for politicians, this is a bit 

Campaign of Democratic Party “socialist” Bernie Sanders (sup-
porter of war on Afghanistan and legalizing NSA domestic spying) 
aimed  to bring disaffected “progressives” back to the Democratic 
fold to vote for war hawk Hillary Clinton.

Marxism vs. “Sanders Socialism” 
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of a novelty. But it boils down to shopworn calls to “tax the 
rich,” a dash of trust-busting rhetoric like that arch-imperialist 
“progressive” Theodore Roosevelt, an occasional shout-out to 
the thoroughly capitalist “Scandinavian model,” and a heavy 
dose of “anti-totalitarian” China-bashing. 

Meanwhile, Sanders, the Democratic Party “socialist” and 
reputed antiwar candidate, has repeatedly voted for U.S. im-
perialist wars. He poses as a defender of civil liberties but has 
voted for laws extending and legalizing U.S. domestic spying 
on the citizenry. And this “independent” toes the Democratic 
Party line whenever it counts. But that hasn’t stopped vari-
ous self-styled socialists, would-be radicals, former Occupy 
Wall Street activists and assorted other reformist left groups 
from jostling each other as they try to climb on the Bernie 
bandwagon. Challenged on Sanders’ “socialist” moniker a 
while back, former Vermont governor and then chairman of 
the national Democratic Party Howard Dean said on “Meet 
the Press” (22 May 2005): 

“Bernie can call himself anything he wants. He is basically 
a liberal Democrat, and he is a Democrat that – he runs as 
an Independent because he doesn’t like the structure and the 
money that gets involved….  The bottom line is that Bernie 
Sanders votes with the Democrats 98 percent of the time.” 

A “Critical” Voice for U.S. Imperialism
The pretensions of Bernie Sanders to be a leftist, let alone 

a socialist, are a joke. His cheerleaders of the pseudo-left may 
present him as a friend of “working folks,” but the real record 
of the Vermont senator is no laughing matter. As a “critical” 
voice of support to U.S. imperialism, Sanders is an enemy of 
workers and the oppressed world-wide. 

Let’s start with his reputation as an “antiwar” politician. 
This takes a lot of chutzpah. Yes, he declined to vote for the 
first Gulf War in 1991 under Republican George Bush the First, 
as did most Democrats in Congress. But he then supported the 
murderous “U.N.” sanctions against Iraq which according to 
the authoritative British medical journal Lancet led to up to a 
million deaths, including over 500,000 children. Once Democrat 
Bill Clinton was president, Sanders voted for U.S. intervention 
in Somalia (1993) and Clinton’s war on Yugoslavia (1999). In 
the wake of 9/11, Sanders voted for the open-ended Authoriza-
tion for the Use of Military Force, and has repeatedly voted 
for military appropriations for the Iraq and Afghanistan wars.

Co-sponsoring a 2007 resolution requiring congres-
sional approval before military action against Iran, Sanders 
stated: “America’s reputation internationally has been severely 
damaged and critical military, diplomatic, and intelligence 
resources have been diverted from the war in Afghanistan – a 
war I supported, and a country this administration has increas-
ingly neglected.”1 Currently Sanders is calling on key U.S. ally 
Saudi Arabia (which has beheaded 85 people so far this year) 
to run the war against Islamic State. Last July, Sanders joined 
the other 99 senators in passing a resolution backing Israel’s 
murderous invasion of Gaza.2 
1 http://www.ontheissues.org/International/Bernie_Sanders_War_+_
Peace.htm 
2 See the video showing the senator yelling “shut up” at critics who 
protested this: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Vf2cCdgwgoM 

Like his fellow senator Patrick Leahy (D-Vt.), Sand-
ers was involved in negotiations leading to the release of 
U.S. Agency for International Development “contractor” 
Alan Gross from imprisonment in Cuba last December, and 
met with him on the island. Gross was on a spy mission for 
Washington handing out communications devices to pro-U.S. 
“dissidents.” The release of Gross was part of an agreement 
to restore the diplomatic relations between the United States 
and Cuba, freeing the last of the Cuban Five who courageously 
infiltrated gusano terrorist groups in Miami. But while stating 
that he favors allowing travel to Cuba, Sanders voted in 2001 
to maintain the travel ban until Cuba “has released all political 
prisoners, and extradited all individuals sought by the U.S. on 
charges of air piracy, drug trafficking and murder.” This is a 
direct threat to Assata Shakur and others who fled the U.S.’ 
war on black radicals in the 1970s. 

Sanders has also repeatedly supported protectionist and 
other reactionary measures against China, in line with the 
Democrats’ saber-rattling campaign against the Chinese de-
formed workers state.

On the domestic front, an article in Counterpunch (27-29 
June 2014) noted that while Sanders voted against the original 
U.S.A. PATRIOT Act legislation, in 2006 he voted for “legisla-
tion that made the remaining fourteen provisions of the Patriot 
Act permanent and extended the authority of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation (FBI) to conduct ‘roving wiretaps’ and access 
certain business records....” Similarly, “Sanders voted against 
the original legislation that created the Department of Homeland 
Security, but by 2006 he had joined the majority of Congress in 
passing continued funding of that agency.” In July 2014, Sand-
ers was a co-sponsor of the USA FREEDOM Act, which “is 
being hyped as a prohibition of the N.S.A.’s controversial mass 
surveillance practices, but it actually extends the PATRIOT Act 
for years and opens up new avenues for more invasive forms of 
government spying” (The Hill, 21 May). 

With Obama racking up new records for the number of 
people deported (2.5 million so far during his presidency), 
Sanders has repeatedly used populist demagogy railing 
against immigrant workers. In an official statement congratu-
lating the Senate Judiciary Committee on its anti-immigrant 
immigration “reform” bill of 2013, Sanders “supported provi-
sions in the measure that would strengthen border enforce-
ment, prevent unscrupulous employers from hiring illegal 
workers and give legal status to foreign workers needed to 
keep Vermont’s dairy farms and apple orchards in business. 
Sanders, however, expressed strong concern that large Ameri-
can corporations in the midst of very high unemployment 
were using immigration reform to lower wages and benefits 
for American workers.” 

Pseudo-Socialist Left Debates the  
Best Way to Chase After “Bernie”

Before Sanders officially threw his hat in the ring, Pro-
gressive Democrats of America set up a Facebook page 
called “Run Bernie Run! As a Democrat.” Soon “The People 
for Bernie Sanders” was set up by Occupy activists together 
with members of the “Left Labor Project,” CODEPINK and 
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others, who resurrected the tired lingo of class collaboration to 
appeal to “progressive forces to unite behind Sanders” in the 
2016 campaign. Jacobin magazine (1 May) chimed in with a 
piece by its founding editor,  Bhaskar Sunkara, urging: “We 
should welcome Bernie Sanders’ presidential run, while being 
aware of its limits.”

As for avowed socialists, with their ever-so-slightly-
different formulas chasing after a hoped-for new “move-
ment,” the social-democrats tailing after the Democratic 
Party “socialist” provide a snapshot of what is wrong with 
what passes for a left in this country. Two groups that are 
relatively prominent on the left – Socialist Alternative (SAlt) 
and the International Socialist Organization (ISO) – stand 
out, although many other organizations share much the same 
outlook.

Feeling it had broken into big-time politics since the elec-
tion of Kshama Sawant as a Seattle city council member, SAlt 
jumped to get a head start in the Bernie biz over a year ago. 
In an article hopefully titled “Bernie Sanders for President in 
2016?” Socialist Alternative newspaper (16 April 2014) wrote 
that Sanders says that “he wants a dialogue with progressive 
activists before deciding on whether to run for president and 
whether he should stand as an independent or within the 
framework of the Democratic Party.” It helpfully urged Ber-
nie to call a “national conference of progressive, community, 
and labor organizations” which, “we hope,” would generate 
enough “momentum” to “persuade Bernie Sanders to take the 
historic step of running as an independent left candidate for 
the presidency in 2016.” 

Socialist Alternative was practically begging this bour-
geois politician and de facto Democrat to run for president, 
as it earlier did with Ralph Nader. SAlt supporters pushed a 
Facebook page called “Bernie Sanders, Go Green” (as in Green 
Party), claiming that this could “radically alter American poli-
tics.” To be clear, the Green Party is a minor capitalist party 
that serves as a home for homeless liberal Democrats who 
feel that their party has abandoned them. If SAlt was disap-
pointed in its hopes for a Green capitalist Sanders campaign, 
it nevertheless erupted in rhapsody when he announced his 
bid: “Bernie Sanders Calls for Political Revolution Against 
Billionaires,” it wrote (9 May), reveling in the “tremendous 
wave of enthusiasm” the announcement of his presidential 
campaign allegedly unleashed. 

To cover its rear quarters, the Socialist Alternative article 
added: “Campaign Needs to Build Independent Political 
Power.” SAlt states that it considers it a “mistake” for Sand-
ers to run in the Democratic primaries, adding that when he 
fails to win the Democratic nomination, “Sanders should 
continue running in the general election as an independent.” 
It waxes poetic about how this fantasy could generate “a 
huge impetus towards the building of a new political force to 
represent the 99%” – the populist catch-phrase of the short-
lived Occupy “movement.” But it all depends on “how much 
pressure Sanders comes under from his own supporters.” It’s 
all about pressure, you see. Yet, Democrat or not, SAlt vows, 
“We will be campaigning with Sanders supporters against the 
corporate politicians….” 

If donkeys could fly, pressure would transform the likes 
of Bernie Sanders into the opposite of what is: a capitalist 
Democratic politician. So these fake-leftists whip up enthu-
siasm for “Bernie” supposedly to pressure him to the left, as 
he helps corral votes for Hillary while ostensibly pressuring 
her to the left. This is the logic of a pressure group on the 
Democrats, always on the lookout for new opportunities to 
work with representatives of this party of capitalist oppres-
sion. And as a sop for the ranks, it peddles evergreen hopes 
of ever-bigger “success” through class collaboration. That 
is precisely how SAlt’s Sawant has functioned in Seattle. 
Generating illusions in the Democratic campaign of Bernie 
Sanders is just the most recent embodiment of the policy 
followed by generations of leftists in the United States who 
have helped channel discontent and disillusionment back 
into capitalist politics.

Among the fond hopes voiced by Socialist Alternative is 
that, if only he would follow their advice, “Sanders’ campaign 
could play a critical role in helping to lay the basis for a new 
political party, a third party.” SAlt’s fawning on “Bernie” has 
provided an opening for the International Socialist Organiza-
tion, which was caught flat-footed by Sawant’s win in Seattle, 
an opportunity to pose as a “socialist” alternative to Socialist 
Alternative. The ISO argues that Sanders “could have set a 
very different example, with a far greater chance of success, if 
he ran for governor in Vermont against the Democratic Party’s 
incumbent.... In so doing, Sanders could have built momentum 
for a national third-party alternative to represent workers and 
the oppressed” (Socialist Worker, 5 May). 

So for the ISO it’s momentum and more momentum, 
adding helpfully: “If Sanders had his heart set on national 
politics, he could have run for president like Ralph Nader as 
an independent, opposing both capitalist parties, the Democrats 
and Republicans.” Meanwhile, Ashley Smith, a leading ISOer, 
gushes about Sanders that “he’s really electrified a layer of 
newly-radicalizing activists and people on the left,” that “he’s 
really hitting on all the key notes, and I really identify with 
all the people who’ve been galvanized by his campaign,” but 
that “he’s making a mistake in running inside the Democratic 
party” (Real News Network, 26 May).  

So the distinction between SAlt’s approach and that 
of the ISO amounts to very small potatoes indeed. After 
all, both fervently threw themselves into supporting the 
“independent” capitalist campaign of the anti-immigrant 
millionaire Ralph Nader (see “Capitalist Nader’s ‘Socialist’ 
Foot Soldiers,” Revolution No. 2, October 2004). Both yearn 
for a “third party,” while presenting this as somehow innately 
radical. ISO leaders have repeatedly run on the Green ticket, 
from New York to California. While claiming to oppose the 
Democrats, the ISO celebrated Obama’s election in 2008 
as a “watershed event,” emblazoning its journal with his 
campaign slogan “Yes We Can!” (International Socialist 
Review, January 2009). 

Both SAlt and the ISO are in the business of tailing after 
whatever excites liberal Democrats, throwing in a little talk 
of “independence” to cover their fundamental allegiance to 
capitalist politics.
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What’s Trotsky Got to Do With It?
Groups like Socialist Alternative and the ISO present 

themselves as standing in the tradition of Marx and even, 
when it suits them, of Lenin and Trotsky. Yet both groups 
teach their supporters to dismiss as “ultra-leftism” the most 
basic ideas of Marx, Lenin and Trotsky, starting with the most 
fundamental of all: that Marxism stands for class politics. 
For those whose guiding light is “relating to people where 
they’re at” rather than telling the unvarnished truth to the 
masses, the very idea of a class line in politics is sneeringly 
derided as sectarian. Yet so long as working people are tied 
to the parties of the bourgeoisie, whether red, blue or green, 
they will be chained to the capitalist system of war, poverty 
and racism. 

The question of third parties is a very old one in American 
politics.  Long before “Bernie” came “Teddy” Roosevelt’s 
1912 Progressive Party campaign, with a raft of other “third 
party” capitalist candidates before and since. For Marxists, 
the fundamental question is not how many parties there are, 
but what class they represent. While liberals and reformists 
measure a candidate on a sliding scale of “progressiveness,” 
Marxists oppose support to any capitalist candidate or party. 
The bottom line for revolutionary communists, as opposed to 
these social-democratic reformists, is the political indepen-
dence of the working class. 

Marx was emphatic: “Our politics must be working-
class politics. The workers’ party must never be the tagtail 
of any bourgeois party; it must be independent and have its 
own policy,” he proclaimed in a September 1871 speech to 
the First International. The following year, he and Friedrich 
Engels wrote: “Against the collective power of the propertied 
classes the working class cannot act, as a class, except by 
constituting itself into a political party, distinct from, and 
opposed to, all old parties formed by the propertied classes” 
(“Resolution on the Establishment of Working-Class Parties,” 
September 1872).

And Trotsky? The ISO has been playing around with talk 
of Trotsky and Trotskyism in recent years, though its political 
record and tradition stand entirely counterposed to what the 
founder of the Fourth International stood for. Meanwhile, 
those who diligently search SAlt literature can find the oc-
casional reference to Trotsky there.3 Leftists who actually 
want to be Trotskyists should check out what he had to say 
on “third parties” in the U.S. Early on in its degeneration, the 
3 The actual politics of both groups are thoroughly social-demo-
cratic. The politics of the International Socialist Organization are 
derived from the current led by the British ex-Trotskyist Tony Cliff, 
whose “state capitalist” theories served as a “left” cover for support 
to the anti-Soviet Cold War. Others among the ISO leadership came 
out of the current founded by Max Shachtman, who denounced 
Trotsky for defending the USSR in WWII and became a leading 
right-wing social democrat. Socialist Alternative was established 
by U.S. supporters of another British social-democratic current, the 
heirs of Ted Grant, which carried out decades-long “entrism” in Her 
Majesty’s British Labour Party, claims that police and prison guards 
are part of the workers movement, and proposed establishing social-
ism through an act of parliament.

U.S. Communist Party got sucked into a “Third Party Alli-
ance” which paved the way for the “independent” Progressive 
Party presidential campaign of Wisconsin governor Robert 
La Follette in 1924. (For details on this episode, see Bryan 
D. Palmer, James P. Cannon and the Origins of the American 
Revolutionary Left, 1890-1928 [2007].)

In his fundamental work against Stalinist opportun-
ism, The Third International After Lenin (1928), Trotsky 
denounced how “the young and weak American Communist 
Party [was drawn into] the senseless and infamous adventure 
of creating a ‘Farmer-Labor party’ around La Follette.” 
There can be no two-class party, Trotsky insisted. “The 
misfortune lies precisely in the fact that the epigones of 
Bolshevik strategy extol maneuvers and flexibility... as the 
quintessence of this strategy, thereby tearing them away 
from their historical axis and principled foundation and 
turning them to unprincipled combinations which, only too 
often, resemble a squirrel whirling in its cage.” Indeed, “it 
was not flexibility that served (nor should it serve today) as 
the basic trait of Bolshevism,” Trotsky insisted, “but rath-
er granite hardness” in the defense of basic class principles, 
beginning with the revolutionary political independence of 
the working class. 

Trotsky’s 1928 document – smuggled out of Russia by 
veteran Communist James P. Cannon, which laid the basis for 
the establishment of the Trotskyist movement in this country 
– could have been describing SAlt, the ISO and others who 
justify each new unprincipled maneuver with the claim that it 
is justified by the need for tactical flexibility.

In 1948, the long-since Stalinized and thoroughly reform-
ist CP backed the “independent” Progressive Party campaign 
of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s former Secretary of Agriculture, 
Henry Wallace. U.S. Trotskyist leader James P. Cannon was 
categorical: 

“The Wallace party must be opposed and denounced by 
every class criterion.... Its differences with the Republican 
and Democratic parties are purely tactical. There is not a 
trace of a principled difference anywhere. And by principled 
difference I mean a class difference.... Bourgeois parties 
are not the arena for our operation. Our specific task is the 
class mobilization of the workers against not only the two 
old parties, but any other capitalist parties which might 
appear.” 
This is the program of authentic Trotskyism which the 

Internationalist Group stands on in fighting for a revolution-
ary workers party. If the  revolutionary party must be “the 
memory of the working class,” opportunist pseudo-socialists 
bank on people having a short memory. The allegedly historic 
Bernie Sanders campaign will go down in history as yet an-
other episode in ruling-class efforts to deceive and subjugate 
the workers and oppressed in the service of the Democratic 
Party. The response of the opportunist left is another chapter 
in its sorry record of doing the donkey work for such cam-
paigns. The work of building a party dedicated to leading 
socialist revolution depends on sharp class demarcation from 
every form of bourgeois politics, even when dressed up in 
“socialist” colors. n
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Revolutionary Workers Party Needed to Defeat  
Capitalism’s Onslaught

No, Bernie Sanders 
Is Not a Socialist

By Jacob and Abram
The following article is reprinted from Revolution No. 

12 (March 2016). 
Almost a hundred years have passed since Russian revo-

lutionary leader V.I. Lenin wrote that Karl Marx grasped the 
“essence of capitalist democracy splendidly when, in analyz-
ing the experience of the [Paris] Commune, he said that the 
oppressed are allowed once every few years to decide which 
particular representatives of the oppressing class shall represent 
and repress them” (State and Revolution, 1917). 

In the United States this decision narrows down to which 
leader of the governmental “party of property” – Democrat or 
Republican – will become the CEO and commander-in-chief 
of U.S. imperialism. In 2008, large numbers of young people 
jumped on Barack Obama’s “Hope and Change” bandwagon. 
But soon they were kicked to the curb by growing inequality, 
unending economic hardship, racist repression and war. Disap-
pointed Obama voters fueled the short-lived Occupy Move-
ment in 2011. Some have since moved to the left, generally 
in still vaguely defined terms. For the Democrats, roping the 
millennial youth back into the fold is a priority.

The candidate long seen as a foregone conclusion prepack-
aged for coronation, Hillary Clinton, is viewed by many young 
people as a wholly owned subsidiary of Wall Street. This is 
true, as it was for Goldman Sachs’ chosen candidate Barack 
Obama eight years ago. So it’s hard to sell brand Hillary to 
many who pulled the lever for Barack one or two elections 
ago and can’t stomach more of the same. Meanwhile, visceral 
hatred of the very idea of a black man in the White House 
has pushed the Republican Party ever further into open racist 
demagogy, misogyny and seemingly insane threats against 
immigrants, Muslims and other “enemies.” This road show 
of hate is now headed up by the luridly vile billionaire sicko 
Donald Trump.

But you can’t fight Trump with Democrats. In capitalism’s 
electoral circus, the two-headed beast of Democratic/Republican 
domination has rarely seemed so ravenous. It has never been more 
important to explain, patiently but urgently, that continuing to 
subordinate ourselves to the capitalist parties means defeat for the 
most fundamental needs and interests of working people, youth 
and the oppressed. The only way to defend ourselves against the 
onslaught of capitalist reaction is by fighting for the working class 
to free itself from capitalist politics, pursuing its own independent 
class politics through a revolutionary workers party.

Enter Bernie Sanders
As the revolutionary Marxists at the City University of 

New York, Internationalist Club activists are often asked “So 
what’s the deal with Bernie Sanders – isn’t he some kind of 
socialist?” The short answer is “No.” For starters, not only 
does Sanders not advocate, he opposes actual socialist poli-
cies like the expropriation of the means of production owned 
by the capitalist class, let alone the revolutionary seizure of 
power by the working class necessary to carry this out. His 
trademark slogan of a “political revolution” is ad-speak for: 
“By means of the existing rotten political structures of U.S. 
capitalism, make Bernie Sanders the candidate of the ruling, 

Bernie and the drones: Bernie Sanders, in his bid for 
the Democratic nomination for U.S. president, vowed 
to continue Obama’s policy of “targeted killing” by 
killer drones in the Middle East. Socialist? Not hardly.
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Democratic Party.” And Bernie means business when it comes 
to backing capitalism. All you have to do is look at his actual 
record, which we’ll do in a minute.

But first, what about Sanders’ sallies of rhetoric against 
the “billionaire class”? In capitalist society, power is held by 
the class that owns capital – the capitalist class – which as a 
whole lives from the exploitation of the working class. This 
elementary socialist truth is worlds away from Sanders’ sound 
bites about a supposedly distinct “billionaire class” – which 
leaves a whole lot of millionaires, like Bernie’s colleagues in 
the Senate, as supposedly potential allies.  Like “the 99% vs. 
the 1%” rhetoric popularized by Occupy, this populist lingo 
obscures what Marx and Engels rightly called the fundamental 
and irreconcilable class antagonisms between the bourgeoisie 
(capitalist class) and the proletariat (working class).

“Well, what do you expect – Bernie is running to be the 
Democratic presidential candidate!” those “feeling the Bern” 
might respond. Exactly. Bernie Sanders is a capitalist politician 
who, while labeling himself “independent,” has been part of the 
Democratic caucus throughout his career in the U.S. Senate. 
In recent debates in which Sanders tried to court the African 
American vote (after his early debacles facing Black Lives 
Matter protesters), he vied with Hillary Clinton over who is 
most supportive of Obama’s legacy. This is only logical for a 
candidate running for nomination as Obama’s successor – as 
the presidential candidate of the current ruling party of U.S. 
imperialism, the Democrats.

Supporting Democrats Is the  
Opposite of Socialist Politics

What, then, is this creature called the Democratic Party? 
Only the willfully blind and hopelessly naive, or those pretend-
ing to be, can see it is a formless container waiting to filled 
with increasingly “progressive” content. Along such lines, 
an article in the Indypendent (March 2016) titled “Occupy 
the Party” claims the Democratic Party is “a terrain that the 
movement can occupy,” a “site of struggle over the horizons 
of U.S. politics.” Not a few former Occupy Wall Street activ-
ists emit this kind of vapid self-justification as they sign on as 
“Sandernistas,” retooling their “we are unstoppable, another 
world is possible” razzmatazz for the purpose.

The Democratic Party is and has always been a machine 
for subjugating the working people and oppressed to the 
capitalist class, going back to the party’s origins as the party 
of slavery, then Jim Crow. Its crimes include boundless op-
pression against the peoples of Latin America, the bombing of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, imperialism’s genocidal war against 
the people of Vietnam... In more recent years, Hillary’s husband 
Bill Clinton signed the North American Free Trade Agreement 
in 1994, which destroyed the livelihood of millions of rural 
and urban poor people in Mexico (while shuttering factories in 
the U.S.). That same year he signed the Violent Crime Control 
Act, expanding prisons and ramping up police forces. In 1996 
“Bill and Hill” pushed through the “Personal Responsibility 
and Work Opportunity Act,” which threw millions of women 
off public assistance in line with their vow to “end welfare as 
we know it.” 

Two decades later, Obama has kept true to the Democratic 
tradition. His legacy is endless, and endlessly multiplying, wars 
abroad, unending racist police repression, economic hardship 
and deepening inequality “at home.” “Friend of labor”? In 
2012 he sent the Coast Guard to escort ships loading grain 
from a scab terminal in Longview, Washington. In 2014, 
Obama signed an executive order forcing Philadelphia mass 
transit workers back to work as they walked out against pay 
cuts deriving from the Obamacare tax on union health plans. 
Under the aegis of President Obama, the U.S. has also deported 
[more than 5] million immigrants, an all-time record. He also 
plans to increase the deployment of killer drones overseas by 
50% in the next four years.

And Sanders? He’s all for the drones. To be sure, some 
of the economic measures Sanders calls for are not at all to 
Wall Street’s taste, but they go no further than standard-issue 
populism. Denmark and other Scandinavian countries he 
praises have always been thoroughly capitalist, with some 
more “welfare state” measures thrown in due to the strength 
of the labor movement there, together with historical efforts 
to ward off the appeal of the Russian Revolution. Though 
he succeeded in seducing much of the “left” with claims to 
stand against war and government surveillance, the duplicity 
is obvious. Sanders claims to champion civil liberties, yet he 
co-sponsored the USA Freedom Act, which restored several 
provisions of the then-expiring USA PATRIOT Act. 

Sanders has also backed U.S. military interventions in 
Somalia, Yugoslavia and Afghanistan, voted to fund the Iraq 
war, and vociferously supports Obama’s policies in the Middle 
East, while backing Israel’s murderous aggression against the 
people of Gaza. In contrast, Marxists call for the defeat of U.S. 
imperialism and its predatory wars. (See “Democrat Sanders 
Aboard the ‘War on Terror’ Bandwagon,” The Internationalist 
No. 42, January-February 2016.) Sanders calls on U.S. client 
state Saudi Arabia, which beheaded an average of one person 
every two days last year, to head the war against Islamic State.

So what, we are often asked, does it mean when Sanders 
calls himself a “democratic socialist”? Sanders’ sometime la-
bel does not even mean “social democrat” like mass reformist 
parties in Europe historically based on the labor movement. 
Those arose through a break from the openly capitalist par-
ties, but for the last hundred years have upheld the rule of 
capital. Social-democratic reformism historically claimed you 
could segue into socialism from existing capitalist politico-
legal structures. Sanders’ moniker boils down to Democrat 
with a big D using more leftish-tinged words in the quest to 
get disillusioned youth and workers to support the party of 
Clinton and big business. Former Vermont governor and then 
chairman of the national Democratic Party Howard Dean said 
it like this back in 2005:

“Bernie can call himself anything he wants. He is basically 
a liberal Democrat, and he is a Democrat that – he runs as 
an Independent because he doesn’t like the structure and the 
money that gets involved….  The bottom line is that Bernie 
Sanders votes with the Democrats 98 percent of the time.”
“OK, so maybe Bernie isn’t much of a socialist,” some 

admit, “but why do you have to criticize him so much?” Because 
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anyone who actually fights for socialism must oppose capitalist 
politicians down the line. This goes back to Karl Marx, who in-
sisted: “our politics must be working-class politics. The workers’ 
party must never be the tagtail of any bourgeois party; it must be 
independent and have its goal and its own policy” (“Apropos of 
Working-Class Political Action,” September 1871). Supporting 
Democratic politicians is the opposite of socialist politics, the 
most basic principle of which is the political independence of 
the working class.

ISO: Sanders =  
“Socialism in the Air”

This brings us to those “tagtails” who chase after the 
Democrats. Outside the main entrance to Hunter College in 
February, students were approached by newspaper sellers 
hawking a paper with a red-white-and-blue cover, adorned 
with election-style ribbons sporting little fists. “Socialism In 
the Air,” it blared. Inside, an article titled “The frantic push 
to smear the socialist.” Welcome to the land of “socialist” op-
portunism – it’s Socialist Worker (February 2016), newspaper 
of the International Socialist Organization! One guess who 
the “socialist” is in this rosy patriotic scenario. That’s right 
– Bernie Sanders. 

One of the most cynical things about this all is that the ISO 
claims it does not support Sanders, indignantly chastising those 
supposed “ultra-leftists” who point out that this claim is rather akin 
to Sanders’ claims not to be a Democrat. They play the game, but 
want to keep a smidgeon of distance from the name.

Faux-radical organizations such as the ISO and Socialist 
Alternative (SAlt) have welcomed Sanders’ campaign as “a 
breath of fresh air,” and a “political revolution” that can shake 
“the foundation of [the] corporate controlled two party sys-
tem,” respectively. Why? Because they want to snap up some 
left-leaning youth who, desperately looking for respite from 
reactionary Republicans and the Wall Street candidates of the 
Democratic Party, have been drawn to the Sanders campaign. 
These two groups (who actually are social-democratic reform-
ists) do so in slightly different ways, providing further object 
lessons in what socialism is not. (See “Bernie Sanders and the 
Pressure Politics of the Opportunist Left,” The Internationalist 
No. 40, Summer 2015.)

In the name of allegedly smart and ever more flexible 
tactics, SAlt has sunk deeper and deeper into the morass 
of Bernie fandom. There is a certain inexorable logic here: 
if you think you’re going to hit the big time by enthusing 
about a candidate for the Democratic nomination, seeming 
less than whole-hearted about it can only be perceived as 
an obstacle to getting the job done. As for Sanders’ sup-
port for U.S. imperialism, SAlt’s newspaper headlined that 
“Sanders’ Foreign Policy Falls Short: Socialism Means 
Internationalism,” yet while his “mistaken” foreign policy 
“reveals his political limitations,” they wrote, this suppos-
edly “does not negate the enormously progressive aspects 
of his campaign.”

 The ISO, too, has written up blandishments about Sand-
ers, but judges it inopportune to openly support his campaign. 
They want to have their cake and eat it too, claiming him as 

a fellow “socialist” and basking in the warm sensation that 
his campaign means “socialism is in the air” while keep-
ing an escape clause open to deny they could ever support a 
Democrat. Instead, they suggested that he should have “run 
for president like Ralph Nader as an independent” (Socialist 
Worker, 5 May 2015). Like SAlt, the ISO backed Ralph Nader, 
an anti-immigrant capitalist politician, in 2000 and 2004. It 
has also repeatedly run on the ticket of the Greens, a minor 
party but no less bourgeois than a multitude of “third parties” 
that have come and gone throughout the history of capitalist 
politics in the United States.

Following the opportunist logic of seeking a cut of today’s 
popularity, at the expense of basic socialist principles they 
pretend to uphold, these “‘Feel the Bern’ socialists” penned 
paeans to Obama too, back in the day – before young people felt 
burned by the realities of his presidency. The ISO celebrated 
Obama’s election in 2008 and plastered Hunter College with 
posters with his signature slogan, saying “yes we can.” That 
year and the next they repeatedly referred to him as “a breath 
of fresh air” (see “ISO: ‘Fresh Air Fiends’ of Class Collabora-
tion,” December 2015). SAlt joined the ISO in hailing Obama’s 
2009 budget – including the biggest-ever U.S. military budget 
– calling it “a break from the political policies of the last 30 
years” (Socialist Alternative, 11 March 2009). For the leaders 
of such organizations, for whom anything goes in the latest 
political get-rich-quick scheme, it is always too late to learn. 

Workers Revolution Is  
What We’re Fighting For

Those who have been led, falsely, to believe that the ef-
fects of capitalist class rule can be voted away may imagine 
that if Bernie Sanders were elected to administer the capitalist 
state, it could or would come to represent the “people.” Yet 
the political function of Bernie Sanders’ campaign is not to 
sharpen the struggle against capitalist reaction but to blur con-
sciousness and lead those increasingly fed up with the status 
quo back into supporting the Democratic Party of war, racism 
and police terror. The self-proclaimed “socialists” hailing him 
are culpable for helping promote the con.  

As Friedrich Engels wrote in The Origin of Family, Prop-
erty and the State, the capitalist state is the “means of holding 
down and exploiting the oppressed class,” an “instrument for 
exploiting wage-labor by capital.” Though these words were 
written in 1884, they ring just as true today. The “democratic 
socialists” can maunder through their utopian paracosm (fan-
tasy world), and hold hands with the bourgeoisie for as long 
as they like; but here in the real world, power does not volun-
tarily diminish itself, and the working class must confront its 
antithesis, the capitalist class. 

Engels and his comrade Karl Marx warned that the politics of 
class reconciliation were deadly for the interests of the exploited 
and oppressed. Gains, or even the defense of those previously won, 
can only come about through sharp struggle against the bourgeois 
rulers, all of them. For the founders of modern socialism – com-
munism – this meant revolutionary struggle by the working class. 
Today in the United States and internationally, workers revolution 
is what we’re fighting for. n
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The League of Pre-Squeezed Lemons

Yesterday’s “Obama Socialists,”  
Today’s Bernie Boosters

Build a Revolutionary 
Workers Party!

Reprinted from The Interna-
tionalist No. 42, January-February 
2016.

Bernie Sanders’ presidential 
campaign has nothing to do with 
winning people to socialism. It’s all 
about getting disaffected “progres-
sives” and youth to vote Democratic 
in 2016, and at most to nudge this 
pillar of American capitalism in 
a slightly more liberal direction. 
Sanders is well aware of his role. 
In 2008, Barack Obama won by 
feigning an antiwar stance in a 
country sick of the Iraq War, and 
by exciting large numbers of youth 
and African Americans with the 
prospect of the first black president 
of this country founded on slavery. 
Today after eight years of Obama’s 
administration, governing on behalf 
of Wall Street while continuing and 
escalating the U.S.’ endless war in the Middle East, that brand 
is well past its sell-by date. Sanders has noted that Republicans 
win when there is low voter turnout, and in 2014 midterm elec-
tions 80% of youth didn’t vote. So he seeks to “reinvigorate 
democracy” by pushing a liberal populist program spiced up 
with some “socialist” rhetoric and talk of a “political revolu-
tion” to attract them.

Some of Sanders’ earliest backers are leftovers from the 
2011 Occupy Wall Street movement, with its populist jibes at 
“the 1%.” (He goes them one better, attacking “the 1/10th of 
1%.”) This includes the hip Marxoid Jacobin Magazine, whose 
initiators came out of Cold War social democracy. On the other 
hand, the Vermont senator’s “color-blind” economic populism 
has not attracted the tens and hundreds of thousands of young 
people and others who marched against racist police terror in 
2014.1 What Sanders has done is place much of the socialist left 
in a quandary, as reformists and opportunists dream of having 
an audience in big-time bourgeois politics. Some still want to 
maintain a pretense of independence from the Democratic Party 
of war, poverty and racism. Others want to go all the way with 
“Bernie,” hoping to pick up disappointed Sanderistas when 
1 See “Capitalism’s Racist Electoral Circus Is Back,” The Interna-
tionalist No. 41, September-October 2015.

Bernie Sanders and Hillary Clinton yuk it up at December 2015 Democratic 
candidates debate. Opportunist leftists snuggle up to self-described democratic 
socialist Sanders. Buyer beware: vote “progressive” Bernie and you’ll get 
warmonger Hillary. But then, Sanders also supports imperialist “war on terror.”

he endorses “Hillary” after the charade of primary elections. 
Genuine revolutionary Marxists and communists, in contrast, 
warn against the Sanders swindle.

The pseudo-socialists have had some practice at this con 
game already. Almost all of today’s Bernie Boosters were, 
in one way or another, “Obama Socialists” in 2008. In the 
“all-in for Bernie” corner we have the Communist (in name 
only) Party (CPUSA) and the Democratic (Party) Socialists 
of America (DSA). These star-spangled social patriots almost 
always back the Democratic presidential nominee no matter 
who it is. The CPUSA, which in 2008 proclaimed “A New Era 
Begins” over Obama’s election, now headlines: “Feeling the 
Bern: Bernie Sanders is hot in Los Angeles” (People’s World, 
11 August). In turn, a DSA vice chairman was quoted in a 
front-page article in the Wall Street Journal (11 December) 
hailing Sanders, who has spoken at DSA conventions, as “a gift 
from the gods.” The organ of finance capital quoted Sanders 
saying in an interview that he supports “the strong entrepre-
neurial spirit that we have in this country,” that he is not for 
government ownership of the means of production, and only 
wants “to make certain that the wealth is much more equitably 
distributed than is currently the case.”

Of the social democrats who simulate a degree of 
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separation from the Democratic Party (the DSA doesn’t even 
pretend), the most prominent are the International Socialist 
Organization (ISO) and Socialist Alternative (SAlt). The 
DSA is a continuator of the “State Department socialists” 
whose chief ideologist was Max Shachtman, who split from 
Trotskyism refusing to defend the Soviet Union in World War 
II claiming it was “bureaucratic collectivist” (and who later 
became a propagandist for U.S. imperialism). The ISO is an 
heir of Tony Cliff, who broke with Trotskyism refusing to de-
fend the USSR in the post-WWII Cold War, labeling it “state 
capitalist.” SAlt is an offshoot of the Militant tendency of Ted 
Grant, who along with Cliffites and Shachtmanites (and most 
of the left) condemned Soviet intervention in Afghanistan in 
the 1980s. In contrast, authentic Trotskyists hailed the Soviet 
army in Afghanistan and, while calling for political revolu-
tion to oust the sellout Kremlin bureaucracy, intransigently 
defended the USSR and Soviet bloc deformed workers states 
against imperialism and counterrevolution.

We have already commented on the pseudo-debate be-
tween SAlt and the ISO over how to sidle up to the populist 
Democratic candidate (“Bernie Sanders and the Pressure 
Politics of the Opportunist Left,” The Internationalist No. 
40, Summer 2015). While SAlt has plunged ever deeper into 
the Sanders campaign, the ISO continues to piously wish that 
Sanders, the long-serving imperialist bourgeois politician, were 
“independent.” This hasn’t stopped these Cliffite social demo-
crats from gushing with enthusiasm over his campaign, with 
article after article praising Sanders as a “breath of fresh air,” 
“a welcome departure from the mainstream,” saying everyone 
“should welcome Sanders’ praise for ‘democratic socialism’ 
and his frequent appeals to the virtues of Scandinavian social 
democracy,” that “Bernie Sanders’ call for political revolution 
is welcome,” etc. We’ve seen this “breath of fresh air” stuff 
before from the ISO … over Barack Obama.

When Obama, then a senator from Illinois, started making 
waves with his high-flown liberal rhetoric and denunciation of 

Bush’s “dumb war” in Iraq, the ISO quickly sensed an opportu-
nity. It showed up at a February 2007 Obama rally in Chicago 
with a banner reading “Obama: Stand Up! Cut the funding!” 
As past masters in opportunism, they were soon repeating the 
Democratic candidate’s campaign slogans, plastering “Yes We 
Can” and “The Politics of Change or Politics as Usual” (along 
with a flattering photo of Obama) on the cover of its magazine, 
the International Socialist Review (see “The ‘Obama Social-
ists’,” The Internationalist No. 28, March-April 2009). Then, 
after Obama took office and presented his first federal budget 
the ISO proclaimed: “After 30 years of Republican ascendance 
in Washington and the retreat of liberalism at every turn, 
Obama’s willingness to draw the line and promise a fight for 
his priorities is a welcome blast of fresh air.” Obama’s priorities 
included the biggest U.S. military budget since World War II.

Socialist Alternative likewise hailed Obama’s war budget 
as “a sharp break from political policies during the last 30 
years” (Justice, March-April 2009). Nowadays, SAlt is all 
Bernie, all the time. Its other, implicitly pro-Democratic Party 
campaigns like $15 Now which proposed to win a $15/hr. mini-
mum wage by legislative and ballot initiatives, have fallen by 
the wayside as it pushes the populist Democrat. After an initial 
pro-forma call to “persuade” Sanders to run for president as 
an independent, which he had already rejected, and saying it 
was a “mistake” for him to run in the Democratic primaries, 
SAlt dropped any pretended scruples and has been busily 
participating in “People for Bernie,” “Labor for Bernie” and 
similar efforts, while mounting the Million Student March as a 
pro-Sanders event. Now, in time-honored opportunist fashion, 
it has formed a new front group for the campaign. If the DSA 
has #WeNeedBernie, SAlt has set up #Movement4Bernie as 
its own wholly owned subsidiary to recruit out of.

A statement on the website of #M4B calls to “Join the 
political revolution against the billionaire class,” in order to 
“help Bernie win in 2016, stop the right-wing Republicans and 
counter the Wall Street dominated Democratic Party establish-
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ment.” Similarly, it calls to “Challenge 
Clinton” but “Stop the Republican 
Right.” It even has a shout-out to 
“Many people [who] are excited about 
the prospect of having our first woman 
President.” So just as Sanders carefully 
avoids labeling Clinton the candidate 
of Wall Street, although she practically 
invited it in the first Democratic debate, 
Socialist “Alternative” goes out of its 
way to not attack the Democratic Party 
as such, and certainly not to denounce 
it or call to break from this capitalist 
party. With its deliberate silences and 
weasly formulations about “counter-
ing” and “challenging” the Democratic 
“establishment,” SAlt is participating 
in Sanders’ campaign in the Democratic 
primaries while cynically slithering 
around to avoid saying so openly.

If anyone had any doubt on that 
score, the first initiative of this new 
“movement” was to publicize a letter 
from SAlt’s “socialist” Seattle city coun-
cil member Kshama Sawant defending Sanders in a flap inside 
the Democratic Party over his campaign sneaking a look at 
a Hillary Clinton campaign voter database. The #Movement-
4Bernie is a get-rich-quick scheme, and SAlt has to move in 
a hurry, to make headway among Sanders’ supporters before 
the Bernie bandwagon runs out of gas a few months from 
now, at the latest by the Democratic convention when Sanders 
throws his support behind Clinton. It’s hardly a new tactic, but 
it marks the formal entry of SAlt into the Democratic Party. 
From having its supporters participate in Sanders’ campaign, 
it has graduated to building that campaign as an organization. 
Whether M4B says it in so many words or not, that fact is that 
the necessary first step to “help Bernie win in 2016” is getting 
people to vote for him in the upcoming Democratic primaries.

Socialist Alternative has class collaboration written in its 
DNA, it’s at the heart of reformist social democracy. An outfit 
that considers cops to be workers, SAlt is willfully blind to 
the class line separating the working class and the capitalist 
class, pitting the proletariat against the bourgeoisie. Its entry 
into Democratic Party politics is a fundamental betrayal of any 
fight for working-class independence, the cornerstone of Marx-
ist politics. As Karl Marx underscored in his 21 September 
1871 address to the International Working Men’s Association, 
“Our politics must be working-class politics. The workers’ 
party must never be the tagtail of any bourgeois party; it must 
be independent and have its goal and its own policy.” In the 
Sanders campaign, SAlt is going beyond its usual tailing after 
the capitalist Democrats to direct participation. In doing so, it 
is feeding and even creating illusions that the cause of “social-
ism,” or at least its caricature of it, can be advanced through 
struggle within this bourgeois-imperialist party.

Various other denizens of the social-democratic swamp 
want a little more distance between Democrat Sanders and 

themselves, but despite some soft 
criticisms, none take him on frontally. 
And no wonder, since the program he 
is running on differs little from the 
reformist pablum they routinely dish 
out. An article by David Freedlander 
on the Bloomberg Politics web site (13 
October) quotes Steve Durham of the 
Freedom Socialist Party (FSP) saying 
of Sanders, “He isn’t an anti-capitalist! 
He is for reforming capitalism” (“Ber-
nie Sanders Isn’t Socialist Enough for 
Many Socialists,” 13 October). The 
FSP criticizes Socialist Alternative for 
its Berniemania, but writes that “If he 
chose to, Sanders has the momentum 
and the numbers of supporters to break 
free from the Democrats and contribute 
toward launching a formidable anti-
capitalist party” (Freedom Socialist, 
October 2015). Yet if Sanders were 
running as an “independent,” he would 
still be a bourgeois politician, defending 
capitalism and imperialism.

The FSP proposes that various “socialist groups … in-
crease their impact in the electoral arena by joining together 
with a common platform.” But the reformist common ground 
these social democrats share with each other (and with Sand-
ers) is precisely the illusion of reforming capitalism, as the 
bourgeois populist SYRIZA (Coalition of the Radical Left) 
party proposed to do in Greece. It was an utter fiasco, for 
which Greek working people paid a heavy price. Socialist 
Action (SA), for its part, counsels leftists to sidestep the Sand-
ers campaign and keep on with antiwar, anti-racist (Black 
Lives Matter), environmental and women’s rights protests, 
with the aim of building a “labor party” (“Bernie Sanders & 
the Labor Movement,” Socialist Action, 5 September 2015). 
Yet to avoid the common fate of such movements of being 
co-opted, sucked into the Democratic Party and defeated, it 
is crucial to directly oppose the Democrats and to oust the 
pro-capitalist bureaucrats in a struggle to build a revolution-
ary workers party.

The DSA, ISO, SAlt, FSP and SA are virtually indistin-
guishable varieties of what they call “democratic socialism” 
(the adjective being a promise to the bourgeoisie, liberals in 
particular, that they are definitely not communists). Another 
neck of the reformist marshland is populated by a Stalinoid 
strain, heirs of the late Sam Marcy, who broke with Trotskyism 
to embrace Chinese Maoism. Following a 2004 split over non-
programmatic issues, the Marcyites are divided into the Workers 
World Party (WWP) and its offshoot, the Party for Socialism 
and Liberation (PSL). PSL vice presidential candidate Gloria 
La Riva told Bloomberg Politics, “I don’t think he [Sanders] is 
a socialist. He ignores socialist countries,” by which she means 
the Stalinist-ruled bureaucratically deformed workers states. But 
it seems that they’re “feeling the Bern” anyway. An extensive 
article by PSL leader Brian Becker responds to “confusion” on 

Social democrats of all denomina-
tions unite to hail “political revolution” 
of Democrat Bernie Sanders. Above: 
Democratic Socialists of America. 
Below: Kshama Sawant, Socialist Alter-
native City Council member in Seattle.
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the left about how to deal with “the sudden popularity of the 
self-proclaimed democratic-socialist Bernie Sanders.”

In contrast to “some radical socialists” who have em-
phasized “how ‘bad’ Sanders is on some issues, or that he 
is not a ‘real socialist’,” Becker argues to focus on “the vast 
opportunity created by the explosive growth and surprising 
popularity of the Sanders campaign.” He writes that,  “even the 
most moderate socialists have been forced to swim in a very 
small pond” for the past seven decades since anti-communism 
became the U.S.’ “unofficial religion.” “Now the pond has 
suddenly got bigger.” Becker goes on:

“Does it make any tactical sense, if you want to truly popu-
larize socialism with the millions of new Sanders supporters 
who are supporting him precisely because they want change 
and see a ‘socialist’ candidate as the vehicle for change, that 
they are just really wasting their time or worse?
“No, it does not make sense. Perhaps it is a psychological 
fear by small fish who have been comfortably swimming in 
small ponds for so long that they fear the scary waves and 
powerful currents of larger bodies of water or simply being 
swallowed up by the bigger fish. Or, in the case of some very 
militant and radical young people who are unfamiliar with 
the crushing suppression of the socialist and communist left 
in the U.S., they are understandably turned off by and not 
seeing past Sanders’ liberalism….
“We should argue that Bernie Sanders’ program for guaran-
teed health care, college education and other major reforms 
is what’s important and if Sanders is truly serious about 
winning these reforms, he should run as an independent…. 
If Sanders ran as an independent candidate for president, as 
a ‘democratic socialist,’ he would receive the votes of mil-
lions of people. That would be something really significant 
in creating a new political dynamic in the United States.”
–“Socialist tactics and the Bernie Sanders campaign” 
(Liberation, 19 October 2015)

The article praises Sanders’ reform proposals, not surprising 
since it overlaps with the electoral reformist program the 
PSL runs on. And, given the “surprising popularity” of his 
campaign, Becker lectures those “very militant and radical 
young people” (including PSL youth, perhaps?) to make nice 
with Sanders supporters and pressure them to pressure him to 
run as an independent – the same line as the social democrats.

But the power of positive thinking won’t turn Sanders into 
his opposite: in addition to being a capitalist politician and 
supporting imperialist war, what he stands for is counterposed 
to socialism. Instead of pandering to his popularity, these are 
some of the hard truths that must be told to those with illusions 
in the Democratic Party “socialist.”

In 2008, Workers World trumpeted “Millions in streets seal 
Obama victory” while the PSL’s Liberation declared Obama’s 
election “an occasion of historic significance,” helpfully offering 
the new CEO of American capitalism “a clear program focused 
on what the new administration should do to meet the needs 
of the working people; to fulfill the expectations its campaign 
has created.” Not wanting to spoil the party and turn people 
off,  all criticisms were relegated to the inside pages (see “The 
‘Obama Socialists’”). Today the WWP is taking a somewhat 

harder stance toward Sanders, no doubt partly for factional 
advantage against its PSL rival. A lead article titled “Sanders 
campaign has people asking: What is socialism?” commented 
that many workers “are confused because his ideas do not seem 
fundamentally different from those of others in the Democratic 
Party” (Workers World, 5 November). A couple of weeks later, 
an article on “Bernie Sanders and Cuban socialism” (titled more 
sharply on the WWP website “Why Bernie Sanders isn’t social-
ist: In defense of revolutionary socialism”) says:

“Sanders isn’t a socialist. Socialism must be defended from 
the misleading confines of the capitalist elections….
“Sanders has been useful to the ruling capitalist class, even 
though they don’t reward him for this. His campaign hooked 
the growing number of disaffected workers back into the Demo-
cratic Party with his commentary on issues such as the lack of af-
fordable health care and the predominance of low-wage work….
“The task at hand is to distinguish revolutionary socialism 
from Sanders’ politics so the two are never confused.”

Indeed. So what is socialism?

Making “Socialism” Respectable Is Not 
Preparing Socialist Revolution

The WWP and PSL Marcyites identify socialism with 
Stalinist regimes like Fidel Castro’s Cuba. Genuine revolu-
tionary Marxists (Trotskyists) defend those bureaucratically 
deformed workers states against imperialism and counterrevo-
lution. At the same time we insist that they cannot lead to genu-
ine socialism without a proletarian political revolution to oust 
the narrow nationalist bureaucracy, establish soviet democracy 
and extend the revolution internationally to the imperialist 
centers. The ISO, SAlt and sundry other social democrats, on 
the other hand, see socialism as a “welfare state” writ large, 
with more extensive nationalizations than in Sanders’ favored 
Scandinavian model, but without socialist revolution to smash 
the capitalist ruling class and its state. Neither Stalinism nor 
social democracy (and much less Sanders’ New Deal liberal-
ism) represent socialism as envisioned by Marx, Engels, Lenin 
and Trotsky who fought for international socialist revolution 
to prepare the way to a communist society.

The basic argument of the pseudo-socialist “Bernie 
boosters” of every denomination is that Sanders’ candidacy, 
even though running in the Democratic Party – that elephant’s 
graveyard “where social movements go to die,” as one DSAer, 
of all people, accurately described it – opens a “discussion on 
what socialism is” and “popularizes socialism.” Besides, the 
platform he’s actually running on coincides pretty much with 
their own reformist minimum programs. Yet what Sanders is 
advocating is precisely what socialism isn’t. And what he’s 
doing in the concrete is trying to rope people, particularly 
young people, into voting for the Democratic Party of racist 
police terror and imperialist war, which is presiding over the 
obscene enrichment of the capitalist class at the expense of 
poor and working people, which is deporting millions of im-
migrants, the party whose hold over labor and minorities must 
be shattered on the road to socialist revolution.

Is Sanders “popularizing socialism”? Not really. There has 
been a notable change in popular attitudes toward socialism in 
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recent years, before most people had ever heard of Bernie Sand-
ers. This is borne out even in rigged opinion surveys. When his 
candidacy was picking up steam, the Gallup polling organiza-
tion added a question about whether respondents would vote 
for a socialist if their party ran one. The media duly reported 
that socialist was the most unpopular of all categories, that less 
people would vote for a socialist than for a Catholic, a woman, 
a black, a Hispanic, a Jew, a gay or lesbian, a Muslim or even 
an atheist. But when you look at the stats, what it showed was 
that 47% would vote for a socialist, and among young people 
ages 18 to 29, nearly seven in ten would vote for a socialist. A 
2010 poll Gallup poll reported that 36% of Americans viewed 
socialism favorably, and a 2011 Pew poll found young people 
favored socialism over capitalism by 49% to 43%.

So things have changed somewhat from the past when 
calling someone a socialist was a drop dead swear word. This 
is primarily the result of the economic crisis of 2007-08 and the 
ongoing depression, with its mass unemployment – disguised 
by official statistics but acutely felt by youth who can’t find a 
job, no matter what. Less and less people believe in the bogus 
“American Dream” of getting ahead by working hard, since 
workers today make less than what they earned four and a half 
decades ago. It may also have to do with a reaction against a 
right wing which incessantly labels Obama a socialist (as well 
as a Kenyan, Muslim, etc.). What Sanders’ candidacy is doing 
is not making “socialism” more popular, but making it more 
respectable in polite bourgeois circles. But those who really 

fight for socialist revolution and for communism are never go-
ing to be respectable in bourgeois society. The ruling class and 
their media will treat genuine communists and revolutionary 
socialists as their implacable enemies, which we are.

Karl Marx in his writings on the 1871 Paris Commune 
and his 1875 Critique of the Gotha Program, Friedrich Engels 
in The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State 
(1884) and V.I. Lenin in The State and Revolution, written on 
the eve of, and as preparation for, the 1917 Bolshevik Revo-
lution in Russia, insisted that socialism is a society without 
classes, the lower stage of communism, in which the state 
had “withered away.” This requires an abundance of material 
goods available to all, which presupposes the development 
of socialized production at the highest technical levels. To 
achieve that, a series of revolutions are necessary, in at least 
several advanced capitalist countries such as the United 
States. This would establish workers rule, the “dictatorship 
of the proletariat,” to replace what we have now behind the 
façade of democracy, the dictatorship of capital.2 As Marx 

2 This was dramatically demonstrated by recent events in Greece. De-
spite the January 2015 election victory of a bourgeois populist party, 
SYRIZA (the Coalition of the Radical Left), on a program of opposition 
to austerity, and a July 5 referendum in which over 60% voted against 
the vicious austerity demands of the European central bankers and the 
International Monetary Fund, it was the bankers who prevailed. See 
“Greece: The Naked Rule of Finance Capital,” The Internationalist No. 
41, September-October 2015.

In 1948, a discussion took place inside the then-Trotskyist 
Socialist Workers Party (SWP) over how to respond to capital-
ist “third parties” when the Communist Party launched the 
Progressive Party presidential campaign of Henry Wallace, 
who had been Franklin D. Roosevelt’s vice president. Some 
in the SWP wanted to support Wallace, a longtime liberal 
Democratic politician. Before Sam Marcy split from the 
SWP in the late 1950s to embrace Mao Zedong and prior to 
his support for the Kremlin crushing of the 1956 Hungarian 
workers uprising, an incipient political revolution, the 1953 
founding document of Marcy’s proto-Stalinist tendency 
argued for “critical support” to Wallace on the grounds that 
it was a “progressive-radical movement.” But James P. Can-
non, the founder of American Trotskyism, speaking for the 
SWP majority in the 1948 discussion, warned against the 
danger of “lesser-evil” politics and laid out the reasons why 
Wallace and any candidate of a capitalist “third party” had to 
be emphatically opposed while fighting for a workers party:

“The traditional two-party system in the United States 
has been very well suited for normal times. The ruling 
capitalists couldn’t ask for anything better than this system 
which absorbs shocks and grievances by shifting people 
from one bourgeois party to another. But that system can 
blow up in time of crisis. The aggravation of the crisis 
which we all see ahead can shake up the whole American 
political situation, so that the old two-party system will 

James P. Cannon on “Third Parties”
no longer suffice to serve the needs of the American 
bourgeoisie.
“The less it becomes possible to mobilize the workers’ 
votes for one or the other of these two old bourgeois 
parties, the more impelling and powerful will become 
the urge of the workers to found a party of their own 
or to seek a substitute for it. That mood of the workers 
will create a condition wherein American capitalism will 
objectively require a pseudo-radical party to divert the 
workers from a party of their own….
“Next time, the role played by [Democratic president 
Franklin D.] Roosevelt—which was a role of salvation 
for American capitalism—will most likely require a new 
party. In the essence of the matter that is what Wallace’s 
party is. Wallace is the, as yet, unacknowledged, 
candidate for the role of diverting the workers’ 
movement for independent political action into the 
channel of bourgeois politics dressed up with radical 
demagogy which costs nothing. That is what we have 
to say, and that’s what we have to fight—vigorously and 
openly, and with no qualifications at all. We have to be 
100% anti-Wallaceites. We have to stir up the workers 
against this imposter, and explain to them that they will 
never get a party of their own by accepting substitutes.”
–James P. Cannon, “On the 1948 Wallace Campaign” 
(February 1948) 
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wrote in the Critique of the Gotha Program:
“Between capitalist and communist society lies the period 
of the revolutionary transformation of the one into the other. 
Corresponding to this is also a political transition period 
in which the state can be nothing but the revolutionary 
dictatorship of the proletariat.”
Social democrats would have you believe that by enact-

ing a number of social reforms (free education, free health 
care, throw in free public transportation and rent control), 
nationalizing banks, utilities, major industry and commerce 
(call it “public ownership” to make it more palatable), add a 
dash of “participatory democracy” and – presto! – you have 
“socialism.” Simple, and wrong. Won’t happen, the capitalists 
will see to it. Look at Greece. The Stalinists identify socialism 
with existing bureaucratic regimes, claiming it is possible to 
have socialism in a single country. Wrong again. Not only does 
that contradict the Bolshevik program, its falsity was tragically 
proven by the counterrevolution that destroyed the Soviet de-
generated workers state, and is underscored by the mounting 
counterrevolutionary threat in Cuba and China. As Trotsky 
warned in The Revolution Betrayed (1936) as he dissected the 
anti-Marxist dogma of building “socialism in one country”: 

“If a bourgeoisie cannot peacefully grow into a socialist 
democracy, it is likewise true that a socialist state cannot 
peacefully merge with a world capitalist system. On the 
historic order of the day stands not the peaceful socialist 
development of ‘one country,’ but a long series of world 
disturbances: wars and revolutions.”
So how do we get from here to there, from today when 

political power is monopolized by the two partner parties of 
American capitalism to the direct fight for revolution? The key 
is to develop the class consciousness and political indepen-
dence of the working class from the bourgeoisie. The response 
of reformist pretend socialists is instead to promote “third 
parties,” minor bourgeois parties like the Greens today, the 
Progressive parties in the 1910s and ’20s, and Farmer-Labor 
parties in the ’20s and ’30s. Such parties act as pressure groups 
on the major capitalist parties, mainly the Democrats, and most 
disappear after having served their purpose as an escape valve 
to blow off the steam of popular discontent. This is what the 
left-wing Bernie boosters are aiming at when they beg him 
to go “independent.” That will do nothing to develop class 
consciousness and would in fact be a roadblock to revolution, 
just as campaigning inside the Democratic Party for dissident 
“progressives” is.

As mentioned earlier, “socialist” groups building politi-
cal support and even organizational vehicles to campaign 
for dissident liberal and populist bourgeois politicians is 
nothing new. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the Stalin-
ist CP-led People’s Coalition for Peace and Justice antiwar 
group supported a number of Democratic Party “dove” 
candidates. In 1984, the Marcyite WWP-led All-Peoples 
Congress backed the presidential bid of black Democrat 
Jesse Jackson, and continued to organize rallies for him 
long afterwards. In 1996, 2000, 2004 and 2008 Ralph 
Nader ran as an “independent” under different party labels 
and was supported by several of the groups chasing after 

Bernie Sanders today. As we wrote in an article on “Capi-
talist Nader’s ‘Socialist’ Foot Soldiers” (Revolution No. 2, 
October 2004):

“The ISO and other reformists are fond of talking about 
an ‘alternative,’ appealing to those who would like a more 
‘progressive’ leadership of the Democratic Party. Their 
role is to sucker young people back into the shell game of 
capitalist electoral politics. For Marxists, it is not a matter 
of picking between ruling-class ‘lesser evils,’ but building 
a revolutionary party that tells the truth. The truth is that all 
bourgeois politicians are our enemies….
“Because of the class they represent, ruling-class politicians 
of every stripe are the enemies of full citizenship rights 
for immigrants, of a genuine fight for black liberation 
and women’s emancipation, of the struggle to defeat U.S. 
imperialism. For this reason they are the enemies of young 
people who want to change the world instead of trying to find 
a place in the capitalist electoral circus as illusion-peddlers 
for the bourgeoisie.” 
Chasing after “progressive” capitalist politicians: it’s 

what opportunist pseudo-socialists do. And they do it time 
after time, because it leads nowhere, and certainly not to 
revolution. If they do ever manage to get together on a 
common reformist program, it could be called (paraphras-
ing Trotsky’s label for another unprincipled lash-up) as the 
League of Pre-Squeezed Lemons. It shouldn’t be all that 
hard to oppose a somewhat-popular bourgeois presidential 
candidate. Relative to other tests that face those who would be 
proletarian revolutionaries, class opposition to the Democrat 
Bernie ought to be a no-brainer. Class-conscious workers and 
defenders of the oppressed won’t forget which “socialists” 
buckled under the featherweight pressure of the Sanders fad: 
such people are not serious. They rounded up votes for the 
party of war in Iraq and Syria, for the party whose mayors 
are the bosses of the racist killer cops from coast to coast. 
They can’t be trusted, who knows where they will turn in 
their next maneuver.

The Internationalist Group, section of the League for 
the Fourth International, has an opposite program. Our 
goal is workers revolution to clear the way for socialism. 
This puts us in irreconcilable opposition to Sanders the 
Democrat, and to Sanders the “independent” “socialist” who 
exists in the wishful thinking of the leftist Bernie boosters. 
As internationalist communists we call for a workers party 
that fights on the program of class struggle against all forms 
of class collaboration. And what we have to say to working 
people, African American, Latino, Asian, immigrant and 
other oppressed minorities, to women and radicalizing youth 
is the same as the Trotskyist James P. Cannon said in 1948 
(see box, above): accept no substitutes. We need to oust the 
bureaucrats, break with the Democrats and build a party on 
the program of Lenin and Trotsky’s Bolsheviks. Anything 
less is a diversion that will only prolong the bloody rule 
of capital. ■

To contact the Revolutionary Internationalist Youth, 
write to: revinternationalistyouth@gmail.com
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Max Shachtman: His Ideas and  
His Movement

Tom Kahn
Editor’s Note: Max Shachtman (1904-72) was expelled from the Communist Party 
in 1928 for Trotskyism. He broke with Trotsky in 1939 to found the Workers Party-
Independent Socialist League (1940-58). From 1958, he was a leading figure in the 
Socialist Party, the author of The Bureaucratic Revolution: The Rise of the Stalinist 
States (1962) and an intellectual influence on the civil rights movement of the 1960s. 
Declaring George McGovern’s foreign policy a ‘monstrosity,’ he leaned towards 
Senator ‘Scoop’ Jackson in the 1972 Democratic Party presidential primaries. 

Tom Kahn (1938-92) was a ‘Shachtmanite.’ He played a leading role in organising 
the 1963 March on Washington for Jobs and Freedom, and served as chief 
speechwriter to Senator Henry M. Jackson in the early 1970s. From 1986-92 he 
was Director of the Department of International Affairs at the AFL-CIO. Rachelle 
Horowitz provides a moving account of his life in this issue of Democratiya. This 
previously unpublished tribute to Shachtman was written in 1973 and has been 
provided by Eric Chenoweth, to whom we express our gratitude. 
 

*
It is hard to believe that Max is dead. He was a passionate man – passionate in 
his iron socialist faith, passionate in the brilliant theoretical writings, passionate 
in his unforgettably resounding speeches, passionate in his devastating polemics, 
passionate in his convulsing humour, and, most painful to remember, passionate in 
the bear hug warmth of his friendship.

Perhaps that is why Max, uniquely among American socialist leaders, was never 
without a youth movement. He was utterly untouched by that tired cynicism and 
mental vagueness that had paralysed so many once-radical victims of gods that had 
failed. 

He believed fiercely in the need for a socialist movement, and he had little patience 
for those who had forsaken the responsibilities it imposed for a cloudy confidence 
in their private actions.
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Khan | archive: To Max Shachtman

And he insisted – as he would say, to the point of fanaticism – that American 
socialism free itself from past sectarianism, that it grapple with American problems 
in American terms, that it root itself immovably in the struggles of the labor 
movement, and it never compromise its hostility to totalitarianism.

It was this passionate vision of a reconstructed, modern socialist movement in 
America that drew young hearts to Max and bound them to the work of a lifetime. 
And it was the vision that underlay Max’s central purpose of the last decade: the 
reunification and reorientation of the democratic socialist movement. 

That reorientation is now an accomplished and I believe irreversible fact. It is Max’s 
victory over the past. That he did not live to see the full fruits of his achievements, 
except in small and gratifying outcroppings, is inexpressibly sad. 

It was shortly after the Hungarian uprising when, at the invitation of some friends, I 
found myself in a dingy and smoky room packed with several hundred people. They 
fell quiet as the speaker was introduced and moved to the podium – a bald, clean-
shaven man who I remember thinking at the time looked like Nikita Khrushchev. 

He began to speak in a very low voice. ‘Louder!’ somebody shouted from the back. 
He looked up from his notes, slowly got a fix on the voice, and, with an unmistakable 
twinkle in his eye, said: ‘Don’t worry!’ Everybody laughed. It wasn’t long before I 
got the joke.

Max had an incredible voice. It was capable of a kind of music – Beethovian. It 
would sneak up on you in soft whispers, gently threading your uncollected thoughts 
together, and then burst forth, with powerful resonance, filling up the room and 
tingling your spine. 

I still remember the portrait of horror Max painted that night – of rolling Russian 
tanks, of defenceless Hungarian workers and students fighting back with stones, 
of a heroic people’s crushed hopes, and of our democratic socialist links to those 
hopes. Freedom, democracy – they were not abstractions; they were real and could 
therefore be destroyed. Communist totalitarianism was not merely a political force, 
an ideological aberration that could be smashed in debate; it was a monstrous 
physical force. Democracy was not merely the icing on the socialist cake. It was 
the cake – or there was no socialism worth fighting for. And if socialism was worth 
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fighting for here, it was worth fighting for everywhere: socialism was nothing if it 
was not profoundly internationalist. 

I do not remember whether that was the night I signed up. But it was the night I 
became convinced. 

*
Socialist anti-communism is a contradiction in the eyes of apologists for capitalism 
and communism alike. The ruling classes of the communist states declare that 
they are socialist, and their claim is cheerfully acknowledged by their capitalist 
counterparts. In certain liberal circles as well, socialist anti-communism is 
considered, at best, an enigma. These liberals seem stuck on a pendulum: the more 
‘radically’ they view the sins of the West, the more benignly or indifferently they 
view the sons of the East and vice versa. 

Max Shachtman’s anti-communism grew out of fifty years of practical and 
theoretical experience in the radical movement (an experience recapitulated 
elsewhere by his comrade since the earliest days, Al Glotzer). But unlike others 
of a similar background, Max was never driven by the emergence of Stalinism to 
reject, or shelve, his socialist principles. He saw communism not as an outgrowth 
of socialism, however perverted; not as a form of socialism, however degenerate; 
and not as a step toward socialism, however misguided – but as the very antithesis 
of socialism and the enemy of the working class on a global scale. He perceived it as 
a new form of class society even more brutal in its exploitation of the masses than 
capitalism had been in its most primitive phases.

In one of the original and significant theoretical contributions to democratic 
Marxism in the last half century. Max described this new class society as ‘bureaucratic 
collectivism.’ It was indeed anti-capitalist: it destroyed private ownership of the 
means of production. But it was not socialist. Whenever the means of production 
are nationalised – taken over by the state – the key question becomes: Who owns 
the state? In communist societies, in which the Party allows no opposition, the 
state is in effect the property of the Party. The Party and its apparatus thus to come 
to constitute a new ruling class, in Marxian terms, by virtue of their particular 
relationship to their means of production.
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Workers cannot exercise social power through ownership of the means of production 
– they are propertyless. But being more numerous than the private owners of 
productive property, they can exercise power through political democracy. Thus, 
political democracy was to be regarded by socialists not as a dispensable pleasantry 
but as a necessary precondition, the sine qua non, of the exercise of working class 
power. If the only means by which the working class can exercise power – i.e. political 
democracy – is denied, the result cannot be a ‘workers state,’ however ‘degenerate,’ let 
alone socialism. Whereas capitalist societies can dispense with political democracy 
without ceasing to be capitalist – without altering the dominant property relations 
– socialist societies cannot eliminate political democracy and still maintain social 
control of the means of production.

Max’s analysis of communism was grounded in Marxism. Of course, within our 
socialist movement today there are many who do not come out of the Marxist 
tradition. But there are none who do not accept as fundamental the irreconcilable 
hostility of democratic socialists to the new totalitarianism which Max was among 
the first to analyse as a reactionary world force. 

It was not merely a theory; it was a struggle. Then, as now there were so-called 
liberals who found criticism of the Soviet Union distasteful or ‘irrelevant.’ The 
Nation, The New Republic, and other liberal publications supported the Moscow 
purge trials. The communist press, of course, could hardly find words sufficiently 
abusive to express their rage. Significant numbers of intellectuals were drawn into 
the C.P. orbit and into disgraceful apologetics for ‘the socialist fatherland,’ Anti-
communism was about as fashionable then as the war in Vietnam is today.

Yet it was one of Max’s great contributions that he and the movement he had 
led played a major role in ultimately stripping the communist movement of its 
intellectual respectability.

Max’s views on the interrelationship of socialism and democracy also led him to 
certain conclusions regarding the developing nations of the so-called Third World.

He rejected, from a Marxian standpoint, the notion that the Third World could 
serve as a launching pad for socialism – which is a way of organising abundance, 
not scarcity.
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Max had special contempt for those who described these societies as socialist 
and, in the same breath, justified their tendencies toward dictatorship on the 
grounds that they were, after all, backward. A favourite refrain was (and is): ‘How 
can you expect these backward countries to transform themselves overnight into 
full-blown, two-party, Western-style parliamentary democracies?’ To which Max 
would reply: You cannot expect it. But that’s not the question. The question is: 
where are the tendencies, possibilities for democratic development, do you support 
and encourage them, or do you oppose them?

This, Max taught, was always the central issue for a democratic socialist. And in 
all too many cases, ‘left’ intellectuals were to be found on the wrong side – not 
encouraging the democratic possibilities but supporting regimes that sought to 
wipe them out altogether.

In the course of his long and rich career in the socialist movement, Max participated 
in many splits and in the process revised a number of his theories. He was never 
afraid to admit past mistakes – in fact he often joked about them.

But on one matter of socialist theory he was adamant: socialism had no meaning, 
and no possibility of realization, except as it based itself on the struggles and 
aspirations of the organised working class. That meant the labor movement. Not 
the labor movement as radicals fantasised it, or thought it should be – but the labor 
movement as it was, in actuality. Not this or that ‘progressive’ union – but the labor 
movement as a whole.

The great failure of the American socialist movement, he said again and again, 
could be traced to its estrangement from the mainstream of the labor movement. 
But unlike the chic radicals of today, he did not attribute that alienation to the 
progressive arteriosclerosis of labor but to the sectarianism of American socialism. 

Max scoffed at the intellectual circles who were far removed from the productive 
process, yet authoritatively and repeatedly predicted the imminent decline of the 
labor movement. Technology, they said, is wiping out the working class; white-
collar workers won’t join unions; and, besides, the real wellspring of social progress 
is the ‘new class’ of college-educated professionals. But, as Max often pointed 
out, each day, as their predictions mounted, more white-collar workers joined 
unions, labour’s political muscle gained wider respect, labour’s programme became 
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increasingly social-democratic, and in the legislative halls, labor provided increasing 
evidence that it was indeed the single most powerful force for social progress. 

For Max, loyal socialist participation in the labor movement did not mean or 
require the surrender of distinctly socialist ideas. But it did mean the surrender of 
old radical myths – e.g., that the labor relationship was unrepresentative, and to 
the right of the rank-and-file; that since the militant Thirties, it was all downhill 
for labor, conservatised by affluence and power; that anti-communism was a 
manifestation of reactionary Catholic attitudes, etc, etc. 

And it meant a principled and militant defense of labor against its critics on the 
corporate right and the playground left.

*
Max was a leader.

That is a distinctive quality – quite apart from theoretical, literary or oratorical 
brilliance. Leadership is a special burden from which otherwise gifted people will 
flee as from a dentist’s chair. 

Max was always there – for advice, for guidance, for uplift, and for commiseration. 
His telephone rang constantly – calls from comrades, friends, followers, admirers. 
A comrade had a speech to give, or an article to write and his head was hungry for 
ideas. Another was stumped by a problem in his union work or civil rights activity, 
or Democratic Party club. Another was appalled by the latest events on his campus. 
Often a few sentences were enough for Max to grab of the essential problem and 
come up with a solution, an insight, a proposal. His range was astounding; it seemed 
he could stretch himself interminably. 

His answers, of course, could not always be correct. But they were on target and 
always fundamental. He had none of that head-scratching evasiveness or coy 
confusion that is now regarded as attractive by the stylishly shallow. He knew that 
problems required solutions, not drift, and that actions had consequences which 
had to be faced not shirked. Max took responsibility for his political principles, 
never seeking convenient refuge in a popular image.
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His views on Vietnam were, and are, unpopular on the left. He had no illusions 
about the South Vietnamese government, but neither was he confused about 
the totalitarian character of the North Vietnamese regime. In the South there 
were manifest possibilities for a democratic development – independent and 
autonomous political forces which if hostile to the regime, were not less hostile 
to the communists. He knew that those democratic possibilities would be crushed 
if Hanoi’s attempted military takeover of the South succeeded. He considered 
the frustration of the attempt to be a worthy objective of American policy and 
the necessary precondition for the establishment of South Vietnam’s right of self-
determination.

Most of the propaganda of the anti-war movement he thought to be silly at best 
and, at worst, intellectually disreputable. We were told [continued] war would 
bring China and Russia together; that the Chinese would intervene with troops; 
that [America] would suffer a Dien Bien Phu; that a communist victory was 
probably inevitable anyway – and that continued American involvement would 
make it more inevitable; that Hanoi would never budge on its peace terms; that the 
imposition of a coalition government was the only way out; that the communists 
would never accept free elections in South Vietnam, etc etc. 

All of this, as Max so often predicted, turned out to be nonsense. The Russians and 
Chinese have never been further apart from each other; their relations with the 
US have never been better; China never entered the war with troops; if there was 
a Dien Bien Phu, it was not inflicted on the US but on Hanoi – the Tet offensive; 
Hanoi has made concessions that now seem to open the way to a peace agreement; 
the agreement does not provide for a coalition government; free elections are being 
scheduled as part of a settlement.

*
The day before his heart attack, I went to visit Max in Floral Park, to talk politics 
and like so many other comrades to see about a hi-fi set. He had told me on the 
phone that he had something ‘really jazzy’ rigged up for me. It was jazzy, and we 
spent several hours listening to music and talking politics. 

We talked about Vietnam. Max was cautiously optimistic about the impending 
settlement. We talked about the election. He greatly admired Meany’s ‘guts’ in 
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declaring neutrality. We talked about the internal problems of the [Socialist] Party 
and about the prospects for the YPSL in the new school year.

He was deeply concerned about education within the YPSL and the need to develop 
young socialist leaders who could speak and write well. He bitterly regretted not 
being able to attend the YPSL’s Labor Day Conference, where he was to have been 
the main speaker. He hoped he could make it to the YPSL convention – there was 
still much to teach.

We chatted about people – who was doing what miscellaneous things, reminiscences, 
the stuff that binds people together in a movement. He recalled a prominent radical 
who had been a sensitive musician and then adopted ‘proletarian airs.’ Max strongly 
disapproved of that. From that we went back to hi-fi. He gave me a lecture on an 
intricate aspect of sound reproduction, of which I understood not one word. (I still 
wanted to know how an entire orchestra could be squeezed into two little speakers.)

When I got up to leave, Max, uncharacteristically, did not offer to drive me to the 
train station. It was a short distance, and I realised he must have been very tired.

*
Thinker, teacher, writer, speaker, leader – Max’s multiple joys and burdens in the 
struggle for socialism – how often he called it man’s most ennobling struggle! – 
are now to be dispersed among us much, much too soon. He despised cults of the 
personality; and he insisted that there be no funeral, no rituals for him. But he 
might forgive us if we draw upon our memory of him for courage in taking up the 
joyful burdens and sharing in his passionate vision – ever grateful for the magic he 
worked in our lives and the enduring bonds he forged among us.

Tom Kahn (1938-1992) was Director of the Department of International Affairs 
at the AFL-CIO.



Shachtmanism
Shachtmanism is the form of Marxism associated with Max Shachtman (1904–1972). It has two major
components: a bureaucratic collectivist analysis of the Soviet Union and a third camp approach to world
politics. Shachtmanites believe that the Stalinist rulers of proclaimed socialist countries are a new ruling
class distinct from the workers and reject Trotsky's description of Stalinist Russia as a "degenerated
workers' state".[1]
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Shachtmanism originated as a tendency within the US Socialist Workers Party in 1939, as Shachtman's
supporters left that group to form the Workers Party in 1940. The tensions that led to the split extended as
far back as 1931. However, the theory of "bureaucratic collectivism," the idea that the USSR was ruled by
a new bureaucratic class and was not capitalist, did not originate with Shachtman, but seems to have
originated within the Trotskyist movement with Yvan Craipeau, a member of the French Section of the
Fourth International, and Bruno Rizzi.

Although Shachtman groups resignation from the SWP was not only over the defence of the Soviet Union,
rather than the class nature of the state itself, that was a major point in the internal polemics of the time.

Regardless of its origins in the American SWP, Shachtmanism's core belief is opposition to the American
SWP's defence of the Soviet Union. This originated not with Shachtman but Joseph Carter (1910–1970)
and James Burnham (1905–1987), who proposed this at the founding of the SWP in 1938. C. L. R. James
(1901–1989) referred to the implied theory, from which he dissented, as Carter's little liver pill. The theory
was never fully developed by anybody in the Workers Party and Shachtman's book, published many years
later in 1961, consists earlier articles from the pages of New International with some political conclusions
reversed. Ted Grant (1913–2006) has alleged that some Trotskyist thinkers, including Tony Cliff (1917–
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2000), who have described such societies as "state capitalist" share an implicit theoretical agreement with
some elements of Shachtmanism.[2] Cliff, who published a critique of Shachtmanism in the late 1940s,[3]

would have rejected this allegation.

Left Shachtmanism, influenced by Max Shachtman's work of the 1940s, sees Stalinist nations as being
potentially imperialist and does not offer any support to their leadership. This has been crudely described as
seeing the Stalinist and capitalist countries as being equally bad, although it would be more accurate to say
that neither is seen as occupying a more progressive stage in the global class struggle.

A more current term for Left Shachtmanism is Third Camp Trotskyism, the Third Camp being
differentiated from capitalism and Stalinism. Prominent Third Camp groupings include the Workers' Liberty
grouping in Australia and the United Kingdom and by the International Socialist predecessor of Solidarity.

The foremost left Shachtmanite was Hal Draper (1914–1990),[4] an independent scholar who worked as a
librarian at the University of California, Berkeley, where he organized the Independent Socialist Club and
became influential with left-wing students during the Free Speech Movement. Julius Jacobson (1922–2003)
and the New Politics journal continued to develop and apply this political tradition.[5]

Social democratic Shachtmanism, later developed by Shachtman and associated with some members of the
Social Democrats, USA, holds Soviet Communist states to be so repressive that communism must be
contained and, when possible, defeated by the collective action of the working class. Consequently,
adherents support free labor unions and democracy movements around the world. Domestically, they
organized in the civil rights movement and in the labor movement. Social democrats influenced by
Shachtman rejected calls for an immediate cease-fire and the immediate withdrawal of U.S. forces from
Vietnam, but rather opposed bombings in Vietnam and supported a negotiated peace that would allow labor
unions and government-opposition to survive. Such social democrats helped provide funding and supplies
to the Solidarity, the Polish labor union, as requested by the Polish workers.

Libertarian socialist tendencies developed within early Shachtmanism, leading to certain individuals and
groups moving towards anarchism and libertarian Marxism. Dwight Macdonald left the Workers Party
shortly after it was first established, founding the Politics magazine and becoming an anarcho-pacifist
during World War II. While still within the Workers Party, the Johnson–Forest Tendency developed a form
of libertarian Marxism that characterized the Soviet Union as state capitalist, while also developing a black
liberationist program.[6] The trade union activist Stan Weir was in turn inspired by the Johnsonites to reject
vanguardism and traditional trade unionism, in favor of a bottom-up syndicalist model. While Murray
Bookchin himself had stayed with the Cannonite Socialist Workers Party, he briefly joined a group that
worked together with the Shachtmanite Workers Party, later developing towards a green anarchist
philosophy - which he labelled "social ecology".[5]

In the wake of World War II, the Independent Socialist League began to forge alliances with other "third
camp" groups, holding joint conferences with such organizations as the Industrial Workers of the World,
the Libertarian League and the War Resisters League. An anarchist newspaper noted that the ISL's political
thought had developed greatly since its break with orthodox Trotskyism in 1939, stating that "in some
respects these comrades are evolving in a generally libertarian direction."[5] However, as Shachtman
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himself moved towards social democratic tendencies, the further left segments led by Hal Draper split to
form the International Socialists, attracting many libertarian socialists through Draper's pamphlet Two Souls
of Socialism - which advocated for a popular and democratic "socialism from below".[7] However, due to
the International Socialists' preoccupation with electoralism, revolutionary socialists split from the
organization to form the Revolutionary Socialist League, which included a sizeable number of libertarian
socialists.[8] Libertarians of the RSL, led by Christopher Z. Hobson and Ron Tabor, eventually broke
entirely from Trotskyism, Leninism and Marxism, becoming anarchists and forming the founding nucleus
of the Love & Rage Anarchist Federation.[9] Tabor later identified Left Shachtmanism as having provided a
bridge between Trotskyism and anarchism, through the concepts of the "Third Camp", "socialism from
below" and the "united front". He also criticized the International Socialists for its social democratic,
centrist and reformist tendencies.[10] Draper, in turn, has criticized anarchism as "fundamentally
antidemocratic in ideology", labeling it as an elitist and authoritarian ideology.[11]

The International Socialist Organization also established itself around Draper's conception of "socialism
from below", and like the Revolutionary Socialist League before it, a number of anarchists have since left
the organization after developing towards more libertarian philosophies.[12]
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Max Shachtman: His Ideas and  
His Movement

Tom Kahn
Editor’s Note: Max Shachtman (1904-72) was expelled from the Communist Party 
in 1928 for Trotskyism. He broke with Trotsky in 1939 to found the Workers Party-
Independent Socialist League (1940-58). From 1958, he was a leading figure in the 
Socialist Party, the author of The Bureaucratic Revolution: The Rise of the Stalinist 
States (1962) and an intellectual influence on the civil rights movement of the 1960s. 
Declaring George McGovern’s foreign policy a ‘monstrosity,’ he leaned towards 
Senator ‘Scoop’ Jackson in the 1972 Democratic Party presidential primaries. 

Tom Kahn (1938-92) was a ‘Shachtmanite.’ He played a leading role in organising 
the 1963 March on Washington for Jobs and Freedom, and served as chief 
speechwriter to Senator Henry M. Jackson in the early 1970s. From 1986-92 he 
was Director of the Department of International Affairs at the AFL-CIO. Rachelle 
Horowitz provides a moving account of his life in this issue of Democratiya. This 
previously unpublished tribute to Shachtman was written in 1973 and has been 
provided by Eric Chenoweth, to whom we express our gratitude. 
 

*
It is hard to believe that Max is dead. He was a passionate man – passionate in 
his iron socialist faith, passionate in the brilliant theoretical writings, passionate 
in his unforgettably resounding speeches, passionate in his devastating polemics, 
passionate in his convulsing humour, and, most painful to remember, passionate in 
the bear hug warmth of his friendship.

Perhaps that is why Max, uniquely among American socialist leaders, was never 
without a youth movement. He was utterly untouched by that tired cynicism and 
mental vagueness that had paralysed so many once-radical victims of gods that had 
failed. 

He believed fiercely in the need for a socialist movement, and he had little patience 
for those who had forsaken the responsibilities it imposed for a cloudy confidence 
in their private actions.
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And he insisted – as he would say, to the point of fanaticism – that American 
socialism free itself from past sectarianism, that it grapple with American problems 
in American terms, that it root itself immovably in the struggles of the labor 
movement, and it never compromise its hostility to totalitarianism.

It was this passionate vision of a reconstructed, modern socialist movement in 
America that drew young hearts to Max and bound them to the work of a lifetime. 
And it was the vision that underlay Max’s central purpose of the last decade: the 
reunification and reorientation of the democratic socialist movement. 

That reorientation is now an accomplished and I believe irreversible fact. It is Max’s 
victory over the past. That he did not live to see the full fruits of his achievements, 
except in small and gratifying outcroppings, is inexpressibly sad. 

It was shortly after the Hungarian uprising when, at the invitation of some friends, I 
found myself in a dingy and smoky room packed with several hundred people. They 
fell quiet as the speaker was introduced and moved to the podium – a bald, clean-
shaven man who I remember thinking at the time looked like Nikita Khrushchev. 

He began to speak in a very low voice. ‘Louder!’ somebody shouted from the back. 
He looked up from his notes, slowly got a fix on the voice, and, with an unmistakable 
twinkle in his eye, said: ‘Don’t worry!’ Everybody laughed. It wasn’t long before I 
got the joke.

Max had an incredible voice. It was capable of a kind of music – Beethovian. It 
would sneak up on you in soft whispers, gently threading your uncollected thoughts 
together, and then burst forth, with powerful resonance, filling up the room and 
tingling your spine. 

I still remember the portrait of horror Max painted that night – of rolling Russian 
tanks, of defenceless Hungarian workers and students fighting back with stones, 
of a heroic people’s crushed hopes, and of our democratic socialist links to those 
hopes. Freedom, democracy – they were not abstractions; they were real and could 
therefore be destroyed. Communist totalitarianism was not merely a political force, 
an ideological aberration that could be smashed in debate; it was a monstrous 
physical force. Democracy was not merely the icing on the socialist cake. It was 
the cake – or there was no socialism worth fighting for. And if socialism was worth 
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fighting for here, it was worth fighting for everywhere: socialism was nothing if it 
was not profoundly internationalist. 

I do not remember whether that was the night I signed up. But it was the night I 
became convinced. 

*
Socialist anti-communism is a contradiction in the eyes of apologists for capitalism 
and communism alike. The ruling classes of the communist states declare that 
they are socialist, and their claim is cheerfully acknowledged by their capitalist 
counterparts. In certain liberal circles as well, socialist anti-communism is 
considered, at best, an enigma. These liberals seem stuck on a pendulum: the more 
‘radically’ they view the sins of the West, the more benignly or indifferently they 
view the sons of the East and vice versa. 

Max Shachtman’s anti-communism grew out of fifty years of practical and 
theoretical experience in the radical movement (an experience recapitulated 
elsewhere by his comrade since the earliest days, Al Glotzer). But unlike others 
of a similar background, Max was never driven by the emergence of Stalinism to 
reject, or shelve, his socialist principles. He saw communism not as an outgrowth 
of socialism, however perverted; not as a form of socialism, however degenerate; 
and not as a step toward socialism, however misguided – but as the very antithesis 
of socialism and the enemy of the working class on a global scale. He perceived it as 
a new form of class society even more brutal in its exploitation of the masses than 
capitalism had been in its most primitive phases.

In one of the original and significant theoretical contributions to democratic 
Marxism in the last half century. Max described this new class society as ‘bureaucratic 
collectivism.’ It was indeed anti-capitalist: it destroyed private ownership of the 
means of production. But it was not socialist. Whenever the means of production 
are nationalised – taken over by the state – the key question becomes: Who owns 
the state? In communist societies, in which the Party allows no opposition, the 
state is in effect the property of the Party. The Party and its apparatus thus to come 
to constitute a new ruling class, in Marxian terms, by virtue of their particular 
relationship to their means of production.
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Workers cannot exercise social power through ownership of the means of production 
– they are propertyless. But being more numerous than the private owners of 
productive property, they can exercise power through political democracy. Thus, 
political democracy was to be regarded by socialists not as a dispensable pleasantry 
but as a necessary precondition, the sine qua non, of the exercise of working class 
power. If the only means by which the working class can exercise power – i.e. political 
democracy – is denied, the result cannot be a ‘workers state,’ however ‘degenerate,’ let 
alone socialism. Whereas capitalist societies can dispense with political democracy 
without ceasing to be capitalist – without altering the dominant property relations 
– socialist societies cannot eliminate political democracy and still maintain social 
control of the means of production.

Max’s analysis of communism was grounded in Marxism. Of course, within our 
socialist movement today there are many who do not come out of the Marxist 
tradition. But there are none who do not accept as fundamental the irreconcilable 
hostility of democratic socialists to the new totalitarianism which Max was among 
the first to analyse as a reactionary world force. 

It was not merely a theory; it was a struggle. Then, as now there were so-called 
liberals who found criticism of the Soviet Union distasteful or ‘irrelevant.’ The 
Nation, The New Republic, and other liberal publications supported the Moscow 
purge trials. The communist press, of course, could hardly find words sufficiently 
abusive to express their rage. Significant numbers of intellectuals were drawn into 
the C.P. orbit and into disgraceful apologetics for ‘the socialist fatherland,’ Anti-
communism was about as fashionable then as the war in Vietnam is today.

Yet it was one of Max’s great contributions that he and the movement he had 
led played a major role in ultimately stripping the communist movement of its 
intellectual respectability.

Max’s views on the interrelationship of socialism and democracy also led him to 
certain conclusions regarding the developing nations of the so-called Third World.

He rejected, from a Marxian standpoint, the notion that the Third World could 
serve as a launching pad for socialism – which is a way of organising abundance, 
not scarcity.
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Max had special contempt for those who described these societies as socialist 
and, in the same breath, justified their tendencies toward dictatorship on the 
grounds that they were, after all, backward. A favourite refrain was (and is): ‘How 
can you expect these backward countries to transform themselves overnight into 
full-blown, two-party, Western-style parliamentary democracies?’ To which Max 
would reply: You cannot expect it. But that’s not the question. The question is: 
where are the tendencies, possibilities for democratic development, do you support 
and encourage them, or do you oppose them?

This, Max taught, was always the central issue for a democratic socialist. And in 
all too many cases, ‘left’ intellectuals were to be found on the wrong side – not 
encouraging the democratic possibilities but supporting regimes that sought to 
wipe them out altogether.

In the course of his long and rich career in the socialist movement, Max participated 
in many splits and in the process revised a number of his theories. He was never 
afraid to admit past mistakes – in fact he often joked about them.

But on one matter of socialist theory he was adamant: socialism had no meaning, 
and no possibility of realization, except as it based itself on the struggles and 
aspirations of the organised working class. That meant the labor movement. Not 
the labor movement as radicals fantasised it, or thought it should be – but the labor 
movement as it was, in actuality. Not this or that ‘progressive’ union – but the labor 
movement as a whole.

The great failure of the American socialist movement, he said again and again, 
could be traced to its estrangement from the mainstream of the labor movement. 
But unlike the chic radicals of today, he did not attribute that alienation to the 
progressive arteriosclerosis of labor but to the sectarianism of American socialism. 

Max scoffed at the intellectual circles who were far removed from the productive 
process, yet authoritatively and repeatedly predicted the imminent decline of the 
labor movement. Technology, they said, is wiping out the working class; white-
collar workers won’t join unions; and, besides, the real wellspring of social progress 
is the ‘new class’ of college-educated professionals. But, as Max often pointed 
out, each day, as their predictions mounted, more white-collar workers joined 
unions, labour’s political muscle gained wider respect, labour’s programme became 
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increasingly social-democratic, and in the legislative halls, labor provided increasing 
evidence that it was indeed the single most powerful force for social progress. 

For Max, loyal socialist participation in the labor movement did not mean or 
require the surrender of distinctly socialist ideas. But it did mean the surrender of 
old radical myths – e.g., that the labor relationship was unrepresentative, and to 
the right of the rank-and-file; that since the militant Thirties, it was all downhill 
for labor, conservatised by affluence and power; that anti-communism was a 
manifestation of reactionary Catholic attitudes, etc, etc. 

And it meant a principled and militant defense of labor against its critics on the 
corporate right and the playground left.

*
Max was a leader.

That is a distinctive quality – quite apart from theoretical, literary or oratorical 
brilliance. Leadership is a special burden from which otherwise gifted people will 
flee as from a dentist’s chair. 

Max was always there – for advice, for guidance, for uplift, and for commiseration. 
His telephone rang constantly – calls from comrades, friends, followers, admirers. 
A comrade had a speech to give, or an article to write and his head was hungry for 
ideas. Another was stumped by a problem in his union work or civil rights activity, 
or Democratic Party club. Another was appalled by the latest events on his campus. 
Often a few sentences were enough for Max to grab of the essential problem and 
come up with a solution, an insight, a proposal. His range was astounding; it seemed 
he could stretch himself interminably. 

His answers, of course, could not always be correct. But they were on target and 
always fundamental. He had none of that head-scratching evasiveness or coy 
confusion that is now regarded as attractive by the stylishly shallow. He knew that 
problems required solutions, not drift, and that actions had consequences which 
had to be faced not shirked. Max took responsibility for his political principles, 
never seeking convenient refuge in a popular image.
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His views on Vietnam were, and are, unpopular on the left. He had no illusions 
about the South Vietnamese government, but neither was he confused about 
the totalitarian character of the North Vietnamese regime. In the South there 
were manifest possibilities for a democratic development – independent and 
autonomous political forces which if hostile to the regime, were not less hostile 
to the communists. He knew that those democratic possibilities would be crushed 
if Hanoi’s attempted military takeover of the South succeeded. He considered 
the frustration of the attempt to be a worthy objective of American policy and 
the necessary precondition for the establishment of South Vietnam’s right of self-
determination.

Most of the propaganda of the anti-war movement he thought to be silly at best 
and, at worst, intellectually disreputable. We were told [continued] war would 
bring China and Russia together; that the Chinese would intervene with troops; 
that [America] would suffer a Dien Bien Phu; that a communist victory was 
probably inevitable anyway – and that continued American involvement would 
make it more inevitable; that Hanoi would never budge on its peace terms; that the 
imposition of a coalition government was the only way out; that the communists 
would never accept free elections in South Vietnam, etc etc. 

All of this, as Max so often predicted, turned out to be nonsense. The Russians and 
Chinese have never been further apart from each other; their relations with the 
US have never been better; China never entered the war with troops; if there was 
a Dien Bien Phu, it was not inflicted on the US but on Hanoi – the Tet offensive; 
Hanoi has made concessions that now seem to open the way to a peace agreement; 
the agreement does not provide for a coalition government; free elections are being 
scheduled as part of a settlement.

*
The day before his heart attack, I went to visit Max in Floral Park, to talk politics 
and like so many other comrades to see about a hi-fi set. He had told me on the 
phone that he had something ‘really jazzy’ rigged up for me. It was jazzy, and we 
spent several hours listening to music and talking politics. 

We talked about Vietnam. Max was cautiously optimistic about the impending 
settlement. We talked about the election. He greatly admired Meany’s ‘guts’ in 
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declaring neutrality. We talked about the internal problems of the [Socialist] Party 
and about the prospects for the YPSL in the new school year.

He was deeply concerned about education within the YPSL and the need to develop 
young socialist leaders who could speak and write well. He bitterly regretted not 
being able to attend the YPSL’s Labor Day Conference, where he was to have been 
the main speaker. He hoped he could make it to the YPSL convention – there was 
still much to teach.

We chatted about people – who was doing what miscellaneous things, reminiscences, 
the stuff that binds people together in a movement. He recalled a prominent radical 
who had been a sensitive musician and then adopted ‘proletarian airs.’ Max strongly 
disapproved of that. From that we went back to hi-fi. He gave me a lecture on an 
intricate aspect of sound reproduction, of which I understood not one word. (I still 
wanted to know how an entire orchestra could be squeezed into two little speakers.)

When I got up to leave, Max, uncharacteristically, did not offer to drive me to the 
train station. It was a short distance, and I realised he must have been very tired.

*
Thinker, teacher, writer, speaker, leader – Max’s multiple joys and burdens in the 
struggle for socialism – how often he called it man’s most ennobling struggle! – 
are now to be dispersed among us much, much too soon. He despised cults of the 
personality; and he insisted that there be no funeral, no rituals for him. But he 
might forgive us if we draw upon our memory of him for courage in taking up the 
joyful burdens and sharing in his passionate vision – ever grateful for the magic he 
worked in our lives and the enduring bonds he forged among us.

Tom Kahn (1938-1992) was Director of the Department of International Affairs 
at the AFL-CIO.
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