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. . not to serve the working class at each of its stages, but to represent the
interests of the movement as a whole, to point out to this movement its
ultimate aim and its political tasks, and to safeguard its political and

ideological independence.

V.I. Lenin, The Urgent Tasks of Our Movement

From the Editors

Theses on the National Question and White Supremacy were adopted

by the STO General Membership Meeting, May 15, 1977. The theoretical
and practical importance of the Black national question in the U.S. is ex-
plored in Jasper Collins’ reply to the Philadelphia Workers" Organizing
Committee. Because the white left’s understanding of the national question
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theses on
white supremacy
and the national question

1. Nationalism is a crueial phenomenon in the world today. Rather than tending to dissolve into the general
class struggle, as many Marxists have predicted it would do, it has gained in importance,

2. The theory of the national question current in the U.S. left is replete with inadequate, irrelevant and
erroneous positions: the significance of nationalism among workers of oppressed nations is grossly underesti-
mated when it is recognized at all; pursuit of economic self-interest is presented as the path to proletarian
solidarity when in the case of white workers it is an imposing obstacle to such solidarity; the revolutionary
potential of national liberation struggles, both in stimulating and transforming the class struggle and as direct
challenges to capitalism, is consistently underestimated. The classical theory of Lenin and Stalin is stretched
in application in order to deny the national character of the struggles of oppressed peoples within the U.S.,
while the most relevant aspects of their theory are ignored — particularly in their consequences for the role of
workers and communists in oppressor nations.

3. Nationalism has two contradictory faces; it is both revolution and counter-revolution. On the one hand,
nationalism among some workers is a deviation from proletarian internationalism. Counter-revolutionary nation-
alism exists among workers of oppressor nations in the routine acceptance or active promotion of the interests
of “their"” imperialism against the peoples it oppresses. Nationalism among workers of oppressor nations takes
a variety of forms, but in the U.S. it must be placed in the context of white supremacy, an institution with
deep roots in the pre-imperialist development of U.S. capitalism.

4. On the other hand, nationalism of oppressed peoples, manifested in revolutionary anti-imperialist strug-
gles for national liberation, is the most widespread and visible example of “applied internationalism™ in the
world today. What is called “narrow nationalism™ by sections of the U.S. left, insofar as it exists at all, consisis
merely of limitatfns in outlook and understanding within liberation struggles which can and will be dealt with
by the most advanced components of those struggles.

5. White supremacy — the general oppression of people of color by whites — is the main pillar of bourgeois
rule in the U.S. Bevond its overt manifestations among white workers, it deeply influences how capitalist culture



in general — male supremacy, individualism, reformism, etc. — infects the working class. White supremacist
thinking and behavior is based on a system of whiteskin privileges: the granting to white peaple throughout
society of conditions of employment, housing, health, education, etc. superior to those available to people of
color. The spontaneous struggle for equality, then, is a struggle against white supremacy.

While white supremacy is based on real privileges and has generated a pervasive tendency for white workers
to identily themselves primarily as part of a group defined by skin color, it does not eliminate the class contra-
diction and class struggle. White privileges are not in the interesis of white workers struggling to take their place
as part of the revolutionary class, which regards victories in the reform movement as a by-produet of revolu-
tionary struggle. The task is to make this reality outweigh the reality of privilege. Unless this task is undertaken
and a substantial number of white workers are won to a position of class solidarity, a successful challenge to
capitalist power in the U.5. as a whole is extremely unlikely. The fight for equalily is so central to the develop-
ment of revolutionary class consciousness that it must never be suhordinated to any considerations of unmity
in the reform struggle.

6. As U.S. capitalism evolved into the main center of world imperialism, white supremacy shaped,
reinforced, and merged with oppressor nation nationalism. This process does not eliminate bul accentuates
the necessity for a concrete understanding of the historically specific character of white supremacy in the U.S.
For example, although people of color in the U.S, have a higher “standard of living™ than other Third World
people elsewhere, due to the pre-eminent position of U.S. imperialism, this has minimal impaet on their political
consciousness because it is so minor compared to the disadvantages they ineur from being non-white in a country
based on white power,

The same observation applies, in reverse, to white workers. There can be no doubt that their political back-
wardness is determined to a mueh greater degree by white supremacy than by any great nation chauvinism apart
from it. These points are not doetrinal hairsplitting. Their practical significance lies in refuting the view that a
decline in the fortunes of U.S. imperialism on a world scale would lead to a decline in the significance and
magnitude of while privileges — although it is axiomatic that it would reduce the advantages enjoyed, to one
degree or another, by all U.S. workers, In fact, since white supremacy serves the function of suppressing and
diverting class siruggle, it will become even more central to the maintenance of bourgeois rule if economic
options open to the ruling elass are curtailed by a decline in U.S. imperialist strength.

7. It is essential to provide material support for anti-imperialist movements for national liberation, which
are the main component of the revolutionary process in this period. They constitute a much more potent force
for proletarian revolution than any aspect of the traditionally conceived class struggle. Just as white supremacy
(the main element in oppressor nation nationalism) is the main bulwark of capitalist social domination, so the
internal national liberation movements are the most advanced outposts of revolution, the main challenge to
capitalist social domination. This is so for two separate reasons:

a. White supremacy institutionalizes the “‘competition between the laborers” on which, as Marx and Engels
noted in the Communist Manifesto, “wage-labor rests exclusively." The struggle for equality within the working
class, which is the main antidote to capitalist hegemony and the main issue around which genuine proletarian
solidarity must be built and tested, is obviously led by the oppressed peoples. In addition, the spontaneous and
conscious identificationr with the world-wide struggles against imperialism by the oppressed peoples in the U.S.
raises the level of militancy and reduces the appeal of social democratic palliatives for workers among the op-
pressed peoples, thus augmenting their capacity to provide leadership for the entire working class.

b. The revolutionary potential of the movements for nalional liberation within the 10.5. is due to more
than the ability of the workers of oppressed nations to generate revolutionary currents in the class struggle
as a whole. It also follows from the capacity of the inlernzal national liberation struggles to strike major blows
against the power of capital. This, of course, is true only to the extent that their struggles are aimed not only
at equality and democratic rights, but are also siruggles for full national liberation: that is, for the right of
self-determination in the classical sense, the right to constitute a separate and independent state,

Oppressed nations have the right to set up an independent state on a definite territory. This basic right of
self-determination cannot be separaled from or posed against the right of oppressed nations and peoples to
determine the form and content of their struggles for more limited objectives, struggles waich we also supgort
unconditionally.
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The fact that many of the movements for national liberation in today’s world regard themselves as socialist
is of great positive significance, but there must be no mistaking our position: we support them whether or not
this is the case.

8. Black people in the U.S., wherever they live and work, eonstitute part of an oppressed nation. The fact
that they do not fulfill Stalin's familiar eriteria of nationhood demonstrates only that the criteria are inadequate.
Nationhood evolved out of centuries of common oppression and struggle, struggle that was systematically
resisted by the U.S. ruling class and ignored (at best) by the bulk of the white working people.

While our recognition of the fact of Black nationhood in the U.S. does not depend on the existence of a
clear population majority on an economically viable territory, the actual existence of su¢h a phenpmenon is
of crucial significance in the struggle for land and sovereignty over a definite territory. Without the potential
for such a struggle, the coneept of seli-determination loses much of its content. Our understanding of the history
and actual conditions of the “Black Belt"” South convinees us that it provides this potential. We share this
recognition with major sections of conseious revolutionary Black mationalism.

9. There can be no doubt that Puerto Rico is an oppressed nation or that Puerto Ricans living in this
country will play a crucial role in the liberation struggle of their homeland. We are aware of the debates among
Puerto Rican revolutionaries over the proper atlitude toward Puerto Ricans living in the fifty states. For our
part, we oppose both the tendency to subordinate the struggles of Puerto Ricans in the continental U.S. to
the general class struggle here, and the view that their only role is to support the struggles on the island. We call
unequivocally for the independence of Puerto Rico, because the history of struggle and cultural development

there have determined that the right of self-determination for that people must involve the separation of the
island from the U.5.

10. We believe that the Mexican/Chicano people living in the U.S. constitute a nation. Whether the appro-
priate exercise of their right of self-determination is linkage with Mexico or establishment of an independent
state in the current Southwest is a question that will be decided by the struggle of the people themselves.

11. While we do not believe that Native Americans at this time constitute a single nation, and while we
recognize Lhat ef(orts toward nation building on their part may give rise to certain conflicts over territory with
the Black and Mexican/Chicano nations in the South and Southwest which will require further judgment, we
nevertheless support the drive toward self-determination and territorial sovereignty of the Native American
peoples, and expect that any potential conflicts will be resolved on the basis of internationalist solidarity in
the struggle against U.S. imperialism.

12. We recognize the national minority status of the various Asian peoples within the continental U.S. and
call for the granting to them of various forms of local control and cultural-educational autonomy in accordance
with their demands, as well as the ending of all discrimination against them. We believe that in Hawaii the fact

that Asian peoples together constitute a majority of the population raises real questions about the future rels-
tion of the Islands to the U.S.

13. We condemn the discrimination against the growing Arab-American minority, and point out that the
malicious caricature of these people purveyed by the public media constitutes the most dangerous form of
anti-semitism in the U.S. today.

14. We support the struggle of the Panamanian people to recover the Canal Zone. We call for the renuncia-
tion of all U.5. rights over the Virgin Islands, Guam, Samoa and all other U.5.-ruled lands in the Pacific: Trust
Territory (Micronesia, including the Marshalls, Marianas, and Carolines) and all islands of disputed sovereignty.

15, The primary task of communists working among oppressed peoples is to assist in the development of
the national liberation struggle; that is the most effective way for them to contribute to the class struggle and
proletarian revolution. For communists working in the oppressor nation, Lenin provided adequate guidelines:
wage an uncompromising struggle against any type of “‘great nation privilege” whatsoever, and provide conecrete
and effective support to the actual movements for sell-determination directed against “their” imperialism.
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It is highly important to put forward in precise terms the slogan of
the political self-determination of all nationalities, in contrast to all hedging
(such as only “equality”).

V. 1. Lenin, Concerning Certain Speeches
by Workers’ Deputies, 1912,
[18:417* Lenin’s emphasis]

We want to end the oppression of national minorities and women
and make equality a reality. . ..

Philadelphia Workers’ Organizing Committee (1975)

Black people today . . . do not retain, nor do they need, the right

to self-determination.

Philadelphia Workers’ Organizing Committee (1976)

, | EE
Who'’s being dogmatic?
a response to the Philadelphia Workers’
Organizing Committee on the national question

I

When V. |. Lenin wrote, in Janu-
ary 1917, that Negroes in the Unit-
ed States “should be classed as an
oppressed nation” [23:275], he did
not apply the criteria of nation-
hood set forth in J. V. Stalin’s fa.
mous definition: “4 nation is a his-
torically constituted, stable com-
munity of people, formed on the
basis of a common language, terri-
tory, economie life, and psychologi-
cal makeup manifested in a com-
mon culture.” [2:207 Stalin’s em-
phasis]

Slalin's definition, writlen in
1913 in Marxism and the National
Question [2:300-381] and warmly

4

By Jasper Collins

embraced by Lenin at that time
[19:539], was a rigid, dogmatic
one: “it is sufficient for a single
one of these characteristics to be
lacking and the nation ceases to be
a nation.” [2:307] Lenin was not
measuring Afro-Americans by this
dogma in 1917. Instead he wrote,
“They should be classed as an op-
pressed nation, for the equality
won in the Civil War of 1861-65
and guaranteed by the Constitution
of the republic was in many re-
spects increasingly curtailed in the
chief Negro areas (the South) in
sonnection with the transition from
the progressive, pre-monopoly capi-
talism of 1860-70 to the reaction-
ary, monopoly capitalism (impenal-

ism) of the new era, which in Amer-
ica was especially sharply etched
out by the Spanish-American impe-
rialist war of 1898 (i.e., a war be-
tween two robbers over a division
of the booty).” [23:275-276]

The white population, he added,
despite widely varied origins,
“smoothed out to form a single

*Citations in this article are to the
45-volume English edition of Len-
in's Collected Works and the 13-
volume English edition of Stalin’s
Works published in Moscow. The
volume number precedes the colon
and the page numberis) follow it.



*American’ nalion,” [23:276] Len-
in never finished this pamphlet,
Statistics and Sociology [23:271-
277), but it is clear from his out-
lineg for it [41:387-390] that he
intended it to be a complete
restalement of his position on the
national question, reviewing the
development of Marxist theory and
debale, but casting it in the light of
the new undersianding of imperial-
ism,

In 1915 he had written that “im-
perialism means that capital has
outgrown the framework of nation-
al states; it means that national op-
pression has been extended and
heightened on a new historical
foundation.” [21:408] He had ar-
gued for a sharper understanding of
the national question in & number
of letters, polemical articles, theses,
and speeches from 1915 on [e.g.,
35:240-241, 242-245, 246-247,
248-249, 250-255, 264-265, 266-
269, 272-274 (letters); 21:407-414,
23:13-21, 22.27, 28-T6 (articles);
23:143-156 (theses); 30:735-742;
41:426-427 (speeches)], but Sta-
tistics and Sociolpgy was to be his
popular exposition on the subject.
It was cut short by the first wave
of the revolution in 1917 and, like
State ond Revolution [25:381-
492], was never completed,

Durning this period Stalin was
cither unaware of Lenin's new un-
derstanding or else he rejected it.
Lecturing in April 1917 he said,
“the closer the old landed aristoc-
racy is to power, as was the case in
old tsarist Russia, the more severe
is the [national] oppression and the
more monstrous are its forms.™
[3:53]

Though Stalin saw that imperial.
ism also oppressed nations, he did
not understand the essential con-
nection between imperialism and
national oppression, nor the quali-
talive increase in the latter. A
month earlier he had written in
Pravda that in “North America,
where landlordism has never existed
and the bourgeoisie enjoys undivid-
&l power, the nationalities develop
more or less freely, and, generally

speaking, there is practically no soil
for national oppression.” [3:18]

Clearly Stalin was clinging to the
rigid terms of his 1913 pamphlet.
Since Lenin had deseribed “the spe-
cific political features of imperial-
ism" as ‘‘reaction everywhere and
inereased national oppression” [22:
2871 in Imperialism, the Highest
Stage of Capitaliam (1916) [22:
185-304], which Stalin must have
read, it is quite likely that Stalin
knowingly disagreed with Lenin on
this point.

Lenin continued to press for his
view that Negroes in the United
States were an oppressed nation. In
submitting his Preliminary Draft
Thesesz on the National and Coloni-
al Quesiions for the Second Con-
gress of the Communist Interna-
tional, he specifically sought elabo-
ration regarding this and several
other specific instances of national
oppression which he deemed *“very

- -~

“

n

complex.” [31:144] The draft
theses explicitly required “that all
Communist parties should render
direct aid to the revolutionary
movemenis among the dependent
and underprivileged nations (for
example, Ireland, the American
Neproes, ete.) and in the colonies.™
[31:148] It is especially ironic,
then, that in 1928 and 1930, when
Stalin and the Comintern finally ad-
dressed the Negro Question in the
United States with the comprehen-
sive consideration that Lenin had
urged, it was done largely within
the context of the 1913 theory thal
Lenin had transcended.

(The resolutions themselves do
not contain the rigid languasge of
the old Stalin pamphlet, but neither
do they reflect Lenin’s advanced
understanding of the national ques-
tion during the imperialist epoch.
The 19285 resolution was so ambigu-
ous that it gave rize to a number of

Members of the Altai minority as they lived under the tsars. Stalin's early theoretical
work was not mainly concerned with peoples like this, but with the national question in

Europe.

-
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Petrograd, 1917: revolutionaries make bonfires of tsarist insigniz. The imperialist war
brought to the forefront the liberation of the colonizs.

conflicting lines within the U.S,
Communist Party. The 1930 resolu-
tion was an atiempt to clarify the
line and firmly express the view
that “the Negro guestion in the
United States must be viewed from
the standpoint of its peculiarity,
namely, as the guestion of an op-
preszed nation,” and that in the
South “the main Communist slogan
must he: The Right of Self-Deter-
mination of the Negroes in the
Black Belt." [“Resolution on the
Negro Question in the United
States,” The Communist, February
1931, pages 153-154, emphasis in
ariginal] The debate on implemen-
tation revealed clearly the extent to
which the Communists relied on
the early Stalin understanding,
| See, for example: Harry Haywood,
“Against Bourgeois-Liberal Distor-
tions of Leninism on the Negro
Question in the Uniled States,”

The Communist, August 19430,
pages  694-712, especially page
T06])

It

“Hegel remarks somewhere that
all facts and personages of great im-
portance in world history oceur, as
it were, twice. He forgot to add:
the first time as tragedy, the second
as farce,” Karl Marx, The FEighi-
eenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte,
1852.

Had Marx lived to wilness the
twentieth century, he might have
added that third, fourth, and fifth
reruns become increasingly farcical,
particularly within the movement
that bears hiz name. Nowhers is
this more apparent than in the de-
bate over the Black National Ques-
tion in the Uniled States. That de-
bate has erupted again and again in

the U.S. communist movement —
in 1946-1948: in 1956-1958; and,
most recently, revived in the late
sixties and continuing to the pres-
ent.

Certain aspects of the debate pre-
dictably recur: The most persistent
is the argument about whether
Black people in the U.S. fit the
1913 definition of a nation. Black
migration is examined in micro-
scopic detail, and the outline of
Afro-American history is retold.
Rarely has the presence or absence
of a nationalist movement among
Blacks bheen ceniral to the debate;
in fact, paradoxically, those who
argue most vigorously that a Black
nation exists within the U.S. are
usuzlly the ones who are most
hostile to existing nationalist move-
ments, Never does the development
of Leninist theory on the national
guestion enter the debate; instead,
every article is sprinkled with
guotes from lenin and Sialin
without regard to their place in the
unfolding of the theory — therefore
generally presuming their validity as
gospel, and thereby erecting a stout
barrier to the method of Marx and
Lenin %

The practice of every revolution-
ary group is sometimes better,
sometimes worse, than its theory.
The experience of predominantly
white left groups in the United
States shows that more often than
not they have failed to measure up

#*This is not to say that all the
writings produced in these debates
are useless. Some are not, though
one cannol read many of them
without experiencing chronic dejo
v, the redundancies are so numer-
ous. More helpful, though, are twu
works that do not directly address
the Black National Question. Hor-
ace B. Davis" book, Nationalism and
Socialism: Marxist and Labor Theo-
ries of Nationalism to 1917 (1967)
15 best in its treatment of the early
years. Moshe Lewin's book, Lenin's
Last Struggle (1968) is helpful his-
torically, particularly to show the

G

importance of national sell-determi-
nation to Lenin, and his practical
differences with Stalin, Unfortu-
nately, Lewin tends to project a
Troiskyist analysis: Stalin’s errors
were due to his alleged or implied
intellectual mediocrity, rather than
to an erroneous theory from which
flowed a disastrous, chauvinistic
practice,

Trotskyists, on the other hand,
have paid more attention to the im-
portance of subjective factors: See,
for example, Leon Trotsky on
Black: Nationalism and Self-Deter-
mination (1967), and the many

Trotskyist writings that rely heavily
on the works of Maleolm X, Unfor-
tunately, they tend to obscure the
meaning of self-determination and
the siruggle for independence by
applying these terms loosely to any
demand for Black community con-
trol and to any all-Black political
formations.

A recent article that is faithful to
the method of Marx and Lenin as
far as it goes is “Are Puerto Ricans
a National Minority?” by James
Blaut, in Monthly Review, May
1977.



to the challenge of Black liberation.
Acceptance or denial of Black na-
tionhood within the confines of the
traditional debate doesn’t seem to
have much effect: those groups that
adhere to the Black-Belt Nation
theory have often used it as an ex-
cuse to refrain from an all-out at-
tack on white chauvinism and op-
pressor-nation privilege; conversely,
those who reject the Black nation
tend to ignore or oppose independ-
ent revolutionary initiatives by
Black people. In this respect, the
two poles of the usual debate are
intimately bound by links of
chauvinism,

Since the test of any leflt group
has to be its practice, a critique of
its theoretical product will only
crudely approximate the judgment
that will ultimately be called for.
That limitation should be borne in
mind as the following argument is
weighed by the reader. On the
other hand, a test of the theoretical
base of a political line is the only
valid way either to predict or to
generalize a  particular  politieal
approach,

Within the framework outlined
above, there can be only one excuse
for atiaching importance to a par-
ticular theory of Black liberation
advanced by one current within
today's left sufficient to justify a
thorough critique — the estimate of
the strength of the political current,
rather than the particular prezenta-
tion of the line. After all, there are
a wide variety of groups, sects, and
parties of the so-called “new com-
munist movement,” or “anti-revi-
sionist left,” or revisionism, or
social-democracy, or Trotskyism.
But among those who can make a
paszable claim to being revolution-
ary, only one political current -
the one that calls itself “anti-dog-
matist” — appears to be growing in
influence. Others whose fortungs
looked good just a few short years
ago have fallen into decline,

The political center of the “anti-
dogmatist’ tendency iz the Guard-
g newspaper and its more or less
loyal periphery, including such

groups as the Detroit Marxist-Len-
inist Organization {DMLO), the
Philadelphia Workers® Organizing
Committee (PWOC), and others.
Within this broad trend, PWOC’s
writings — both theoretical and
agitational present  the most
comprehensive analysis and expla-
nation of Black liberation. For that
reason alone, this essay appears
justified.

111

PWOC argues that Black people
do not constitute a nation any-
where within the present bounda-
rics of the U.5., because the Black
nation that once existed — based on
“a large Black peasantry™ with the
plantation economy as “‘the central
unifying force in the national devel-
opment of the Afro-American peo-
ple” — has undergone an irreversi-
ble transformation due to geograph-
i dispersal and a striking change in
class composition. Because of these
developments, says PWOC, Black

people are not entitled to self-deter-
mination; the most they may legiti-
mately strive for is “equalily™ a= a
permanent minority  within  the
U.5.; movements for independence
are reactionary, and must be op-
posed,

As explained above, these wrgu-
ments are familiar, and break little
new ground, Another characteristic
is similar to so much of the [efl's
shameful past: the theoretical argu-
ment 5 a collection of citations
from Lenin, Stalin, and the Comin-
tern — often out of context in
order to justify a previously held
position. PWOC’s popular pam-
phlet, Racism and the Workers'
Movement, *#* appeared about a
yvear before the theoretical exposi-
tion, Blaek Liberation Today:
Against Dogmatism on the National
Question. **#** The most stnking
disappointment, however, is the ex-
tent to which the argument “‘a-
e, e L B A P W RS

=2#(iled as RWM.
=+ +#+tpd as BLT.

Some self-styled Marxist-Leninists refer to the race problem as s “contradiction among

tha paople.” 15 this what they have in mind?
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MNational oppression. Is this Africa or the United States?

gainst dogmatism™ rests on the
most rigid, doctrinaire — yes, dog-
matic — adherence to Stalins 1913
pamphlet, on the one hand, while
quoting Lenin both before and af-
ter he developed the theory of im-

perialism — as though his ideas un-

derwent no change — on the other.

To some cxtent PWOC’s presen-
tation along these lines flies in the
face of some ol its own theoretical
understanding. The part of the
first chapter of its pamphlet ex-
plaining the development of nations
under feudalism is strictly doctri-
naire Stalin, beginning with his defi.
nition of a nation and continuing
through the tradilional view that
national persecution diveris atten-
tion from class siruggle, bolstered
with more Stalin, [BLT, pages 7-9]
After reviewing the debates on the
national question within the early
Marxist movement, PWOC arrives
at the present historical epoch, and
says, quile correctly, “with the rize
of Imperialism, the character of the
national question is profoundly al-
tered.” [BLT, page 13| But the
only text cited in this section is a
quote from Lenin's writing in 1913,
before he had developed his under-
standing of imperialism,

Finally, the first chapter con-
cludes with a section on the historic
tendency of capitalism to assimilate
nations — an aspect, says PWOC, of

8

“the more

advanced capitalist
states.” [BLT, page 14] Again the
assertions are studded wiln guotes
from 1913 gospel. This argument i3
the essential theoretical underpin-
ning of PWOC's theory: “As capi-
talism matures and extends its mar-
ket into wider spheres, it tends to
break down national barriers and
obliterate national distinetions.”
[BLT, page 14] “Lenin, in noting
this feature of the national ques-
tion, that is, the tendency of capi-
talism to assimilate nalions, some
sixty years ago spoke of ‘a tenden-
cy which manifests itsell more and
more powerfully with every passing
decade, and is one of the greafest
driving forces transforming capital-
jsm into socialism.'” [BLT, page
45] A longer version of this same

Lenin gquote is used in PWOC’s sum-

mary argument. [BLT, page 49}

It cannot be
that this is a view which was centzal
to Lenin's understanding of the na-
tional question in his early years,
but which was replace hv more
significant insights amer 1915: Im-
perialism “means that natlcna.l op-
pression has been exlended and
heightened on a new historical
foundation.” [21:408] “Imperial-
ism means the progressively mount-
ing oppression of the nations of the
world by a handful of Gfeat Pow-
ers.” [21:409] The Party must

stated too often

focus on the *“‘division of nations
into oppressor and oppressed which
forms the essence of imperialism.”
[21:409 Lenin’s emphasis] “The
imperialism of our days has led to a
situation in which the Great-Power
oppm.-,sinn of nations has become
general.” [21:410] He refers to
“In-:masrw.l national oppression un-
der imperialism.” [22:146] “Im-
perialism is oppression of nations
on a new historieal basis.” [39:736
Lenin’s emphasis] It is this aspect
of nationhood, not the tendency
toward assimilation, which is “pro-
foundly altered' under imperialism,

v

Even within the framework of
their chosen doetrine, the anti-dog-
matists commit serious theoretical
blunders. For example, they write,
“The Marxist attitude toward the
national movement and toward the
guestion of self determination is
not absolute and unconditional, so
Marxists also only support those
national movements which advance
the general interests of democracy
and the proletariat.,” [BLT, page
11] If this were 5o, it would be dif-

Gordon, a Mississippi sleve, freed himself
and fought to free his people. On his first
escape attempt he was caught by patrol-
lers, flogged, and returned to his master,
The next time he ran, he successfully es
caped to Union Army lines, where this
picture was taken, and became a soldier,



ficult to account for the uncondi-
tional support extended by Marx-
ists to Haile Selassie’s Ethiopia
when Mussolini’s army invaded in
1935,

PWOC attributes to Lenin the
view that “the aim of [national]
independence was unobtainable
short of a general revolutionary
crisis.” [BLT, page 12] Even in the
writings on which PWOC relies so
heavily, Lenin clearly rejected this
view, He repeatedly referred to the
secession of Norway from Sweden
— by referendum — as an example
of the practicality of self-determi-
nation:

the MNorwegian parliament re-
solved that the Swedish king
was no longer king of Norway,
and in the referendum held
later among the Norwegian
people, the overwhelming
majority (about 200,000 as
against a few hundred) voted
for complete separation from
Sweden. After a short period
of indecision, the Swedes re-
signed themselves to the fact
of sccession.

This example shows us on
what grounds cascs of the se-
cession of nations are prac-
ticable, and actually occur,
under modern economic and
political relationships, and the
form secession sometimes as-
sumes under conditions of
political freedom and demoe-
racy,

No Social-Democrat  will
deny — unless he would pro-
fess indifference to questions
of political freedom and de-
mocracy (in which case he is
naturally no longer a Social-
Democrat) — that this exam-
ple wirtually proves that it is
the bounden duty of class-con-
scious workers to conduct sys-
tematic propaganda and pre-
pare the ground for the setile-
meni of conflicts that may
arise over the secession of na-
tions, not in the ‘Russian way”’,
but only in the way they were
settled in 1805 between Nor-

way and Sweden. This is ex-
actly what is meani by the de-
mand in the programme for
the recognition of the right of
nations to self-determination.™
[20:427 Lenin’s emphasis]

Though PWOC attempts to exon-
erate  oppressor-nation  workers
from their share of the responsibili-
ty for national oppression, placing
the entire blame on the bourgeoisie
of the oppressor nation [BLT, page
9], Lenin did not concur m this
either: “No one people has op-
pressed the Poles more than the
Russian people, who szerved in the
hands of the isars as the execution-
er of Polish freedom.” [24:297] He
writes of “we Great Russians, who
have been oppressing more nations
than any other people.” [24:304)]
When he wrote that *300-400 mil-
lion out of 1,600 [million] are op-
pressors” |59:736], he was count-
ing more than just a handful of
imperialist bourgeoisie,

Finally, PWOC places great stress
on the struggle against Black “bour-
geols nationalism.” [BLT, page 51}
In discussing ““the strategic task of
Communists within the Black Lib-
cration movement™ they state that
“much of the content of this work
must necessarily consist of ideclogi-
cal struggle against the narrow na-

tionalism and reformism character-
istic of the Black petty bourgeoi-
sie.” [BLT, page 53] Our disagree-
ments with PWOC’s characteriza-

. tion of contemporary Black na-

tionalism will be dealt with below;
here the contrast with Lenin’s ap-
proach is important: “Insofor as the
bourgeoizie of the oppreszed nation
fights the oppressor, we are always,
in every case, and more strongly
than anyone else, in fovour, for we
are the staunchest and the most
consistent enemies of oppression.”
[20:411-412] **The bowurgeais na-
tionalism of any oppressed nation

- has a general democratic content

that is directed ogainst oppression,
and it is this content that we un-
conditionally support.” [20:412]
{Lenin's emphasis]

These examples are not a com-
plete catalog of- PWOC’s collision
with Leninism on  theorietical
grounds, but they embrace the im-
poriant points. There is a touch of
irony in the fact that the Lenin and
Stalin texts relied on by PWOLC, and
PWOC's interpretation of them, are
similar to those offered by the
groups from whom PWOC is striv-
ing s0 hard to differentiate.

We have attempied to demon-
strate two essentials of Leninisny on
the national guestion: that Lenin

Does PWOC consider this “narrow nationalism’'?



had a program which he advanced
during his entire political career
based on a single principle — the
right of nations to self-determina-
tion; and that Lenin's understand-
ing of national oppression and the
imporiance of national liberation
deepened as his theory of imperial-
ism devcloped.

Was Lenin dogmatic? The answer
must be both yes and no. No, if the
questioner means a rigid commit-
ment to a political line that is
super-historical, that does not flow
from concrete hislorical experience
and change in accordance with the
requirements of a new historical
epoch. Yes, if the question refers Lo
the rigid and unbending commit-
ment to revolutionary principle:

It is therefore quite natural
for Social-Democracy, as the
party of the revolutionary pro-
letariat, to be so concerned for
its programme, to Lake such
pains to establish well in ad-
vance itz ultimate aim, the
complete emancipation of the
working people, and jealously
to guard this aim against any
attempts to whittle it down,
For the same reasons Social-
Democracy is so dogmatically
strict and firmly doctrinaire in
keeping its ultimate goal clear
of all minor, immediate eco-
nomic and political aims. He
who goes all out, who fights
for complete victory, must
alert himself to the danger of
having his hands tied by minor
gains, of being led astray and
made to forget that which is
still comparatively remote, but
without which all minor gains
are hollow vanities. Such con-
cern for the programme and
the ever critical attitude to-
wards small and gradual im-
provemenis are incomprehen-
sible and foreign to a party of
the bourgeoisie, however great
its love for (reedom and the
people may be. [8:427]

This was the commitment of Len-
in's life. Onece he understood the
modern era as the epoch of imperi-
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For white workers, racism is more than a
mistaken idea.
alism, the lihemgiun o uppt@!
peoples became for him a central
aspect of the emancipation of the
working people.
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Besides the requisite list of
quotes from Lenin, Stalin, and the
Comintern, a nutshell history of
Black pcople in the U.S. is obliga-
tory in any self-respecting commu-
nist polemic on the national ques
tion. Again PWOC follows the tra-
dition, cribbing as many errors as
truths from its ideological fore.
bears, There is not room here to
refute in detail the history and
analysis offered by PWOC; but the
main points of difference will be
shown. Readers who want to ex-
plore these matters in greater detail
should read two pamphlets avail-
able from Sojourner Truth Organi-
zation: Marx on American Slavery
by Ken Lawrence, and White Su-
premacy: a collection.

For an organization that has
spent s0 much time concerned
about racism, it is surprising that
PWOC does not ever uitempt to ex-
plain the origin of slavery or of
white supremacy. For some unex-
plained reason, Africans were en-
slaved while Europeans were not.
After that, “The ideas of white su-
premacy and black inferiority de-
veloped gradually to give moral and
political sanction to the slave sys

tem and the degradation of the
Black people.” [RWM, page 6] This
is an astonishingly barren place to
begin, considering that an under-
standing of the origin of white su-
premacy ought to shed important
light on the practicalily of various
approaches to ending it. But PWOC
is not deterred. (Part of the diffi-
culty with PWOC's line is its overall
imprecision, of which this is merely
an example. One that is more glar-
ing is the use of “racism" in a wide
varicty of contexts without careful-
ly differentiating its meaning. At
times, the term is intended to mean
simply the ideology of white chau-
vinism [white racial superiority] : at
other times, it i5 used to mean
white sapremacy [material privi-
leges granted to those with white
skin and denied to people of color].
these are important distinctions, be-
cause the former can, on occasion,
be overcome through education,
debate, or exhortation, while the
latter can only be uprooted through
victory in a conscious struggle that
alters relations of power. Though
these are necessarily intertwined,
and one can lead to the ather, they
are not the same thing.)

PWOC definitely learned a few
things — a very few — between the
time its popular pamphlet appeared
and the publication later on of its
theoretical argument. In the for-
mer, although “Black People have
waged a stubbom and heroic strug-
gle against their oppression from
the time the first slave ship docked
in the New World” [RWM, page
23], not a single Black strugule
against slavery merited mention.
(Perhaps this is because “‘separalist™
and “terrorist’ paths are, to PWOC,
“politically self defeating.” [RWM,
page 23])

Thus, “*the class conflicts that led
to the Civil War” did not include
the slaves, according to PWOC’s
first attempt. Instead, the planters
were opposad by the Northern capi-
talists, free workers, and farmers.
[RWM, page 6] This scenario is
reiterated in the later tract, but
three sentences are added about



slave struggles: “l'he Black people
themselves had never been passive
observers of the struggle between
other forces over the questions of
slavery and [reedom. Throughout
the period of slavery the Black peo-
ple had resisted their oppression by
means of armed insurrection, Ex-
slaves like Frederick Douglass had
played leading roles in the abolition
movement and the Black freedmen,
though not numerous and subject
to harsh political restrictions, had
sought to organize to further the
cause of Black freedom.” Mention
is made of freed slaves in the Union
Army. [BLT, page 20] But PWOC
claims these struggles were relative-
ly insignificant, because “it is only
with the Civil War and Emancipa-
tion that the Black People for the
first time gain the requisites for
forming a mass movement.” |BLT,
page 20]

As history this is a disaster. No-
where were Black people important
in PWOC’s view, The planters,
whom Marx viewed as capitalists,
and slavery, which Marx considered
“the pivot of bourgeois industry.”
are, for PWOC, enemies of capital,
and (eudalism, respectively. In
Marx’s view, the U.S. Civil War
was a revolution [rom the stand-
point of the slaves and free work-
ers, a war for free soil and free
trade from the standpoint of farm-
ers and industrial capitalists, and a
war for territorial conguest on the
part of the planter-capitalists; in
PWOC's view, it was a class struggle
between planters and capitalists,

So much scholarship has docu-
mented the central role of the
slaves in the fight against slavery
that it is hard to believe anyone on
the left would continue to spout
this version of history. Those who
have doubts on this score should
compare PWOC' account to the
writings of C. L. R. James, W. E. B.
DuBois, Herbert Aptheker, Lerone
Bennett, John Anthony Scott,
George Rawick, and Peter Wood, to
name only the best and most prom-
inent. Even liberal historians like
Kenneth Stampp and John Blas.

=

In liberated areas of the South, Black people openly celebrated the Emancipation
Prociamation: in areas still controlled by Confederate forces, Loyal Leaguas were
organized to spread the word from plantation to plantation.

singame are more useful than
PWOC. (As we shall see later on,
however, PWOC’s fake history is an
important pillar of its strategy for
today.)

PWOC's description of Recon-
struction is as miserable as its treat-
ment of slavery. Generally speak-
ing, it follows James 8. Allen’s view
in Reconstruction, Battle for De-
mocracy: Reconstruction was a
struggle for bourgeois democracy
which failed when the Northem
hourgeoisie betrayed the freedmen
in the Hayesz-Tilden compromise,
which restored power to the plant-
ers and reduced the Black people to
serfdom; as opposed to W. E. B.
DuBois' account in Black Recon-
struction, that the Black govern-
ments in the South were revolu-
tionary dictatorships that failed
primarily because white workers
did not properly grasp their class
interest — instead of fighting for
the success of Reconstruction, they
generally joined with the capitalists
in"an alliance based on white su-
premacy, thus abandoning the best
opportunity offered by the cpoch
for their own emancipation. |This
discussion is elaborated in Noel
Ignatin’s Reconstruction: A Study
Guide, which will appear in the
next issue of Urgent Tasks.] But
PWOC adds embellishments to Al

len’s theory that are unigue among
leftists.

In real history the Heconstruc-
tion governments were overthrown
by secret, well-financed, armed con-
spirators commanded by former
Confederate generals, identical in
every respect to the fascist coups
d'etat in our own century. No men-
tion is made of this; in PWOC's
account, the Ku Klux Klan doesn’t
arrive until after white supremacy
has been restored [BLT, page 22],
and the role of the Klan as the
armed forces of the Democratic
Party gets no attention whatsoever.

Finally, PWOC leaves out com-
pletely the fights against the imp-
sition of terror, perhaps because
those struggles outline sharply the
leading and revolutionary role of

_Black people, whether the goals

were proletarian class power or na-
tional independence: In Mississippl
a Black militia was organized by
Charles Caldwell, 2 state senator
and former slave, to suppress the
white insurrection. In the Sea
Islands, Blacks took up arms to
defend the land they had taken
over. The greatest post-Civil War
strike in U.S. history was started by
Black and while railroad workers in
Martinsville, West Virginia, in 1877.
After the terrorists had won in the
South, Black leaders like Benjamin
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“Pap’ Singleton, Edwin P. MceCabe,
and Henrv Adams led the largest
single migration in U.S. history —
the Black Exodus from the South
to Kansas and Oklghoma in 1879
revealing to the whole world the
mass demand for land and selt-
government. Insteml, PWOC s ver
sion follows the standard bourgeois
account: the era was charscterized
by “yross corruption and profiteer-
ing.”” |BLT, page 21]

It s tvpical throughout the
PWOC argument that Black people
are never considered workers until
the present period instead, they
are viewed as an “‘ally™ of the {im-
plicitly white) working class, {BLT,
page 5] Under slavery, the class
characier of the Black population
15 never discussed. After emancipa-
tion but prior to the Great Migra-
tion to the Norih the period in
which PWOC confers nationhood
on them — Black people ave serfs,
peons, or peasants [BLT, pages 21,
22, und 27| The very people who,
in our view, are the most thorough-
v proletarian group in U.S. soviety,

N et
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for PWOC are latecomers to the
working class. For a historical re-
buttal to this wview, refer to the
pamphlets mentioned at the begin-
ning of this section; for a political
reply, see Noel [gnatin’s While
Blindspot.

PWOC's history teems with addi-
tional misrepresentations, but a
couple of additional examples wili
have to suffice: Describing the era
of Marcus Garvey’s mass following,
PWOME yefers to “the absence of a
strong national movement during
this period.” [BLT, page 23] While
the Communist Party was agitating
for a Negro Soviet Republic, PWOC
says 1ts struggle “was not centered
on the demand for independence
but for sell determination.” [BLT,
page 23] This qguote feveals the
muddlelieadedness that is character.
istic of the PWOC document. Self-
determination is properly defined
a5 independence, secession (henoe
the right of szelf-determinarion is
the right to secede), but PWOC can-
not get this straight. In one case it
refers to selfedetermination as “the

Returning soldiers discharged at Little Rock, Arlansas,

right of an oppressed nation to se-
cede and form its state,”
[BLT, page 10] On another occa-
sion, the right of self-determinafion
is “repudiating the imperialist an-
nexations and frontiers.™ [BLT,
page 12} These two examples
would be correct if their terms were
exchanged, but PWOC obviously
doesn’t grasp the distinetion. One
wonders whetlher they have read
even those texts by Lenin and Sta-
lin on which they rely so heavily.

QWL

Vi

Another feature common o po-
temics on the national gquestion
based on Stalin’s criteria is a demo-
graphic argument accompanied by a
sheaf of maps and charts; PWOC’s is
no exception. The purpose of the
demographic discussion and the
attendant attachments is always to
pstablish whether or not the Black
population meets Stalin’s require-
ments of nationhood. PWOC argues
that it does not. In addition, how-
ever, PWOC has wventured forth
with what purports to be a class
analysis of the Black population,
g0 that it can attempt to locate its
enemies and its [riends among
Black people. Once again there is
not space here for a minute dissec-
tion of PWOC's presentation, so
again a few samples will have to
suffice for this review.

Along with others who have
made similar arguments, PWOC
seems to believe thal unless “a con-
tiguous territory with a Black ma-
jority could be consiructed on the
basis of these [Black majority]
countics” |BLT, page 39], a nation
does not exist. In actual fact, the
Black-Belt nation of the twenties,
thirties, and forties, which PWOC
does accept as valid, rever consisted
of a contigoous territory with a
Black majority.

PWOC attempts to show, by fo-
cusing on populstion percentages,
that the decline in the Black popu-
lution since the fifties has resulted
in the dissolutivn of the Black

(continued on page 49 )



White women and
revolutionary strategy

STO answers Prairie

Fire:

male supremacy is not
equivalent to white supremacy

By Carole Travis

In the first issue of its journal,
Breakthrough, Prairie Fire Organ-
izing Committee published an arti-
cle entitled “Women's Oppression
and Liberation” which purports to
contain an analysis of women’s
oppression and a strategy for revo-
lution flowing from that analysis.
We disagree with both their analysis
and their strategy,

First, the authors of the article
misunderstand the historical back-
ground and dynamic of both the
woman question and the national
question, confuse the relationship
between the two, and incorreetly
conclude that the two guestions are
of equal or similar importance to
revolutionary strategy in the U.S.
Their second problem is their
strategy itself: namely, that women
are the sector of the oppressor na-
tion who will play the leading role
in supporting the national move-
ments of the oppressed nations.

We have other areas of disagree-
ment but will merely list them for
the record at this time: the role of
the family in society, the signifi-
cance of the threat posed by leshi-
anism and homosexualily to capi-
talism, and the role of trade unions
in a revolutionary strategy.

Before gelting to the substantial
questions, 1 want to indicate several
problems 1 had because of PFOC’s
imprecise and muddied thinking.
One problem with the article is its
ambiguity on its central point: are
women the actual or potential lead-
ing force in the oppressor nation?
The general import of the paper is
that there is concrete reason to be-

lieve thal women have been or are
the leading force, yet most of the
statements of the position concede
that it is a theoretical estimate. So
on the one hand we find:

The crisis of U.S. imperialism
brought about by the victories
of the national liberation
struggles and socialism around
the world has heightened the
contradictions for women
within the oppressor nation,
opening new potential for the
development of revolutionary
consciousness and movement
among white women. (my em-
phasis, page 39, Breakthrough,
number One)

As the crisis of imperialism
deepens, the realities of a male
supremacist class society force
changes in the lives of white
working class. women and
open up enormous possibili-
ties for revolutionary move-
ment among women of the op-
pressor nation. (my emphasis,
page 39)

Seeing white working class
women as the potentially lead-
ing force among white women
and the white working class,
we must commit ourselves to
work and struggle among
whae working class women
around anti-imperialist poli-
tics, (my emphasis, page 45)

On the other hand, the general
import of the historical sections is

that women have always been a
leading force:

These different forms of male
supremacist exploitation and
oppression laid the basis for
white women’s leading roles in
the social movements of the
19th century for abolition,
women's rights and labor re-
form. (page 31)

Different arguments are required
to substantiate a theory from those
required to establish a fact. PFOC
is not clear on which it is doing in
this article, In fact, on very close
reading it appears that PFOC sim-
ply states its theory and then pre-
sents a lot of history that does not
substantiate it and a little inaceu-
rate history that appears to sub-
stantiate it but doesn’t. More on
this later.

Another problem is that the arti-
cle is loaded with confusion, impre-
cision, and sleight of hand, all of
which render the ideas more ob-
scure, For example, the last quote
cited above says that exploitation
in the 19th century U.S. was male
supremacist. The Marxist term ex-
ploitation refers to the amount of
the surplus value extracted from
the worker over the wages paid to
him or her; it expresses a class rela-
tionship. If PFOC wanis to say
something different about exploita-
tion generally or specifically in re-
gard to the 19th century U.S,, they
must spell out their arguments and
ideas. Otherwise, it looks like they
are trying to remove the class con-
tent from the traditional Marxist
conception of class and class strug-
gle and, by sleight of hand, weight
their argument on the significance
of women’s oppression for unso-
phisticated readers,
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That quote is an example of the
liberal and varied use of the terms
“leading force,” “leading role,” ete.
— another attempt to weighl their
“leading force™ argument in ways
which will not stand up on close
examinution., That women led the
ecarly 19th century fight against
their legsl status as chatlels and
were part of later struggles does not
mean that they are willing to side
with Black struggles today, much
less lead in that central strategic
role.

Moreover, the article shifts back
and forth between atiributing the

leading role to women of the op- :

pressed and the oppressor nation.

(For a white organization to view

the history of national liberation
movements from a perspective of
sexual divisions s certain to be
viewed with hoastililty by those
movements. This should not bhe a
deterrent to doing so if there is
iruth in the view. We think there
iz not. Women and men have par-
ticipated in and led various national
struggles.) But assuming that wom-
en are thefa {?) leading force in
their own national struggles, that
has nothing to do with women in
the oppressor nation, In fact, wom-

en in the oppressor nation have not

plaved the leading role in support

of national liberation/against white .

supremacy.

Finally, there is no serious grap- -

pling with the privileges of white
women, although the authors re-
peatedly recognize Lheir existence:

Al the same time unemploy-
ment increases, making it
harder to get jobs and white

women replace Black, Latino,
Asian -

Native American and

women. (page 37)

White

white supremacy in many

ways. For example, although

Third World and white women
are situated in the same job
areas the white women are
moure often promoted Lo su-
pervisory positions and more
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women benefil from -

MNational liberation struggles bring communities together. Above: Mexican youth

demonstrating in Chicago.

ofien given jobs with some
prestige or security. (page 37)

The growth of the state appa-
raius has been accompanied
by the proliferation of soft
core police jobs, largely fitled
by white women. Welfare
work, all types of social work,
counselling and teaching arc
all jobs set up to control
Third World people and wom-
en. They effectively pit while
women against oppressed na-
tion women and peoples by
tying their privilege to the per-
petuation of national and
women's oppression. (page 38)

Yet PFOUC never savs thal these
facls pose a chaenge to their
theory that has to be answered by
anything other than a series of ex-
hortations that all resemble the one
quoted below:

Only by developing. an anti.
imperialist, Marxist-Leninist

line on women's oppression
and liberation and Communist
women's  leadership  around
that line can women build a
solidly anti-white supremacist
movement for women's libera-
Lion, (page 42)

I. The Relationship of
White and Male Supremacy

In Lenin's analysis of imperial-
ism. national oppression is the
central feature of this stage of capi-
talism. The extension of territorial
possession and economic domina-
tion over primarily dark-skinned na-
tions is the mzain activity of imperi-
al powers. This national oppression
finds ideological justification in the
ideology of racism and therefore
white supremacy develops as a phi-
losophy that dominates the im-
perialist world social structure.

The oppression of women, on
the other hand, although important
to capilalism as one source of cheap
labor, is not of central importance
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White racist solidarity alsu overcomes sexual divisions.

to imperialism the way national op-
pression is. In fact capitalism tends
to free women; certainly women in
the U.8. today, particularly white
women, are among the freest in the
history of class society. This is not
to say that women will be liberated
without a revolution — the contrary
is true. But women's oppression is
nol the same order of *‘pillar of
imperialistn™ that national oppres-
sion is.

FPFOC on the other hand argues
that women are becoming increas-
ingly more oppressed under imperi-
alism in a way Lhat singles them out
for more advanced anti-imperialist
consciousness than white working
class men. They advance three argu-
ments. One has no place here, for
reasons already stated — the list of
various predominantly women's
struggles primarily involving Third
World people, such as the Farah
and Oncita strikes, anti-sterilization
work, ete.

A sccond argument is thal the
crisis in imperialism created such an
increased burden on women that
they will understand the oppression
of Third World peoples. Granting
the uncertain assumption that there
is a relationship between increased
emiseralion and growth of political
consciousness, PFOC's  argument
only holds up il imperialism's
thrust is to intensify the relative
misery of white women the way it

does for oppressed peoples. It
doesn’t; the crisis of imperalism
affects both men and women. In
fact to some degree the relative
mizery of white women is lessening.
PFOC correctly observes that white
women are taking the jobs of Third
World women; they are also taking
high-paying jobs from Third World
men in heavy industry.

The third argument is that wom-
en under imperialism now exper-
ience the double shift, as if that
increased women'’s oppression.

Imperialism shapes the charae-
ter of women's labor in the
home. The most important
change in the nature of wom-
en's oppression brought about
by imperialism is the develop-
ment of the double shift,
{page 32)

Although a womans oppression is
changed by her enirance into the
labor force, it is mot increased.
Working class women have always
worked all the time, whether at
housework and child rearing or in
home industry. Much of women’s
work in the home before her eniry
into the labor force was the produc-
tion of things which are now
bought as commodities at the mar-
ket, like bread, clothes, ete. As
Lenin said in “Capitalism and Fe-
male Labor,"”

Slavery, feudalism and capital-
ism are identical in this re-
gspect. It is only the form of
exploitation that changes; the
exploitation itself remains the
same. (Collected Works, 36:
230) [Lenin’s emphasis]

The classical view expressed most
extensively by Engels, but also by
Marx, Lenin, and others, is that
women's entrance into the labor
force gives her a significant amount
of economic independence and
direct proletarian experience, both
necessary” for any social group-to
develop the capacity to struggle
for liberation.

Furthermore, “women' is not a
primary identity group like nations

- Blacks, Puerto Ricans, etc. Wom-
en are dispersed throughout classes

and nations and interact with the
~men in a significant fashion. We do

not expect that to change. Sexual
divisions do not determine the
course of class struggle and class
structure in this country, as nation-
al divisions do.

There is another way it is harm-
ful to equate the questions of white
and male zupremacy. Male suprem-
acy functions around the world in
various capitalist centers In more or
less the same way. On the other
hand, white supremacy does not
operate as the central internal divi-
sion in any other advanced capital-
ist couniry (excepl perhaps South
Africa) as it does in the U.S. Be-
cause of its special strategic signifi-
cance internally in the U.S. and be-
cause of its essentisl relationship to
imperialism, it is therefore proper
to use the terms white supremacist
anwl white chauvinist fo define 1.5,
imperialism, U.S. capitalism, U.S.
cconomism, U.5. reformism, in a
way ‘that it is not approprate to
us¢ male supremacist and male
chauvinist. The error is not unim-
portant. It reflects a bad position
or muddy thinking which can easily
lead to errors of white oppor-
tunism.

The difference in the significance
of the issues can also be seen by
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examining the social movements
that have actually arisen out of
them. White chauvinism draws bat-
tle lines in the women's movement
today. often leading it to take
stands that are essentially resciion-
ary. PFOC claims {on page 34) that
male privileges “impede the devel-
opment of unified national libera-
tion siruggles.” We know of no
situation where male supremacy has
played a divisive role comparable
to that of white supremacy and
chauvinism,

In sum, white and male suprem-
acy are neither similar nor equally
important to a strategy to fell U5,
capitalism.

I1. PFOC'S Strategy:
Oppressor Nation Women
as the Leading Force

Below is a quote that puts forth
the main elements of PFOCs posi-
tion. Much of my argument in this
section will be a line-by-line exami-
nation of this quote. First here it is
in its entirety .

Within

white

the oppressor nation
working class women
benefit least [rom the privi-
leges of white supremacy. This
situation of white working
class women under imperial-
ism gives them the potential
to lead in the fight against
white supremacy and male su-
premacy. The common aspects
of all women's oppression un-
der imperialism as reproducers
of the labor foree, as partici-
pants in the reserve army of
labor and as victims of male
supremacist  institutions and
ideology provides a
basis for the development of
solidarity between women of
oppressor and oppressed na-
tions. Based on a firm commit-
ment to uphold sclf-determi-
nation for oppressed nations,
white working class women
can lead in the development of
international  solidarity and
revolutionary movemoent with-

special -

in the oppressor nation work-
ing class. (page 29)

Sentence One

The first element of their argu-
ment is that white women benefil
the least from privileges of white
supremacy. The only way lo inter-
pret this is in a strictly economic
sense, since white women have ac-
cess fo all the various non-economic
privileges, I want to take a minute
to explore whul Lhose are in a cily
like Chicago. In Chicago, neighbor-
hoods are largely segregated (al-
though not entirely). The west side
of Chicago, approgimately 20
square miles, is Black. There is also
a similarly substantial sourth szide
ghetto. a Puerto Rican ghetto and

g |
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a Mexican ghetto. The streets in
these aress are covered with gar-
bage, reflecting the general lack ol
citv services. The school windows
are boarded from wvandalism; the
buildings are for the most pari 40
years or more old. They are over-
crowded, rat- and roach-infested,
and cold in the winter. The grocery
stores in these neighborhoods have
older, lower-quality produce, and
the worst meat around, The unem-
ployment rate in these areas of the
city is 40 percent al times. Young
men hang around on the comers
with nothing to do. Drugs, erime,
and disease are cverywhere. To be
able to live in a cleaner, safer area,
where yvour children mighi actually
learn something in school or even
have a pleasant time, where you can
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buy decent food to the extent that
yvou can afford, to be welcome in
the mainsiream of society, all be-
cause of the color of your skin,
these arc no small privileges.

S0 when PFOC says “benefiting
least™ they must mean that the job,
wage, and credit discrimination and
the like which women suffer means
white women have less economic

resources than white men. To some-

cxtent this is true, but many wom-
en are not the sole source of their
income; many white women are
married to white men or receive ali-
mony from them or money from
their parer. s (father) and thereby
do benefit from the greater mone-

nation communists, to put their
organizing efforts into white wom-
en because they think they will be-
come a leading force, not because
they are one. But a similar poten-
tial exists for white working class
men; at least there is no argument
against them to be found or alluded
to in this Breakthrough article.
Isn’t, then, PFOC’'s position on
women at the same time — and
more importantly — a position
against the leading role of the work-
ing class itsell — a thoroughly non-
Marxist position? And all the more
dangerous insofar as the authors
dismiss the working class leading
role without so much as an argu-

ence. The aims and composition of
much of the women's movement
reflect this. It is overwhelmingly
white and mainly interested in
women’s issues, narrowly defined.
The second possible interpreta-
tion of this is that the oppression
experienced by white women will
make them better understand, iden-
tify with, and fight against any or
all forms of oppression, and specifi-
cally national oppression. But the
reader would search in vain for any
logical argumentation for this asser-
tion anywhere in the paper. The
closest thing there is to support for
it is the history section’s mention
of three times in U.S. history that

Oppressed nation women have more in common
with oppressed nation men than with white women

tary pivilege of some white man.
Does this mean that only single
economically independent women
are likely to be the leading force?
It is true that when a woman is
dependent on another for her sup-
port, she is nol as [ree to spend her
money as her own and that that is
oppressive, but that is strictly a
function of male supremacy, inde-
pendent of the crisis of imperialism
and not a link to [lighting white
supremacy. To expect white wom-
en to organize Lo lessen the privi-
leges for white people generally be-
vause of the oppression they suffer
is an expectation based neither on
the logic of the facts put forward
nor on reality. What is logical (and
what i: actually happening) is a
large omen’s movement, over-
whelm gly white, with much of iis
work imphcitly aimed at getting
more of the privileges imperialism
has to offer for women wilhout any
significant consciousness about op-
mressed peoples.

Sentence Two
The most significant word here
is “potential.” We have said some-
thing about this already. PFOC
wants white communists, oppressor

ment on the point?!?! (see the first
issue of Urgent Tasks for a more

-extensive eritique of PFOC's posi-

tion on class.)
Sentence Three

PFOC’s writers do offer an argu-
ment for the natural basis of soli-
darity between white and Third
World women. First, they say that
because women from the oppressor
and oppressed nations both expe-
rience women's oppression, they
have a basis for uniting. From a
logical standpoint, that would be
uniting against male supremacy, a
“sisterhood is powerful” approach.
If PFOC believes that this is so
natural, it is encumbent on them to
explain the mistaken paths that
have zhorted this alliance, for it
certainly does not now exist —
principally because the male su-
premacy and male chauvinism are
not similarly experienced by white
and Third World women. Oppressed
nation women have more in com-
mon with oppressed nation men
than with white women. White
women identifly primarily as white
and to the extent they identify as
women, it does not include Black,
Latin, Native American, ete. wom-
en as part of their frame of refer-

women have struggled valiantly.
But the key and decisive guestion
is: how have women in thesc strug-
gles come down on the issue of
equality for peoples of color —
and that is another not-so-valiant
SLOTY.

Let us examine a little of the
history put forward by PFOC. It
is true that in the 1820's and "30's
white women played a significant
role in organizing some of the early
trade union struggles of the U.S;
those women took no position on
the question of slavery. PFOC very
accurately recounts the unhappy
tale of the white women who, at
first, were very important in the
abolition movement but later left
the movement with bitter racist
attacks during the battles to pass
the 14th and 15th amendments.
PFOC makes the following com-
pletely true and incisive statement
about this movement and the
suffrage movement.:

After this defear for intema-
tional solidarity, white wom-
en, led in particular by the
National Woman's Suffrage
Association, waged a campaign
for women's rights on the
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grounds that white women
needed the vote in order to
keep oppressed peoples and
immigrant working class peo-
ple out of power. (page 40)

In fact, the section on history of
women's struggles in the U.S. be-
gins with the following paragraph:

In the history of the US.,
there has been strong, militant
women's movement and lead-
ership within the oppressor
nation.  Oppressed  nation
women have led struggles for
women's rights and freedom
in the course of their leading
participation in national liber-
ation struggles. When oppres-
g0r nation women have joined

to support the struggles of op-

pressed nation women and
peoples there has been unity.
But emphasis]
white women have often op-
ted for the privileges of white
supremacy and abandoned the
struggle for  international
women’s solidarity by betray-

ing the possibilities for a uni--

fied struggle by women of
different nationalities.

S0 much meaning in a little word.
What is “But” doing there? Ry
PFOC’s own recounting of history,

Shoemakers” strike, Lynn, Massachusetts,
Trade union movement generally ignored
the slavery question right up to outbreak
of Civil War,
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white women have consistently, as
a group, taken a bad position on
the most important political ques-
tion in the U.S. When have they
taken a good pesition? PFOC’s
answers: in the 1960's and *70',
Let us examine this history too.

They begin with the following
seclion:

In the 1960’s the movement
of women in the oppressor
nation once again became a
leading social movement. This
women’s movement had two
social origins, The first was the
revival of the equal righis
movement. . . . The Civil
Rights Movement and the anti-
war movement in the U.S. op-
pressor nation which devel-
oped into support for the
national liberation struggle of
the Vietnamese people stimu-
lated and encouraged the sec-
ond main political tendency of
the new women’s movement,
Both of these sources built the
women's movement as a force
against imperialism. (page 41)

T'wo points about this: first, it is
not a clarifying technique to use
the term “leading social move.
ment,” for the general reasons ar-
gued at the beginning of this article.

Second, the women’s movement
was not anti-imperialist and has
never been anti-imperialist. In Chi-
cago, for example, exactly the op-

posite is true. The women who
formed the Chicago Women's Liber-
ation Union (CWLU) abandoned
solidarity with Third World strug-
gles explicitly. Chicago was a major
center of the birth of that move-
ment, and there women from SDS,
the civil rights movement, and the
anti-war movement broke off, say-
ing that they had to fight male su-
premacy. A few women did so stat-
ing that they were not abandoning
their “general” work, but they were
not able to continue doing it in
mixed groups because of male chau-
vinism. Most, however, stated that
they were going to work solely on
issues affecting their own oppres-
sion,

A series of lest battles was
rapidly fought. E.g., early in 1969,
Fred Hampton was busted for tak-
ing over an ice cream truck and dis-
tributing all the ice cream to the
children of a west side Chicago
ghetto neighborhood. While he was
in jail, massive doses of X-rays were
being administered to his head in
an effort to physically damage him.
When the CWLU was asked to sup-
port the growing protest to protect
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Fred, they wvoted a resounding
“No," saying that it was not a
women’s issue. The mosi conscious
anti-imperialist women who had
worked to form the union soon
gave up. [Of course, many women
lelt or never joined CWLU (rightly
or wrongly) because they did not
want to limit their work, but PFOC
cannot claim they were in the wom-
en's movement simply because they
wore in the movement and were
women.] In fact, they were con-
sciously not in the women's move-
ment PFOC heralds and, by the
way, were often attacked by that
movement as “male-dominated”
women,

Nor was it white women who led
the anti-war movement nor the
civil rights movement, which was
led by Blacks and included both
white women and white men. The
women's movement did grow out
of these other movements and the
student movement too: it did not
lcad them; it followed them and
then largely abandoned the prin-
ciples that PFOC correctly holds
as most important — clarity on the
necessity to fight white supremacy,

Senience Four

This sentiment is found through
the paper at places where difficult
questions arise. It is of course true,
but so what? For people with our
politics, it is a given, a premise, not
an exhortation. Very differeni or-
ganizing approaches flow from it
even within this paper: from trade
union work among clerical women
to a white cross-class movement to
a multi-national women's move.
ment,

The central strategic question
confronting the white U.S. left is
how to build such consciousness
in the oppressor nation. PFOC’s
position on women is supposed to
be an answer to that question. Yet
the way they argue is circular:
women will lead in the oppressor
nation against white supremacy by

taking a firm position against white

supremacy and for the right of self.
determination. We are not any fur-
ther than where we started,

A Final Note with Third World workers in heavy
industry in a way which is not true
This is not the first time we have for women either at work or in
seen a sector of the white popula- their communities.
tion put forward as having special Both men and women of the op-
characteristics that would lead it to ~ pressor nation working class have
side with oppressed peoples against qualities, insights, and positions of
impernialism. Within not-too-<distant JOWer necessary Lo he develop-
memory it was youth who were ment and achievement of a general
foreseen in that role, Today it is "“""_‘-’]]l"llﬂﬂﬂf}-' struggle in l-_hE Ub
women. An argument can actually This searching for some “leading
be made thal white men are more force” will end in failure, There can
likely to take up revolutionary be no substitute for proletarian
prirp;_'ipleq and struggles because =lass interests in motivating white
their job situations integrate them workers toward internationalism.

Rapists Beware the W-A'S-P-

Women Armed for Self Protection

Who are these white women aiming to kill? This illustation is from the front page of
lconoclast, a newspaper published in Dallas, Texas. This issue of tha liberal weekly
hailed W.A.5.P."s arrival and published its October 30, 1974 declaration to the City of
Dallas in full; it noted that self defensa traning for women is available at the local
YWCA, and that the cops and the District Attorney are helping out. s this the road 10
revolution?
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Idi Amin, the Notion of ‘“‘Civilization”
and United States Interest in Africa

This article is the text of a speech
delivered to the Solidarity Night
organized by the African Students
Association at the State University
of New York at Binghamton,
March 18, 1977,

I propose to talk tonight, very
briefly, on three crucial develop-
ments in Africa and of one vital
issue. The three developments are:
(1} the minidictator of Uganda,
Idi Amin; (2) the popular upnising
in Zaire; and (3) the volatile situa-
tion in Northeast Africa. The one
very vital issue, however, is the con-
tinuous and consistent 1.5, interest
in Africa. For one reason or anoth-
er, all these are interlinked and can
easily be grouped under the broad
umbrella of Africa’s struggle against
imperialism.

The “Civilized World™
and Idi Amin

There is quite a humorous irony
in the love-hate relationship be-
tween Idi Amin and the “Western
World,” in that the man who is now
being sirongly denounced as “inhu-
man,” “barbaric,” “lunatic,” and a
score of other generalized adjec-
tives, is the same 200-pound-plus
Idi Amin who in 1970 the “civi-
lized Western World” installed in
power zo that he might save that
tiny republic from the grips of
cominunism.

The crux of the matter then is a
very simple one indeed. Idi Amin is
an ungrateful servant of the imperi-
alists. Not only did he not accom-
plish his assigned task, that of mak-
ing Uganda a safe banana republic
{or in this case, a coffee republic),
but he also, as an African proverb
tells it, broke the pot from which
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he fed. We need to make iwo points
perfectly clear.

One, Idi Amin is no less a barbar-
ian or inhuman than his counter-
parts in other imperialist-dominated
countries: the Shah of Iran, the
fascist-type dictator in Ethiopia,
the Nazi regime in Chile, and the
arch-barbarian in South Korea, to
mention a few. All of these fellow
travellers, however, are under the
good graces of U.S. imperialism and
its allies. Then the question to ask
is: what is exceptionally sick or
barbarian of Idi Amin Dada? Why,
indeed, does he alone have to face
all the vilification, and why is he
considered unworthy of the graces

of Western civilization?

Second, we will not be defending
Amin when we state that by defini-
tion the adjective barbarian does
not fit Idi Amin. According to Web-
ster, barbarian is defined as some-
one who is “uncivilized.” And then
if we look up the definition of the
word civilized, we find that it is a
word that relates “to peoples or
nations in a state of civilization.™
The core word *‘civilization' is then
defined varicusly as a state of high-
level utilization of culture and tech-
nology and “a situation of urban
comfort.””

Idi Amin definitely exists within
these definitions of civilization. But
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it makes him no less inhuman and
oppressive. In actuality there is a
contradiction here. The adjective
barbaran or “uncivilized™ as used
by the Western media and by gov-
ernment leaders in the capitalist
metropoles could not fully capture
the severity of Amin’s oppressive
rule. This is nol only a semanlic
problem. but also a historical one.

Bul addressing ourselves to the
somantic problem [irst, it is clear
that Webster’s definition of the
noun “eivilized™ is totally errone-
ous in our view, primarly because
of its Euro-centric, and apologeti-
cally ruling-class, connotation. If
we are to follow Webster's defini.
tion, the only civilized people in
the world would be those classes of
people who have attained (and it
does not matter how) a high-level
cultural and technological develop-
ment. And as if this 15 not enough,
Webster graciously extends the defi-
nition to include those who live in
“urban comfort.”

This 15 a counter-revolutionary
and ahistorical definition of the
noun  “civilization.”” It indicates
ithat when we settle terms with the
Webster Lype of scholarship, which
iz not only Euro-centric, but ideo-
logically biased for the ruling class
and their lackevs, we will be strug-
cling to wipe oul a whole history of
cultural domination that imperiai.
istn has imposed on our lives,

But. as we said above, the prob-
lem s not one of semantics alone.
It is also a historical one. When you
vonsider the [act that the so-called
“civilized Western World" has total-
ly ransacked our history, our cul-
ture, and ultimately our lives, be-
ginming with the 16th century;
when we consider the fact that the
“civilized world™ has imposed on us
more than 600 years of colonial
domination; when we consider the
fact that this same ‘“civilized
world” has imposed upon us the
most vile, barbarically oppressive
ruling classes of its kind; indeed,
when we consider the fact thatl this
“civilized world" wrought an Age
of Slaughter on the Indochinese

people, a reign of terror on the La-
tin American people, blood-thirsty
Christian racists on our peoples in
Southern Africa, not to mention
the most animalistic lackeys in the
rest of Africa: the Mobutus, the
Emperor Bokassas, the Hassans,
ete., we need not only correcily
redefine the noun “eivilization,™
but we need also throw back the
adjectives — barbarian, inhuman,
uncivilized, elc, — to their proper
places: into the face of Western
Imperialism, the makers of Idi
Amin Dada and his likes.

Now, we are still saddied with
the question of Idi Amin Dada, that
ungratified imperialist and Zionist
lackey. There is no doubt that he
is an inhuman and oppressive, albeit
benevolent, dictator of a sort. Amin
has established a virtual reign of
terror on the Ugandan people. In
the meantime, despite the denun-
ciations and wvilifications of the
Western media and the capitalist
ruling classes, primarily because he
threatens their interests, Idi Amin is
not a real enemy of the imperialists.
He is in faet o potential ally and
good investment, if he could only
straighten out his unruly behavior.
The Hritish and Americans have
still millions of their investments in
Uganda, The British in particular
have a booming trade with the
Ugiandan dictator, especially in arm-
ing and training his secrel service
and his air force.

What then is the problem? Why

are they all making so much noise
about ldi Amin’s rule in Uganda?
Have they suddenly been converted
to humane thinking? This would be
strange indeed. It is hardly in the
nature of capitalism and imperial-
ism to think in hum:n terms. Capi-
talism’s number one law in social
relations is the production and ex-
change of commodities {or profil.
Human beings, in the form of real
or potential sources of labor power,
are also mere commodities in the
capitalist market. This is the mean-
ing of Western civilization' The real
meaning of imperalism’s refined
cultural and technological develop-
ment! Only an apologetic, oppnr-
tunistic, and Euro-centric scholar
would fall for such a barbarian
warld-view of civilization,

Incidentally, [di Ammn i also

supported by the Soviet Union, it-
self a product of Western civiliza-
tion, and also by pseudo-revolution-
aries and reactionary nationalists in
Africa, We will deal more specilical-
ly with these later, but we now
again address ourselves to the ques-
tion raised above: why so much
noise about Amin? What is so dis-
tinguishable about Amin’s oppres
sive tule from that of the Shah of
Iran, Emperor Bokassa, the arch-
lackey Mobutu Sese Seko, the dic-
tator Pak in Korea, and the Nazi
Pinochet in Chile? There are, in-
deed, distinguishable traits between
the barbarity of Amin and the rest
of the notorious bunch mind
vou, not in their nature or charac-
ter or their relations with their
“subjects,™ but in their relationship
to imperialism, Zionism, and reac-
tion.

Idi Amin Dada is a rencgade of a
sort. He failed to bow to the will of
the imperialists and Zionists, But
no mind this, 1di Amin Dada serves
an opportune need for imperialist
weology. He is that element that
they are able to use as a smoke-
sereen against the rising revolution.
ary tide in  Africa, parbicularly
Southern Africa but not exclusive.
ly. For today, the whole ruling class
of Africa, from South to the Norih,
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from East to the West, are in deep
turmoil. Be it in South Africa or
Egypt, Morocco or Zaire, the Afri-
can working people are waging a
relentless struggle against their rul-
ing classes and many imperialisms,
The high-sounding barbarity of
Amin, therefore, is an opportune
way of diverting the real issues
from the eyes and feelings of the
democratic peoples of the world. In
the meantime, the imperialists are
able to wage their secrei wars
against the popular resistance in
each and every one of their puppet
states and to Ty to arrest revolu-
tionary uprisings from South Africa
to Eritrea. Today, imperialism is
wreaking more havoc and disasiter
in Africa than Amin did in his
whole stock and short life.
Ultimately, the question of Amin
and his oppressive rule will be ad-
dressed by the heroic Ugandan peo-
ple, who despite the lack of a revo-
lutionary vanguard, have hardly
allowed the dictator a single sleep-
ful night. He iz reckoning with
dissension and fear, and naturally
he is lashing back with more repres-
sion. Bul repression, especially of
the kind that Amin utilizes, is a
mark of ultimate failure. There is
no doubt that the Ugandan people
will reward Idi Amin a judgment he
s0 richly deserves. But the demo-
cratic forces in Uganda, the people
of Uganda, will not stop there,
They know that the true ecnemy of
their nation and people is not the
mortal Amin, but the seemingly im-
mortal forces of international impe-
rialism and Zionism. There could be
no peace, no democracy, and no
progress in Uganda without the
elimination of these forces, not
only in Uganda but also in the
whole of Africa and the world.

Mobutu and the
Uneivilized Congolese

Recently, the Western media has
begun to inform us of a “new devel-
opment' in that most coveted part
of Africa, the former Congo —
Lumumba's Congo. It is said that a
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few hundred Katangese secession-
ists led by Cuban “mercenaries”
and Soviet arms have invaded the
Southern part of Mobutu's Zaire,
and that this development poses a
great threat to the copper mines in
Katanga province and hence an un-
stable future for Mobutu's regime.
Be that as il may, we are con-
fronted with a barrage of facls that
do not sink in well with historical
and objective realities. Although
there is5 admittedly much to be
learned about this “new develop-
ment,” it is hardly hasty to pose
certain questions and pose also a
hypothesis based on what we his-
torically know of the Congo (Za-
ire). Much of this hypothesis is
based on more than four years of
communication and comradeship
with Congolese progressive  ele-
ments in and out of this country.
First, let us demystify one myth:
the “new development™ in Zaire is
hardly new, Since he usurped pow-
er in 1965, Mobutu Sese Seko, the
former Joseph Mobutu, has had to
face a sirident resistance from the
Congolese people, not only due to
the abject conditions of their social
and economic reality, but also due
to the fact that the Congolese peo-
ple have always viewed Mobutu as
the traitor who used Lumumba’s
name to sell the Congo back to

American, Belgian and French im-
perialism,

Mobutu utilized two tactics to
arrest the growing resistance against
his regime. One, which was an utter
failure, was the *“Africanization”
propaganda. This basically focused
on the changing of European names
of rivers and individuals to so-called
African names. But mind you, even
the name Zaire iz not Afrncan or
Congolese. It is a name of a river
that crosses the Congo and was
named Zaire by the Portuguese,
who mispronounced and bastard-
ized the word from the original
name of the river.

in his Africanization drive, Mo-
butu was not only trying to deal
with the strong hatred that the
Congolese people have for Westemn
cultural imperialism and thus cam-
ouflage his relations with the impe-
rialist countries, but also, in one
and the same swipe, to develop a
Congolese middle class who would
be loyal to his rule. He tried to do
this by expelling all the foreign re-
tailers and small businessmen. How-
ever, there is ample evidence to
show that Mobutu's indigenization
program has failed, and he is now
trying to make peace with his for-
mer “spiritual gurus" in the Catho-
lic church. (The Catholic church,
an ideological tool of the capitalist

Two wounded liberation fighters, captured by Zairean army



class, was hard hit by Mobutu’s
indigenization program.)

Mobutu’s second tactic was
much more sophisticated, and, we
dare say, recognizing the limitations
of a puppet state, realistic. Iere,
Mobutu tried to intensify his close
relationship with the imperialist
countries and to provide an artifi-
cial economic growth by opening
his doors to imperialist investment
with many inducements. The ef-
fects or the results of these at-
tempts were equally disastrous.
Instead of economic growth, Mobu-
tu harvested a rich crop of Western
economic and ideological hegem-
ony. The imperialists definitely in-
vested more, but they pumped his
economy and his regime with so
many loans and so much so-called
aid that Mobutu’s Zaire is in the
midst of an ever-stronger quicksand
of international loan sharks. It will
take double or more of Mobutu’s
inglorious life-time for the Congo
o rescue itsell from its economic
calamity.

As if this were not enough, Mo-
butu’s total dependence on imperi-

rule that the Congolese people had
to fight against. Unfailingly, Mobu.
tu’s total subservience to Westem
imperialism also meant intensified
repression and a dismal economic
situation at home. These habits that
Mobutu got into cannot be sup-
ported without seasonal shots of
loans and political and economic
concessions from and to the imperi-
alist world. Enowingly or unknow-
ingly, Mobutu was and is faced with
a vicious quicksand of popular re-
sistance and imperialist domination.

In the early part of the decade,
Mobutu was faced with one of the
most difficult intemal problems of
his regime. A Marxist organization
led by the Parti de la Revolution
Populaire, under the leadership of
Laurent D. Kabila, had begun an
armed struggle in the Northeastern
region of the Congo. The PRP had
a political program to liberate the
Congo of the puppet Mobutu and
imperialist domination. The PRP
clearly advocated that “the armed
struggic remains the only means of
arriving™* at a democratic and social-
ist Congo.

Paris, Then there was the mostly
non-politicized and often hostile
population in the region, and these
were compounded with the lack of
a solid rear base. Among the two
countries, Tanzania and Zambia,
that border the Noriheastern region
of the Congo, the most viable aone
for a rear base was Tanzania. How-
ever, the Tanzanian regime, after
providing initial support, hit an un-
expected friendship pact with the
Mobutu regime, and this forced
upon the pseudo-revolutionary gov-
ernment of Nyerere the option of
arresting PRP leadership residing in
Tanzania and denving the militants
of the PRP a place of refuge. Under
such intense and complicated pres-
sures the PRP have not been heard
much of since late 1975, which
might indicate that the PRP hud to
slow down its activities in order to
consolidate its forces intemally and
build popular support and con-
sciousness.

The situation in the Southemn
region of Zaire presents quite the
opposite opporiunities for a revolu-
tionary and popular rising against

Mobutu’s Zaire is in the midst of an ever—stronger
quicksand of international loansharks

alist investment to bolster his re-
gime against internal resistance
required that he become an ideo-
logical stalwart of U.S. imperialism,
He utilized his anti-communist fer-
vor {0 deny the Angolan people
their hard-won independence and
waged a war of subversion against
them. Thus, Mobutu allowed the
Congo to become the center of the
reactionary FNLA forces of his
brother-in-law, the notorious Hol-
den Roberto. By extension, Zaire
became one of the first African
countries to shamelessly ally itself
with the South African racists.
Indeed, Zaire was the only viable
buffer against the so-called commu-
nist expansion in central and
Southern Africa.

These are the effects of Mobutu’s

The PRP made headlines in the
Western press with some kidnap-
pings and daring confrontations
with Mobutu's army. However, the
PRP, faced with many internal and
external problems, and perhaps
some premature moves that might
have backfired, never really blos-
somed to full force.

The hypothesis we draw to the
present renewed development in
the Sonthern part of the Congo,
therefore, is from the failed experi-
ence of the PRP in the Northeast-
ern region of the country. But first
let us look at some of the problems
that the PRP experienced: To begin
with, there was the lack of a solid
leadership within the organization.
Most of the leadership was based in
foreign capitals like Tanzania and

the puppet regime of Mobutu, In
that region. a revolutionary force
of the kind that is now giving Mo-
butu hell and had his masters in
Washington jumping can utilize
available historical and objective
conditions in the region. First, the
area has a relatively politicized and
anti-government (this is, anti-the-
central-government) population.
Sacond, there is the terrain, which
is very conducive to guerrilla war-
fare, being mountainous, highly
vegetated, and largely isolated, And
then there is the crucial factor nec-
cssary in most guerrilla wars, the
rear base and support. This is avail-
able from the revolutionary govern-
ment of the MPLA in Angola. In
any case, the insurgents from the
South can draw great lessons from
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their experience in the Angolan
revolution, and the fight against the
South” African racists and the impe-
rialist tools, FNLA and UNITA.

It seems to me, then, that the
question iz how far the forces
in Southern Congo — inasmuch as
they are revolutionary and popular
(their news releases elearly indicate
that they are not secessionists) —
can go without facing the full force
of Mobutu's military might and a
possible imperialist intervention.
This is a very crueial question, be-
cause it will determine the degree
and ability of the revolutionary for-
ces to dig in and root themselves
among the Congolese people, and
more importantly, the time factor
will determine the ability of the
insurgents to link up with the PRP
militants in the Northeast and
central Congo.

It seems, however, that the reg-
uisite period of stabilization might
be available to the popular forces
due to the economic bankruptey
of the Mobutu regime, its largely
corrupt and ill-trained army, and its
lack of popular support among the
people. This holds true insofar as
the war was being waged against the
government of Mobutu Sese Scko
alone. However, the Zaire regime is
a puppet regime and the real force,
which is international imperialism,
will not stand by to see it disman-
tled by a possibly anti-imperialist
and revolutionary force, The degree
of imperialist intervention on the
side of the Mobutu regime will,
therefore, become an important
factor.

The imperialists have huge invest-
ments in the Katanga (Shaba) re-
gion, where copper is one of the
maost widely available and precious
metals, The region also threatens
the strategic validity -of the Zaire
regime in relation to its neighboring
state of the MPLA. It is certain that
the imperialists will respond with
huge military and ecconomic sup-
port for their loyal servant. It is
even conceivable that in the event
that Mobutu cannot resist this force
with mere matenial support, the im-
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perialists, and U.5. imperialism in
particular, will send in their com-
mandos in a last-minute rescue
effort.

Of course, the ground is now
being prepared for all these eventu-
alities. It is not mere empty talk
that the imperialists are now shout-
ing of Cuban involvement and com-
munist aggression. This will be their
raison d'etre for eventual full-scale
involvement. They risked too much
in Angola and they will be less
likely to risk another defeat in the
Congo.

Let us say in short, then, that
the Southern Congolese develop-
ment is a crucial one for the future
of U.8. imperialist hegemony in Af-
rica. Of coumse, the ‘“civilized
world™ iz bracing itself for a con-
demnation and possibly war against
those senscless, irresponsible, unciv-
ilized natives in Zaire. On our part,
however, there is no doubl that the
vitality and timelessness of the rev-
olutionary spirit in Africa will not
be vanguished. Lumumba’s Congo,
united in a revolutionary socialist
ideology, will triumph.

Changing Realities
in Northeast Africa

Finally we come to the question
of Northeast Africa, which has in-
creasingly proven to be a vital field
of contention, and one more arena
of imperialist aggression and popu-
lar resistance., We should here nar-
row our focus and deal with a spe-
cific geographic arena of contention
and war. We would delimit this area
with Somalia, Ethiopia, Eritrea, and
the Sudan.

As you know, Ethiopia has been
going through a revolutionary
change since the popular uprisings
against the Haile S:lassie regime in
1974. In short, the Ethiopian revo-
lution has been shori-cirenited by
the emergence of a military junta of
the fascist type. The junta has de-
cidedly chosen to continue the war
against the Eritrean people who, for
more than 16 years, have been
fighting a revolutionary war for na-

tional independence and socialism.

Ethiopia has historically been in
confrontation with Somalia, which
holds some serious claims in a long-
standing border dispute. Further-
more, the possible development of
an independent Djibouti state,
which is now under the colonial
rule of the French. creates another
point of contention between the
two military states for the control
of the vital seaports of that terri-
tory. For Ethiopia, the question of
who controls the port of Djibouli is
a crucial one, For it is faced with a
dismal future in the Eritrean war,
where the revolutionary forces have
liberated 95 percent of the land.

Another focus of conflict is that
which exists between the Sudan
and Ethiopia. The Sudan has ac-
cused Ethiopia of training Southem
Sudanese secessionisis as a pressure
for closing the Sudan-Eritrean bor-
der to the two Eritrean liberation
movements, the ELF and the
EPLF.

Internally, Ethiopia is wracked
with much diszension from its
working and peasant classes and its
various oppressed nationalities. The
junta has resoried to extreme re-
pr-ssion sweetened with revolution-
ar. rhetoric, and has, it seems, suc-
cizded in convincing the Eastern
bloc states, the Soviet Union, and
Cuba to provide political support
and economic investment,

[ronically, the “socialist” junta is
still dependent for economic and
military goods from the U.S. impe-
rialists. The Ethiopian economy
{and military tradition and hard-
ware) is closely linked with that of
the U.S. Now it seems that the
junta wants to have its cake and eat



it teo. In the meantime it is trying
to ally itself closely with the Soviet
Union and Cuba as well as the East-
em bloe countries, but it has not
broken its military links and depen-
dency on the U5,

Today there is much debate
within the policy-making corridors
of the U.S. government and the
investment tycoons on how to re-
late to this confusing situation.
However, the issues are not too
confusing to the “versatile” U.S.
imperialist planners, They have al-
ready picked up on two options.
One is to take a wait-and-see atti-
tude in regard to Ethiopia, develop
moderate, pro-U.S. elements within
the Eritrean revolution, and win
back the Somali governmeni io
their side. The other option is cloze-
ly linked with this but much more

ambitious. It is to develop the Su-
dan as an imperjalist buffer be-
tween what they call black Africa
and Arab Africa by strengthening
the unpopular Nimeiry regime with
military and economic input.

These U.5. imperialist options
seem to be supported by certain
Arab countries such as Saudi Arabia
and Kuwait. Of course, these Arab
states have another thought in
mind. They would like to make the
Sudan, which is one of the largest
and most feriile geographical enti-
ties in Africa, the “bread basket of
the Middle East.” For this reason,
they are willing to invest much of
their oil-dollars there. As invest-
ments go, much of the profits from
the Arab-American venture will
head back to the investors, and the
Sudan will simply remain another
vastly underdeveloped nation.

In any case, both the oil-rich
Arab states and the U.S. have found
a “likely™ solution for the develop-
ing situation in Northeast Africa.
They see this situation as that of
Soviet expansionism in -Somalia,
Ethiopia, and possibly Eritrea.

The U.S5. in particular has for
some time now faced an obvious
problem in Northeast Africa. With
the Haile Selassie regime gone, it
had no strong military ally and was

therefore facing definite strategic
problems for its hegemonic pres-
ence in the region. It is also serious-
ly concerned about the future of its
ally, the Ziomst state of Israel,
which is facing increased isolation
in the region.

It seems the likely heir for Haile
Selassie’s role in the region as U.S.
ally and buffer against “‘communist
expansion’” would have been the
Kenyatta regime. IHowever, the
Kenyan state has yet to weather the
impending political upheaval which
will follow the old man’s death.
The U.5., therefore, opted for the
less  likely  “Arab”™ Sudan, with
which it had broken diplomatic re-
lationship since 1973. The reaction-
ary regime of Nimeiry, faced with
stringent internal resistance and
economic bankrupicy, was more
than happy to improve its relation-
ship with the U.S. and the more
conservative Arab states.

It is now a sure fact that the Ni-
meiry regime has replaced Haile Se-
lassie's role as conduit of imperialist
hegemony in the region. The U.S. is
now promising to make the Sudan
a showcase of economic growth and
political stability, Khartoum, the
capital of the Sudan, is crowded
with both U.5. and Arab investors,
bankers, engineers, and business-
men. It seems that both the U.S.

Two EPLF combatants conducting a dialogue with the rasidents of a villege.

imperialists and the reactionary
Arab states are about to keep their
end of the bargain. But what is in it
for Nimeiry and what is he meant
to deliver in retum?

With liberal investment legisla-
tion and the rich potential for
quick capitalist turmover in colton,
peanut, and other agricultural prod-
ucts, the Sudan is an investor's par-
adise, Moreover, the political role
that the conservative Nimeiry re-
gime can play is not to be taken
lightly. In the particular case of the
Eritrean revolution, the Nimeiry re-
gime will be the likely candidate to
weed out the “moderate’ and pro-
American forces and deliver them
to the imperialists. This possibility
can only underscore the heightened
ideological struggle within the Eri-
trean revolution itself.

The Eritrean People's Liberation
Front (EPLF), the wvanguard of
the revolution, has been facing
strenuous  maneuvering and false
propaganda by the Eritrean Libera-
tion Front (ELF) leadership, which
shows every indication of support-
ing a reactionary clique led by the
notorious Osman Saleh Sabbe. The
former [oreign-mission representa-
tive of the EPLF, Sabbe was ex-
pelled in March of 1976 for his
reactionary and divisive stand on
the Eritrean revolution, He is now

25



Women cadres of the EPLF in a training drill.

agitating, with the support of the
ELF leadership, to form a so-called
“Third Force."”

In the cvent that such a2 forma-
tion is realized, the Eritrean peo.
ple’s struggle to unite the two for-
ces in the revolution through a
peaceful political and ideological
dialog and struggle would have been
hampered severely. In the mean-
time, the U8, would like to suc-
ceed in isolating the vanguard of
the Eritrean revolution, the EPLF
(which it has for a long time been
red-baiting as *‘Maoist”), from fu-
ture negotiations for total indepen-
dence. This is an important point
because the UU.S.'s primary concem
in Northeast Africa is that it is in-
creasingly being isolated by hostile
states. The emergence of a revolu-
tionary and anti-imperialist Eritrea
would be a much greater blow to
its slipping hegemony in the region.
This fear is echoed in the various
hearings in the U.S. Congress,
where it seems the primary gques-
tion is, “What will be the attitude
of the Eritrean revolutionaries in
the event they manage to establish
an independent state?"

Thus the U.S., recognizing that it
will risk too much by waiting to sec
evenis lake their own course. is
decidedly moving to prevent the ap-
pearance of yet another revolution-
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ary and anti-imperialist state in
Northeast Africa.

Lately, the reactionary Osman
Saleh Sabbe, with known U.S. gov-
ernment contacts, has been spread-
ing the news that the Cubans are
sending soldicrs to help out the be-
leaguered Ethiopian junta, There is,
in fact, no hard evidence to chal-
lenge or support Sabbe’s claim. At
this time we can only relate other
factors that solidly show that the
Soviet Union and Cuba have, in-
deed, recognized the [ascist-lvpe
Ethiopian junta, and are providing
it with full diplomatic and eco-
namic support,

In the lasi few months the con-
tacts, both economic and political,
between the Ethiopian junta and
the Eastern bloc states and Cuba
have intensified. East European
siates are now replacing the West-
ermm imperialists as major investors
in the Ethiopian economy, The jun-
ta’s representatives have heen trot-
ling from one Eastern European
capital to another on a shopping
spree for military hardware, Fur-
thermore, Pravda and Grenma, the
Communist Party papers of the
USSR and Cuba, have been sending
out a lot of revolutionary praise
about the Ethiopian junta, and have
been denouncing both the Eritrean
revolution and the only viable

democratic opposition to the junta,
the Ethiopian Peoples Revolution-
ary Party, as ClA-supported, reac-
tionary, and petty-hourgeois,

These developments are not un-
expected and are in no way unchar-
acteristic of the foreign policy posi-
tion of various socialist countries,
but they still have a disquicting ef-
fect and certainly bring much more
fundamental questions to the head.
These questions have to deal nol
solely with the foreign policies of
the Cuban and Soviet states, but
primanly with their inlternal contra-
dictions and makeup. For we can
not simply dismiss foreign policy of
a given state as a political shortfall,
but as a result of the intense class
struggle of given socicties and
states,

For indeed, how can we under-
stand the Soviet Union’s unguali-
fied support to the repressive Idi
Amin regime — especially when this
support manifests itself with con-
crete  material and  political aid
aimed at restraining the class strug-
gle within Uganda?

There are several crucial gues-
tions beyging for answers, but they
require more study and investiga-
tion beyvond that of our present
understanding of the concrete reali-
ties in the socialist countries, Theo-
retically and empirically, Africans
need to make a concrete study and
have a complete understanding of
the history of the communist move-
ment and the internal makeup and
contradictions within the prezent-
day socialist states. Of course, the
one-sidedness that has pervaded the
rhetorie of anti-Sovietism and anti-
Maoism, based on the external re-
flection of pariicular states and
their policies, have to be left be-
hind. Rather, concrete historical
understanding and analysis based
on the universal science of Marxism
will force us to anchor our study on
the historical developments and the
objective and subjective factors re-
lating both to the so-called *“social-
ist bloe,” the “Third World,” and
the world capitalist system.

If we now go back to the current



development of Soviet and Cuban
support to the Ethiopian junta,
there are some puzzling problems
that we have to deal with. It is ap-
parent that by now both the Soviet
Union and Cuba have relegated the
Eritrean revolution to petty-bour-
geois dismality, but what about So-
malia? Have not they supported
and praized the Somali government
as a revolutionary one? What will
be the position of these states on
the very real conflict between So-
malia and Ethiopia? Can they try to
resolve it, and if so, can they sue-
ceed?

We don't think so. The Ethio-
Somali contention i3 too historical-
ly rooted and too concrete as to
easily evaporate, But even if it were
to be patched up, how can the So-
vietz= and the Cubans prevent the
eventual independence of Eritrea,
and hence Ethiopia’s run for the
Djibouti territory? For Ethiopia is
a landlocked country that is unwill-
ing to settle differences peacefully
with even friendly neighbors who
arc willing to share their port facili-

ties in mutually beneficial ways, Es-
pecially, the ruling Ethiopian junta
is insistent on fighting to the last
man on what it calls the “integrity
of Ethiopia,” and therefore it is
unwilling to face defeat in Eritrea
without a last showdown. What
then will be the position of the So-
viet government and Cuba? Will
they forestall the fascist-type gov-
emment with their men and arms?

The situation in Northeast Africa
is the most volatile and serious of
all, and wunlike the revolutionary
struggle that our brothers and sis-
ters are waging against the racists
and the imperialists in Southern
Africa, this sea is full of murky
waters. We need to tread carefully
in identifying our enemies and
friends, and to consolidate the
struggle accordingly.

Conclusion

I have tried to show that the rev-
olutionary situation in Africa has
placed the imperialists on the de-
fensive. But they have not yet lost

the war nor are they weak, and that
resistance is equally strong and
building up from day to day.

It would not be presumptuous to
say that Western civilization as we
know it today came to be on the
backs and through the resources
and lahor-power of our peoples in
Africa. The initial impetus for Eu-
ropean capitalism, the making of
industrialism, and the age of imperi-
alism are products of the vital force
of primitive accumulation which
Europeans generated from Africa
Today, Western civilization is in
deep crisis, but we have yel Lo see
its dissolution and post-mortem,
and it will hardly be a surprise if
this occurs in Africa.

Western civilization is dead. Long
live the civilization of the working

people!

Postscript: Since this speech was
delivered, Djibouti has achisved
independence and the Soviel-Cuban
support of the Ethiopian junta has
increased. — The editors,

Unequal Exchange
by Arghinn Emmanuel

Introduction

At least for the iime being,
“terzomondismo’ (third worldism)
appears to have run its course in the
U.S. left. The factors which made it
a gut political response for thou-
sands of young people in the last
decade — the revolutionary dimen-
sions of the Black movement, the
mass opposition to the imperialist
war in 5.E. Asia, and the image of
People’s China as a world center for
anti-imperialist people’s war and
cultural revolution — no longer
operate as they did.

The partial and, I think, tempo-
rary eclipse of anti-imperialist poli-

The economics of national
oppression on a world scale

tics occurred before its inevitable
initiatl larding of liberalism and ro-
manticism was cleaned away and a
solid basis of Marxist theory devel-
oped for it. This is double unfortu-
nate because the tools to put the
position on a scientific basis are in
the process of development, and
the failure to bring them to bear on
the debate over revolutionary strat-
egy for the U.S. has been indirectly
rezponsible for some of the in-
creased  credibility  that  ignorant
“marxism-leninism™ has gained
through attacking anti-imperialist
politics as non-, or anti-, Marxist.
The re-examination of impenal-
ism as a stage of capitalism gained
its basic impetus from the successes
and problems of revelution in the
“third world.” Thus if is not sur-

prising that Marxists who view the
world capitalist system from the
perspective of its periphery, not its
metropolitan center, are doing the
most significant theoretical work.
Their investigations share two basic
premises which, in my view, are
beyond challenge. First, the center
of the world revolutionary process
is, and has been for a generation,
the anti-imperialist national libera-
tion struggles of the periphery and
the parallel struggles of oppressed
peoples in the center . of imperial-
ism. Second, the political subordi-
nation and domination of op-
pressed peoples and nations is
paralleled and underlaid by the
long-term worsening of their eco-
nomic position relative to the
“developed™ centers of world im-
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perialism. In fact, on this second
point, the evidence indicates that
beyvond the worsening of its relative
economic state, the absolute posi-
tion of the periphery also has
deteriorated. Imperialism has re-
sulted in a very unequal distribu-
tion of the benefits of the capitalist
development of the productive
forces — benefils which are essen-
tially flawed and dubious at the
best, of course,

These two premises were mnot
self-evident when Lenin wrote Im-
perialism, the Highest Stage of
Capitalism. In f[act, the [irst one
was not valid; at that point in his-
tory the class siruggle in the devel-
oped capitalist states was the main
focus of world revolution and
Lenin clearly believed that the

ability of the main capitalist states

Lenin thought

to divert and defuse the revolution-
ary struggle of their working classes
was extremely limited. His writing
of the period contains many politi-
cal estimates which do not stand up
well to the test of time, eg.:

Opportunism cannot now
be completely triumphant in
the working class of one
country for decades, as it was
in Hritain in the second half of
the 19th century. . . . (Lenin,
Collected Works, volume 23,
page 285, |Hereafter cited as
22:285]

Only at the very end of his political
life did Lenin begin to draw conclu-
sions which implicitly guestioned
the revolutionary potential of the
European and North American pro-
letariat.

. « » in the long run capital-
ism iwself is educating and
training the vast majority of
the population of the globe
for the struggle.

In the last analysis, the out-
come of the struggle will be
determined by the fact that
Russia, India, China, etc., ac-
count for the overwhelming

majority of the population of
the globe. And during the past
few years it is this majoniy
that has been drawn into the
struggle for emancipation with
extraordinary rapidity. . . .
(33:500)
The de facto class alliance between
workers and bourgeoisic in oppres-
sor nations, be it social democratic
or fascist, has been, and continues
to be the major strategic problem
of the revolution. The development
of imperialism since Lenin has en-
larged, rather than reduced, ihe
problem.

It seems likely, though the evi-
dence is not clear, that Lenin’s
earlier optimistic projections about
the metropolitan working elass
rested on a misunderstanding of the

ly capital does not place such nar-
row limits on the potential for
internal capital investment. It is
equally obvious thal impenalism
has in fact resulted in a massive
transfer of value from the op-
pressed nalions to the oppressing
nations, In short, the dominance of
capitalist social relations in the
periphery of the world capitalist
system has not led to the “develop-
ment'’ which capitalism has meant
for Europe, North America, Qcean-
ia, and Japan. What does not apply
in the era of imperialism is Marx’s
statement in the Prefuce to Volume

I of Capital:
The country that is morc de-
veloped  industrially only

shows, to the less developed,
the image of its own future.
iMoscow edition, I: 19)

imperialism would be characterized
by a net export of capital from the center.

economic dynamic of imperialism.
To some degree Lenin adopted
Hobson’s economics while rejecting
his liberal utopian and sentimentsl
anti-imperialism, (See Lenin's Note-
vooks on Imperialism, 39:405
437.) Hobson's basic argument was
that the development of monopoly
in Britain had reduced the oppor-
tunity for the productive employ-
ment of capilal, creating a capital
surplus  which sought privileged
investment  opportunity  abroad.
There is reason to helieve that Len-
in also thought imperialism would
be characterized by a net export of
capital from the center. His concep-
tion of the limited and temporary
nature of the labor aristocracy
seems to rest on such a position.
However, other features could be
interpreted differently, and there is
no compelling reason to resolve the
ambiguities heie.

The issue itsell was not that im-
portant to Lenin's concerns about
the cause of World War [ and the
roots of opportunism and social
chauvinism, [lowever, it is impor-
tant to be clear on today, and in
my view it is obvious that monopo-

None of this detracts in the
slightest from the permanent value
of Lenin's work on imperialism.
This value rests on his stress on the
gualitative significance of the devel-
opment of monopoly capitalism
out of competitive capitalism, and
on the conception that conlempo-
rary capitalism must be understood
as a world system in which the key
fact is the division of the world into
oppressor and oppressed nations.
{Those self-proclaimed Leninists
who are completely unaware of this
second contribution of Lenin and
reject it implicitly should not be
taken seriously.)

Arghiri  Emmanuel’s book Un-
egual Exchange is a basic text of
current Marxisl anti-imperialist
theory. Emmanuel, a Greek Marx-
ist economisl, teaching in France,
atfempts to systematically elabo-
rate the “imperialism of trade™
which, he asserts, is the main
mechanism for the transfer of value
from the capitalist periphery to the
capitalist center,

The central argument of Unequal
Exchange can be summarized as



follows: The operation of the law
of value in the world capitalist sys-
tem forces poor (oppressed) nations
into an  intermational division of
labor which compels 2 cumulative
transfer of a significant portion of
the value produced by their labor
to the rich (oppressor) nations: The
transfer of wvalue occurs, not so
much through the more classically
Leninist forms of plunder and “'su-
perprofits,” but through the mech-
anisms of price formation in the
world capitalist market. The conse-
guent “unequal exchange,” accord-
ing to Emmanuel, is the central
factor blocking the economic and
social development of the capitalist
periphery.

Emmanuel’s direct concern is a
critique of the assumptions of eco-
nomic theory, both bourgeois and
Marxist, but his argument has clear
political ramifications. Specifically,
it gives the struggle for national
liberation an even greater objective
anti-capitalist significance, and it
raises serious questions aboutl the
basis for intemationalist politics
within the working classes of op-
pressor nations. There is no doulbt
that it is such political positions
from Emmanuel and his colleagues,
e.g4., Samir Amin, that are the pri-
mary motivation for the develop-
ment of a counter-trend in the
analysis of contemporary imperial-
ism. This counter-trend cuis across
the political spectrum, including
Fourth Intemational orthodoxy,
both Euro- and Soviet Communism,
some varients of Maoism, and Al-
thusserian structuralism. It is hardly
coincidental that interest in the
subject in the U.5. has begun to
develop along with renewed at-
tempts to justify the intemational
revolutionary centrality of the
metropolitan proletariat. Any posi-
tion that implies, as many of these
do, that the spontaneous trade
union demands of the workers in
the west are in the direct interests
of the world revolution, will always
find lots of buyers in this country.

There are three reasons why Un-
equal Exchange might not be the

From Rocky Mowntein News, Deaver, 1898
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ideal place to initiate an investiga-
tion of current anti-imperialist
theory. The book is addressed to
professional economists and it is
difficult. It deals with only an as-
pect of imperialism, albeit a central
one, if Emmanuel's arguments are
valid. Beyond this, Emmanuel’s
political couclusions are more exag-
gerated and extreme, more “anti-
working class” some might say,
than are those of other writers with
4 basically similar perspective.

On the other hand, these same
points are also reasons to begin
with this book. Since it is not a
general theory, but a particular ar-
gument, its assumplions and cate-
gories are less susceptible Lo debates
over definitions which are a major
stock in trade of the Althusserian
sector of the counter-tendency (see
the recent issue of the fnsurgent
Sociologist for examples). The dif-
ficulty of the book is also not with-
out its benefits. Understanding Em-
manuel’s closely reasoned and elab-
orately footnoted treatment is a
good grounding for the understand-
ing of the entire issue. Finally, this
review will argue that it is quite
possible to reject aspects of Em-
manuel’s politics on grounds which
are largely independent of the
validity of his analysis of unegual
exchange.

- trine would

Critique of the “Law™ of
Comparative Advantages

Emmanuel’s starting point ap-
pears far removed from major con-
troversies among Marxists. He ad-
vances a critique of the doctrine of
“comparalive advaniages,” a theory
of foreign trade identified with
David Riccardo. This doctlrine pur-

- poris to show that all nations

would benefit from free trade

" through the consequent develop-
-ment of an optimal international

division of labor. (Interestingly, the
USSR advances a parallel position
with respect to its trade relations
with Eastern Burope.) The reality
is very different from what the doc-
lead one to expect.
According to Emmanuel,

. . . [there are] differences
in levels of development, and
even the widening of this gap
between rich and poor nations
despite many centuries of
exghange and free trade. (page
nx

The doctrine of comparative advan-
tages recks of the notion of under-
lying harmony of interests, an es-
sential pillar of bourgeois ideology,
and obviously no Marxist accepts
such a premise.

Still, there are two reasons why
Emmanuel’s eritique of that theory

29



is relevant to Marxists, The long-
term deterioraton of the terms of
trade for poor countries is a fact.
The decline in relative prices holds
for these couniries whether the
particular commoditics are raw
materials or manufactured prod-
ucts, whether they are produced
with pre-capitalist technigques or
with the most modern technology,
The docirine of comparative advan-
tages proposzes one possible reason
for this — the absence of free trade,
If that doctrine is invalid, as Em-
manuel conclusively demonstrates,
then il cannot even indirectly be
an explanation of the deterioration
of the terms of trade and the obh-

Emmanuel makes two assump-
tions about international economic
relations which break with the as-

sumptions of the doctrine of com-

parative advantages. First, as has
been said, he assumes that capital is
mobile and competitive across
national borders, and therefore that

profit equalization occurs interna- -

tionally. Second, he assumes that
labor is not mobile and competitive
across national borders and thus
there is no parallel tendency to-

wards the intemmational equalization

of wage rates.

Emmanuel regards the mobility
of capital as obvious and spends
little time justifying this assump-

Lassallean “Iron Law of Wages”
in Critigue of the Gotha Fro-
gramme.) In Marx’s view the social
minimum wage had an historical
and moral basis, not only a biologi-
cal one. Thus nationally specific
featurcs of the development of
particular working classes — his-
torical accidents, such as the
presence of free land and the
political alignments and relation-
ships of class forces — allow the
actual social minimum wage to
rise substantially and permanently
above the biological minimum. In
other words, in the absence of
international mobility of labor
which would create a wage equal-

two assumptions: capital is mobile and competitive
across national borders; labor is not mobile and

competitive across national borders

viously non-optimal intemational
division of labor that exists. Thus
Emmanuel raises an unanswered
question for Marxist economists in
this section, a question which he
attempts to answer, but which is
real regardless of the wvalidity of
his proposed answer.

Second, when Emmanuel attacks
the doctrine of comparative ad-
vantages for illegitimately assuming
that capital is not mobile across
national borders, he is dealing with
a point where Marxists are unclear.
This may appear paradoxical given
Lenin's well-known position on the
significance of the “export of
capital,” but the real issue is wheth-
er capital is subject to the same

laws that operate within a national -

economy when it ventures outside
of national borders. The specific
issue on this point is whether
Marx's conception of the formation
of an average rate of profit through
the equalization of the rates of
return on capital invested in differ-
ent spheres of production operates
on the international level, Emman-
uel maintains that it does; other
Marxists, eg., Paul Sweezy in
Theory of Capitalist Development,
maintain that it does not.
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tion — perhaps too liltle in view of
some of the criticisms which his
conclusions have received. On the
other hand he develops an elaborate
explanation of his assumption
about wages. Indeed the heart of
Emmanuel’s entire argument, not
just his refutation of the law of
comparative advantages, rests on
the difference between the Marxist
theory of wages and the theory ad-
vanced by Ricecardo and most clas-
sical economists.

Riccardo sssumed that wages
would tend towards equality across
national borders whether or not
lahor was mobile, because in his
theory, wages were essentially de-
termined by the biological require-
ments for the maintenance and
reproduction of life, requirements
which did not vary appreciably
from country to country. Marx
argued that this biological mini-
mum was only a floor below which
wages could not he depressed for
any substantiai period of time,
This floor was normally lower than
the social minimum wage towards
which actual wage rates tended to
gravitate. (Remember the debate
with Weston in Value, Price and
Profit and Marx's ridicule of the

izing competition, it was logical,
and, indeed, inevitable, that guite
different levels of wages would
exist from nation Lo nation,

While the nations with higher
wages are also generally the ones
where the productivity of labor is
greater, the latter is not the cause
of the former. The Marxist theory
of wages specifically rejects the
position that productivity deter-
mines the value of labor-power.
Higher labor productivity is essen-
tially a function of increases in the
organic composition of capital (the
ratio of the capitalist’s outlay on
means of production to the outlay
on wages). It normally results in a
reduction in the value of a unit of
output, a reduction which, in itself,
has nothing to do with wages, High-
er productivity neither “‘causes™
higher wages nor is it a “justifica-
tion" for higher wages. At best it
creates only a potential for higher
wages, the realization of which is
contingent on class struggle. If high-
er productivity basically comes
from the worker having more
means of production at his or her
disposal, then only if his or her or
his or her progenitor’s labor was the
source of these means of produc-



tion, would there be any sort of
plausible “claim™ to higher wages.
In truth, however, the means of
production, which are heavily con-
centrated in a few areas of the
world, are the collective product of
labor all over the world,

The Formation of
International Value

Marx deliberately cxcluded the
guestion of the formation of inter-
national value from his treatment
of capital. Emmanuel’s essential
project is the development of a
theory of international value based
on the assumptions mentioned
above and integrated with the price
of production formulas developed
in Veolume 11 of Capital. In that
sense he sees his theory as a com-
pletion of Marx's theory of capital.

Since il is unlikely that most
readers are completely familiar with
Marx's theory of prices of produe-
tion, I will include some of the
schematic tables which both Marx
and Emmanuel use to illustrate
their concepts and arguments. [ am
using only the most simple repre-
sentations, ignoring the many com-
plications introduced by Emmanuel
to make the schemes correspond
more closely to actual economic
conditions.

The first table assumes that the
rate of surplus value, m/ctv, is the
same in both countries, while the
organic composition of capital,
c/ctv, is higher in Country A. The
total value of the production in
each country is ctv+m. The average
rate of profit is total m/total ¢ +
total v. In this case the profit rate
is 120/480 or 25 percent. When this
average rate of profit is used to
determine the actual profit in each
country, and this actual profit is
added to c+v to obtain prices of
production, it is clear that B, the
country with the lower organic
composition of capital, will lose
15 units of its labor and A will gain
a corresponding amount, When the
simple arithmetic is worked out,
it will show that one hour of labor
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of country B will exchange for only
7/9 of an hour of labor of country
x: .

Of course this diagram assumes
the validity of part of Emmanuel’s
argument, namely that capital is
mobile internationally and thus an
average rate of profit is formed on
the international scale. This as-
sumption makes no real difference
at this point, however, since the
diagram only demonstrates the
transfer of value occasioned by ex-
change between sectors of an econ-
omy with different organic compo-
sitions of capital. The example
could just as well be based on two
industries rather than two coun-
iries.

{When Marx developed his con-
ception of prices of produciion, he
clearly recognized that this theo-
retical framework entailed a trans-
fer of wvalue from sectors of a
national economy with a lower
organic composition of capital to
those with a higher organic compo-
sition. Only such a transfer could
insure that

What [the individual capital-
ists] secure is only as much
surplus value, and hence proi-
it, as falls, when uniformly
distributed, to the share of
every aliquot part of the total
social capital. (IT1:158)
In other words, this transfer insures
that an equal profit is realized on
each unit of investment, irrespec-
tive of the relative proportions
going to wages and to means of pro-
duction. Without such a transfer,
the labor theory of value would

entail a higher profit rate in sreas
of lower organic composition of
capital . . . that is, in general, in

.less developed areas of the econ-

omy. We would then be forced 16
conclude that either capitalism

“could not be rconomically progres-

sive or that the labor theory of
value was mistaken,)

The application of prices of pro-
duction to international exchange
involves such a transfer of value,
proceeding in this case from nations
with lower organic compositions of
capital to nations with higher ones.
Emmanuel terms this process “un-
equal exchange in the broad sense”
and specifically rejects it as an
element in his theory. In general, he
argues that this form of unequal ex-
change is not a distinctive feature
of international trade, but is com-
mon to all capitalist exchange. Fur-
ther it does not result in the poorer
nation becoming still poorer. The
arguments on this point are techni-
cal and not particularly relevant to
either Emmanuel's thesis or this
review, If the reader is interested,
they can be found in Chapter 4 of
his book.

Emmanuel’s concemn is with un-
equal exchange of a different type,
with different consequences, both
economically and politically. The
source of this unequal exchange
rests not in differences in the or-
ganic composition of capital, but
in differences in wage rates and the
rate of surplus value (m/v in the
following diagram). To crudely

“jllustrate the process consider the

following example:
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Obviously a transfer of wvalue
takes place from the low wage na-
tion to the high wage one in the
same way as in the earlier example.
This second form of unequal ex-
change, Emmanuel argues, is not
inherent in capitalism. It is not a
necessary consequence of the oper-
ation of capitalist economic laws,
but a historical accident stemming
from the geographical differentia-
tion of the rewards of labor, This
in turn is a political, not an eco-
nomic fact, developing from the
division of the world into separate
state entities and the relations of
domination and subordination be-
tween these entities. Unequal ex-
change of this type has none of the
indirect benefits associated with
unequal exchange in the broad
sense. It is not essential to the de-
velopment of capitalist productive
forces, it does not lead to anything
resembling an optimal international
division of labor, it undermines the
terms of trade for poor countries
in a cumulative fashion.

Some Questions

The main lines of argument of
Unequal Exchange are very care-
fully drawn. (The same cannot be
said of the political conclusions, as
will be pointed out later.) 1 am ex.
tremely doubtful whether these
arguments can be successfully chal-
lenged within the framework of the
basic assumptions that Emmanuel
makes. However, the two basic
assumptions, the international mo-
bility of capital and the immobility
of labor across national borders,
are open to challenge.

Emmanuel's assumption of the
international mobility of ecapital

92

runs counter to popularized Lenin-
ism, He argues that the competition
of capital entails equalization of
profits on domestic and foreign
investments while popular Leninism
stresses ‘‘imperialist superprofits”
obtained through the export of
capital. There was a period when
relations between metropolis and
periphery were characterized by
open robbery and plunder, sup-
ported by the threat, or the fact, of
military intervention. This did
mean gross superprofits for favored
capitalist concermns. However, this
process is essentially primitive ac-
cumulation and does not differ
greatly from what occurred prior to
the development of capitalism into
imperialism. Such primitive ac-
cumulation is a minor factor in
current relations between metropo-
lis and periphery. Moreover, the
combination of competition be-
tween imperialist centers, and,
particularly, the political strength
of the international movement for
anti-imperialist national liberation
militates against it. Consequently,
it i necessary that the extraction
of surplus value take place mainly
through “normal"” economic pro-
cesses,

What is left of imperialist super-
profits, then, are the profits derived
from various monopoly advantages,
particularly those advantages based
on access to strategic resources via
connections within clieni regimes.
In fact, such extra profits are not
different in kind from the extra
profits derived from parallel mo-
nopoly advantages within imperial-
ist countries, At issue is whether
they are substantially greater in

magnitude.
This is not a simple question of

fact. The available statistics are
inherently unreliable. For example,
foreign investment will undoubted-
ly mean a higher domestic profit
rate than would have occurred if
the total capital had been invested
domestically, Then, no allowance
for extra risk premiums is included
in the statistics for foreign profit.
Finally, much of foreign investment
takes place within international
capitalist firms which have unlimi-
ted ability to disguise relative profit
rates through the use of transfer
prices (more on this later),

Beyond these distorling factors,
the available figures themselves are
ambiguous. Emnmanuel has statistics
supporting the position that there
is mo great distinction in profit
rates. Samir Amin. who agrees with
Emmanuel on many points, chal-
lenges him on this one and intro-
duces different and conflicting
statistics. (Accumulation On A
World Scale, Volume 1, page 53 )
Other sources argue that while LS.
imperialism has a distinctly higher
profit rate from {oreign investment,
British imperialism does not. (Mi-
chael Barratt Brown, Sludies In The
Theory Of Imperialism, page 55)

Of course, Emmanuel’s thesis
does not rest on the assumption of
a unigue international rate of prof-
it, but only on the existence of a
tendency towards profit equaliza-
tion following from competition of
capital. He realizes that differential
risk factors and imperfect competi-
tion will both tend to establish a
hierarchy of profit rates from for-
cign investment. In fact, Emman-
uel attempts to calculate the impact
on unequal exchange of a higher
rate of profit in the capitalist
periphery. He concludes that Lo
prevent the transfer of value from
the periphery to the center, assum-
ing the rate of surplus value is less
than unity, the ratio between wage
rates in peripheral and metropolitan
areas must be the same as, or less
than, the retio between profit rates
in metropolitan and peripheral
areas. However much greater the
rate of profit in low wage areas may



The vast (and growing) bulk of imperialist capital
investment is to Canada and Europe, where the main
conditions for imperialist superprofits do not exist,.

be, the ratio does not approach the
1:10 or 1:20 ratio between wage
rates,

Though the evidence for eguali-
zation of profit rates is ambiguous,
Emmanuel makes a good circum-
stantial argument for it beginning
from facts which are not open to
challenge. The vast (and growing)
bulk of imperialist capital export is
to Canada and Europe, where the
main conditions for imperialisi
superprofits do not exist. Imperial-
ist capital export results in a net
repatriation of capital. Capital avail-
able in peripheral areas is common-
ly invested in the center although
opportunity for local investment in
imperialist firms is available (see
Commerce Department Report,
U.5. Business Investments in For-
eign Countries).

Given the universally recognized
fact that the motivation of the capi-
talist firm is to maximize profits,
this behavior can hardly be recon-
ciled with the premise of perma-
nently and substantially higher rate
of profit in the periphery, Such a
differential would stimulate a flow
of investment towards the periph-
ery. It would lead to re-investment
there, not repatriation of capital.
Clearly, monopoly control of the
investment opportunities would not
necessarily prevent investment. In
fact, there is evidence that these
monopolies solicit local financing
of their activities. Even if this were
not true, they would have the
ability to make investment deci-
sions between their operations on
the periphery and their operations
elsewhere. In short, if the alleged

profit differential existed, the
profit-maximizing course would be
the maximum possible investment
in the peripheral areas.

Emmanuel’s economic model
does not sufficiently take account
of the impact of imperfect com-
petition, except, of course, in terms
of wages, where the absence of
international competition is a basic
assumption. Monopoly control of
technology and markets and influ-
ence on government policy creates
a situation in which the competi-
tion of capital does not lead to the
formation of an average rate of
profit, but to a structure of rates
of profii dependent on a variety of
factors specific to various sections
of the economy. However, the com-
petition still exists, and resulis in
movements of capital which tend
to equalize, not the average, but
the marginal rate of profit (the
return on the last unit of invest-
ment). It is conceivable that a situa-
tion could exist where the average
rate of profit was higher in a cer-
tain industry in the metropolis than
in an industry in the periphery, but
that new investment would bring a
greater return in the latter because
in the former its impact would be
to reduce the profitability of the
existing investment. In such a case,
capital would be exported in spite
of, not because of, differences in
the average rates of profit.

This amendment has only limited
impact on Emmanuel’s general ar-
gument. In my view it does not
affect the basic process of transfer
of value from poor nation to rich
nation under the cover of trade.

This process depends on national
differentials in rates of surplus
values under conditions of inter-
national competition of capital, and
these two factors are based in cur-
rent political-economic reality. The
amendment, however, does affect
the political conclusions Lo be
drawn from this process.
Emmanuel’s rejection of any im-
portance to imperfectior - in the
competition of capital on the inter-
national level leads him to the con-
clusion that the great bulk of the
transfer of wvalue takes place
through the pricing mechanisms
and the terms of trade. That is, the
labor of poor countries is drained
away mainly through the under-

. pricing of the products of that

labor due to the relationship be-
tween national and international
prices of production. To the degree
that imperfections in the process of
equalizing profits are recognized,
the transfer of value, while proceed-
ing in the same direction from poor
to rich nations, becomes one in
which monopoly profit as well as
terms -of trade are involved. Large
imperialist firms, which by defini-

_tion have some conirol over price,

can act in ways which prevent the
benefits of unequal exchange from
being completely concentrated in
the relatively favorable internation-
al prices of commodities produced
in low-wage countries. If they are
so concentrated, the benefits are
more or less evenly dispersed
throughout the consuming popula-
tion of the high-wage country —
Emmanuel’s basic political conclu-

{Continued on page 42}

The transfer of value from poor nation to rich
nation depends on national differentials in rates
of surplus value under conditions of intermatiomal
competition of capital,
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Continuing the debate on th

Ignatin: Is this socialism?

REVIEW:
Socialism in the Soviet. Union
by Jonathan Aurthur
{Workers Press, Chicago, 1977)

The literature produced by the
“new communist movement” on
the USSR is a depressing sight.
From the relatively ambitious stud-
ies prepared by the Revolutionary
Communist Parly (How Capitalism
Has Been Restored in the Soviet
Union and What This Means For
the World Struggle) and the Octo-

ber League (Restoration of Capi-
talism in the USSR, by Martin
Nicolaus) to the shorter statements
which seem to be obligatory for
all the small groups that make up
the kaleidoscopic configuration
known as the “anti-revisionist left,”
all the treatises on “‘social-imperial-
ism” blend a reasoning process that
starts with the desired resuli and a
thundering ignorance of the reali-
ties of working class life.

In this field of unrelieved medi-
ocrity, Jonathan Aurthur's book

Sociaglism in the Soviet Union,
published by the press of the Com-
munist Labor Party, stands out. [t
will undoubtedly be a success
among fairly large numbers of
people who have had the good
sense to recoil from the F,il conse-
quences of the pure Maoist posi-
tion.

The author modestly comments,
in the introduction, “Of all the
revolutionary groupings in the
United States of North America,

{Continued on page 38)

Glaberman: Ignatin tosses out Leninist methodology

Editor’s Note: The following letter
f¢ repreduced from private corre-
spondence earlier this year. Iis
writer, Martin Glaberman, has
agreed to this publishing, which is
designed o promote further dis-
cussion of issues addressed in Noel
Ignatin’s pamphlet No Condescend-
ing Saviors, an STO publication.

March 1, 1977

These are some of the sketchy

notes [ have outlining some of my

disagreements with Noel’s pam-
phlet.

1. On page 3 of the pamphlet, Noel
states: ““The most dramatic accom-
plishment of the Bolshevik Revalu-
tion was the violent expropriation
of the exploiters and the establish.
ment of a state based on national-
ized properiy.” False. The revolu-
tion did not nationalize property,
not until much later, much of it
the result of the desertion or dis-

appearance of the capitalists. The '

most dramatic accomplishment {re-
member Marx on the Commune)
was the establishment of workers'
power, a proletarian dictatorship.
The formulation concedes the main
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point to the opposition right at the
start — that the revolution was
about nationalized property rather
than workers control and power.

Then, on page 18: *. . . the net
effect on the world revolutionary
movement would have been better
had the Soviet leaders taken steps
to broaden the base of participa-
tion in state affairs.”” They did
take such sieps (workers and peas-
ants inspection, etc.) The working
class was not up to it for a number
of reasons, some of which Noel
indicates.

The problem, in part, is a rather
loose use of terminology. Noel says
Russia never had socialism, Of
course. But it did have, for a few
years, workers power. What he does
not face is that there was a counter-
revolution, organized and led by
Stalin, which overthrew that power
by overwhelming force and vio-
lence, the killing and imprisonment
of, literally, millions, including the
entire top leadership of the Bolshe-
vik party.

2. Noel says on page 22: “What |
do not see is the existence of any
objective, intrinsic, overpowering

compulsion to accumulate, vwith
roots in the nature of Soviet soci-
ety comparable to those which
exist in the West."” And again, on
page 23, he states: . . . the absence
of any fundamental drive to ac-
cumulate has been predicaied on
the isolation of (page 24:) the So-
viet Union from the world market
owing to the statée monopoly on
foreign trade.”

Can you not see the contradic-
tion in that sentence? If there is
foreign trade there is no isolation
from the world market. The factory
manager may be isolated from
foreign trade (although in fact he
is not) but the econory certainly
is not. Why does the Soviet Union
have a problem with western trade
with eastern Europe (Poland, Ru-
mania, etc.)? Why does the Soviet
Union have to use military force to
force trade concessions from satel-
lite countries? Because it is in com-
petition with other national blocks
of capital. Military competition is
part of that, and not for intemal
prestige, but from economic neces-
sity.

Page 24: “And no one has yet
demonstrated the existence of any



nature of the Soviet Union

objective inherent force capable of
compelling them to imperialistic
behavior.” That is applying new left
confusion to the Soviet Union.
There was no inherent force eom-
pelling the U.8. to intervene in
Vietnam (after all, Britain and
France had the good sense to stay
out), It is totally contradicted by
{page 28): “For those who live
under the heel of the Soviet Union
or face the threat of its might, the
situation is different.” Why is it
different?

Then there is the whole ques-
tion of how different the Soviet
Union is to western imperialism
in relation to colonial countries.
There is & confusion here resulting
from a looze use of terms: socialist
revolution, national revolution, pro-
letarian revolution, revolution, ete.
Noel points out elsewhere that the
revalutions in the third world are
not proletarian, not socialist. That
iz why the Soviet Union can give
them military support and why its
role in eastern Europe is different.

But there is more to it than that.
Germany moved to take over a
share of the colonial world, helping
to bring about World War I. Russia
is in an equivalent position, cut off
from colonies that are distant —
but in a different period, a period
of neo-colonialism, indirect eco-
nomic control, rather than what
Lenin described, direct, total politi-
cal vontrol of underdeveloped
couniries by industrial countries.
Russia’s military aid to colonial
revolutionary  movements can

therefore, accomplish neo-colonial-
ist control, partial or complete
(why else would Castro endorse the
Czech invasion?), and/or access to
markets but especially raw mate-
rials, andfor exclusion of iis im-
perialist rivals (U.S., ete.) from

"those same markets and raw mate-

rials or, at the least, forcing the
western powers to share that access.
The African movements (and Cuba)
are fortunate that their distance
limits the possibilities of Russian
imtervention against them.

Also, it is not true (or at least
not the whole truth) that “Soviet
policy iz to a major extent aimed
at weakening the system of private
property capitalism.” It is also
aimed at weakening state property
China, as a major thrust, and sup-
ports prnivate property India, etc.,
vs. China - just as China supports
private property Pakistan vs. India,
and so on.

3. In view of Noel's point of view
claborated on page 26 and else-
where, that the role of Russia is
contradictory, it is difficult to un-
derstand the statement that it is the
most dangercus enemy the working
class movement has ever known.
(Especially since they are respond-
ing not to objective necessity but
to a vision.) It smacks too much of
Shachtman’s theory of bureaucratic
collectivism in which in stage one it
was more progressive than capital-
ism, in stage two it was egually
reactionary, and in stage three it
was more reactionary, leading him

to defend American imperialism as
the lesser evil. I am not saying thai
is where Noel is heading (he also
says that the main enemy is at
home), but | am saying that that
kind of ambiguity does not help
anyone's thinking.

There is one additional main
area that distorts the usefulness of
the pamphlet. State capitalism is
presented as a theory of the nature
of the Soviet Union. For me it is a
theory of the stage of world capita:-
ism. Not to deal with it is to toss
out Leninist methodology, Fifty
years after Marx, Lenin defined a
new stage. He defined it on the
basis of where the most advanced

. countries had reached (just as Marx

had done in the first place} but he
applied it to the whole world. So

. that either you are dealing with a

theory of Russian exceptionalism,
or you are dealing with a theory

(and a stage) which makes sense of

the rise of fascist totalitarian dicta-

" torships, British and French nation-

alized industry, and qualitatively

_ more massive government interven-

tion in the U.S. Noel may be leav-

_ ing out the western world (although

he refers to it, incorrectly, as pni-

 vate capitalism) in order not to

prejudice the response of the rest of
the left, Whether or not that iz his
purpose, it weakens the theoretical

_{and practical) argument and pre-

vents us from dealing with the new
stage of the proletariat in the west-
ern countries and the soviet bloc.

I USSR is imperialist

To the editors:

I am writing in regard to Noel
Ignatin's pamphlet No Condescend-
ing Saviors and to the letter by
Marty Glaberman about it.

MNoe] argues that there is no com-
pelling economic drive in the Soviet

Union to export capital, extract
superprofits, etc. He says the So-
viets are instead motivated on a
world scale by political choice, a
vision of “proletcult and new-
speak”. Within that framework, he
argues we should analyze and un-

derstand the differences and simi-
larities between Western imperial-
ism and the Soviet Union. He goes
on to argue that Soviet imperialism
consists of direct looting, direct
ownership of industry in foreign
countries, and unequal trade agree-
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ments. (pages 2 1-24)

Glaberman savs that the Soviet
Uaton 15 cut off from direct colo-
nies, and engages m neo-colonial
economic contrel of olher coun-
tries; Lhat the Sowviets aim not ondy
at weakening private properiy capi-
talisim, but at weakening stule capi-
talist  China, promoting private
praperly India, ete. In other words
the USSR acts as one more bloe of
state capilal m a world stage of
state capitalism.

I have some sympathy for Gla-
berman’s position, and would argue
the following: If the Soviet Umon
i5 state capitalist and if the Soviet
Union is located within the world
capitulist svstem. then 1t is faced
with the problem of competition
between capitals and henece it must
accumulate. This drive for sccumu-
lation becomes the driving force of
the Soviet economy, and in foreign
affairs it assumes both a political
and economic complexion. Further,
British and French imperialism have
been declining since World War 11,
and the subscquent redivision of
the world has made the U.S. pre-
emment. The greatest challenge o
LS. hegemony comes not from
another imperialist power (they all
pale before the strength of the
U.5.) but from the national libora-
tion movements in the Third World.
It is within this convext that 1
think the differences and similari-
ties between the Soviet Union and
Western  imperialism  should  he
understood.

Ignatin’s problem is that he is
looking for a superfluity of capital,
unable to be profitably invested in
the Soviet Union. But a superfluity
of capital is relative. A superfluity
of capital could be invested in the
well-being of the working class, a
political choice lgnatin says the
Soviets could make, but don't. But
if they did. 1o paraphrase lLenin,
then capitalism wouldn’t be capi-
talism. One further remark before
going Lo the crux of the matter. 1
agrec that Soviel imperalism ex-
hibits the three features mentioned
above, but at least one of them, the

a6

Soviet shoppers lining up to purchase scarce goods,

ownership of indusiry In foreign
nations, requires the export of
capital.

One of the major points of con-
tention is whether there is an eco.
nomic law that forces the Sovier
Union to accumulate, Ignatin de-
fines capitalism as requiring an
independent class of wage-laborers
ancdl “some force which compels the
exploiters 1o accumulate capital © . .
It 15 compelition among difTerent
capitals.” While not agreeing that
the above is an adequate definition
of capitalism, it is true that compe-
tition between capirals forces ace-
cumulation. But in the UsSSE there
is only one capital, the state capizal.
What then forces accumulation?

He cites the Internstional Social-
ists’ argument: that strategic and
military competition between the
Soviets and the West force the
development of an arms econromy,
which in turn forces development
of capital accumulation throughout
the Soviet economy.

Ignatin disagrees with the LS.
and sayvs the competition is maostly
political . . . to show that “social-
ism” iz superior to capitalism. But
that iz a political choice. If they
wansed 1o cut back military spend-

ing and produce consumer gowods,
the Soviets bave that option. He
zays there is no explanation of So-
viet Union behavior that roots ac-
cumulation in ohjective law, irre-
wishes of
ipages 20-23). Hut the Soviet Union
i till capitalist without this drive
to accumuolate. Moreover, he gives
an example of this type of capitalist
anomaly, the antebellum American
south: "Just as in the case of the
Soviets today. the drive to acoumu-
late was noi economic in the sense
that Marx had trsditionally con-
siderid if, but political: in the case
of the South, the need to maintain
parity with the North in political
mfluence and, more generally. the
need to provide some opportunity
for advancemenl to poor whites.
gl | prage 23)

Whili 1| think the above remark
is useful in vunderstanding U.S. his-
tory, it's not the whole truth and
I disagree that there was no eco-
nomic law operative. | agree with
Marx when he saild, “Quite apart
from the economical law which
makes the diffusion of slavery a
vital condition for its mamtenance
within its constitutional areas, the
leaders of the South had never

spective  of the men



deceived themselves as to the neces-
sity for keeping up their political
sway over the United States.™
{Marz, The American Question in
England, italics in original. Also
quoted by Ken Lawrence in EKarl
Marx on American Slavery.) Fur-
ther, “A tight restriction of slavery
within the old terrain was bound,
therefore, according to economic
law, to lead to its gradual extine-
tion, to the annihilation, in the
political sphere, of the hegemony
that the slave states exercized
through the Senate. . . ." (Marx,
The North American Civil War)
I too believe the Soviet Union is
comparable to the antebellum
South; it must expand or die by
dint of economic law,

I believe the first period of So-
viet accumulation, before World
War II, was in many respects simi-
lar to the classic English primitive
accumulation. It involved the de-
struction of the peasantry and the
development of an industrial base
{which in the USSR was steel,
transportation, and utilities). This
primitive accumulation was driven
bv the new state capitalist mode of
production competing with and
taking over the old pre-capitalist
mode. The survival and expansion
of state capitalism throughout the
USSR was driven by economic
compulsion the same as the earlier
capitalism was in England, where
the competition was between land-
holders and capitalholders, The fact
that decisions were made in the
Soviet Union by plan instead of
anarchically doesn't ecrase that
compulsion, it only covers it up.

Noel agrees that the Soviet
Union is state capitalist. It seems
that if you accept the logic of my
first argument (which Noel does
by stating on his own that competi-
tion of capitals forces accumula-
tion) then the question has to be
directed at the other axiom — the
integration of the Soviet Union in
the world capitalist system,

The holders of the theory of the
“socialist world,” the CPUSA, CLP,
etc., say there is no integration of

the “socialist countries” into the
world capitalist systems. They hold,
similar to Noel, that the competi-
tion is political. A variant of that is
the Guardian’s position: “socialist
countries are alfected in varying
degrees by the existence of a world
capitalist system. . . . But it would
be absurd to see (Vietnam) as a
‘part’ of that system, , . ." (Guard-
ian, 6/1/77)

I'll agree that prior to World War
I the integration of the state capi-
talist USSR into the world capital-
isl system was weak. Bul even so,
by 1927 Ford had produced 85 per
cent of all tractors in use in the
USSR. During the first Five Year
Plan, 1929-1933, Albert Kahn Con-
struction from the U.S. designed
nearly 600 plants throughout the
Soviet Union. By 1931 the USSH
was buying two thirds of all U.S.
exports of farm equipment, And
there was more, all requiring credit,
money, and commeodity exchanges.

After World War II the USSR
was faced with a direct threat by
LS, capital, Much of its economic
base was destroyed (like France and
Germany) and a massive influx of
U.S. capital was taking over those
weakencd economies. It was no
accident that the CPUSA, syco-
phant of the CPSU, directed much
of its attention in thouse years to
the Marshall Plan. Could it be that
Eugene Dennis and William Z. Fos-
ter were worricd about the sover-
eignly of French capital? It was in
direct response to the Marshall Plan
that the Soviets developed their

own sphere of influence in Europe,
the Council of Mutual Economic
Assistance (Comoecon).

What kind of imperialism is it,
some ask, that builds self-sufficient
economies with rising standards of
living, like in Eastern Europe? Put
another way, does the USSR dis-
articulate the local economies, cut-
ting down the exchange between
sectors, creating population sur-
pluses in the low productivity sec-
tors, and channeling all production
to the Soviet Union as is the classic
case in the Third World? Even with
the increasing “socialist division of
labor” and the development of
irade based on “comparative advan-
tage,” the answer is no. But neither
did the Marshall Plan do that to
Western Ewrope. The form that
Comecon took was a direct result
of the cconomic threat from the
West.

A classic Third World example
would be Cuba, where efforts at
economic diversification in the mid
‘60’s were reversed and Russian
“aid™ led Cuba bhack to its one crop
economy. Of course, Cuban dis-
tance from the USSR has prevented
a total disarticulation of the Cuban
economy, and more chickens and
caitle are being raised than ever
before.

Although the Soviets will put
their foot in the Third World door
wherever they can (Egypt, India),
it is in Europe that the economic
competition is fiercest, Fifty-five
per cent of all Soviet foreign trade
iz with Eastern Europe, and 33 per

Soviet tanks in Czechoslovakia, 1968. No economic compulsion?



cent of all U.S. foreign trade is in
Western Europe. Although 1 don't
have the figures at my fingertips,
the U.S. trade with the Easi has
been growing (Yugoslavia, Czecho-
slovakia, Rumania), and the Sovieis
have similarly increaszed their trade
with the West (France). This is
economic  competition between
capitals, It involves relative labor
productivities, relative organic com-
position of capitals, and the ability
to expand and accumulate or die,

Why don't the Soviets just pack
up their capitalist baggage and go
home? Because they are now firmly
entrenched, driven by competition,
in the world capitalist system. By
1971 outstanding USSR debts to
the West, excluding the controver-
sial lend lease, amounted to over
two billion U.S, dollars. USSR
trade in 1971, before the wheat
deal, involved $13.806 million in
export and $12,479 million in im-
port. Their total GNP that year
was only 8115,400 million.

This is hardly the piciure of a
capital formation in political but
not economic competition and inte-
gration with other capitals.

To reiterate. Given that the So-
viet Union is state capitalist, and
now, I hope, given its integration
into the world capitalist system, it
is forced by law to compete and
accumulate. Accumulation on a
world scale equals imperiglism. It is
that (ramework that best explains
Soviet behavior and leads to an
understanding of modern imperial-
ism and the world situation,

What would he savy ahout
the USSR today?
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Ignatin
(continued from page 34)

only the Communist Labor Party
has been able to look objectively at
the erisis in the world communist
movement, of which the Sino-
Soviet split is the main manifesta.
tioni.” It is this ability which has
enabled the CLP, according to the
writer, to oppose revisionism while
refusing to accept that capitalism
has been restored in the Soviet
Union, The introduction makes
clear that the question is of not
mere theoretical interest, but is a
matter of breaking up a developing
world alliance aimed at the destruc-
tion of socialism with fascist war.

The book begins with a discus-
sion of philosophy and history to
show that the social retrogression
is contrary to both dialectics and
experience, that a higher form of
social organization, once having
taken root, cannot be overturned
except by conguest,

It passes to a section on political
economy, which begins with some
definitions — of class, stratum,
capitalism and socialism. The juici-
est plum is a citation from Stalin
about “the securing of the maxi-
mum satisfaction . .." — a standard
example of bourgeois utilitarian
theory which Aurthur describes as
“the basic law of socialism.” (page
27)

Following this, the book takes
up the economic development of
the USSR. This is iis strongest
section. In a series of chapters
making up Part I, it demonstrates
that the foundation of state-owned
property, established under Stalin,
is5 unshakeable. A great deal of
responsibility is laid on the back-
wardness and isolation of the USSR
for the specific forms which arose,
including low productivity and “a
privileged stratum, an elite, at the
very apex of the Party and staie.™
It is this elite — which is not a class
in the Leninist sense — that repre-
sents an anli-Marxist trend, and
thatl is responsible for the introduc-
tion of a number of reforms which

are an attempt to counter the
problem of low productivity. These
reforms failed “because they came
into contradiction . . . with an ob-
jective law of socialism, the law of
balanced development of the econ-
omy.”

The problem, according to Aur-
thur, is that the present leaders are
attempting to deal with real pron-
lems, the heritage of tsarism, by
revisionist means, and that this
policy has given rise to a privileged
elite, economic dislocations, a black
market, etc,

The next section of the book
takes up the favorite claims of ihe
Maoists and refutes them, in its
fashion. Thus, the question of
whether labor power is a com-
modity is posed as follows: “Does
[the worker] get paid according to
his production or is he paid accord-
ing to the market price of labor
power — a market price that neces-
sarily and at all times presupposes
g reserve army of unemployed?”
The fact that the Soviet economy is
today characterized by a general
shortage, rather than a surplus, of
workers is taken to disprove the
charge that labor power has become
a commodity.

The charge that the Soviet Union
exports capital, and is therefore
imperialist, is refuted by poiniing
to the so-called “socialist division
of labor"” which exists among the
Comecon countries, and which has
led to the unprecedented situation
in which the “colonies” of eastern
Europe experience more rapid eco-
nomic growth than the USSR itself.
The writer also shows that Soviet
relations with the underdeveloped
countries, to whom it extends low-
interest loans, are substantially dif-
ferent from those of Lypical im-
perialisms,

In another chapter, Aurthur con-
siders whether the Soviet Union is
“militarist” and concludes that it is
not, that Soviet policy is defensive,
not aggressive.

The last chapter of the book
deals with political questions. In
spite of bureaucratic distortions,



which have led 10 the separation,
to some extent, of the state from
the people and the demoralization
of the masses, the Soviet state
remains a dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, This is proven by the
continued existence of the soviets,
bodies which combine executive
and legislative functions, and the
bringing in, every wyear, of large
numbers of workers and peasants
to the work of administering the
state.

The preceding brief summary has
not done justice to Aurthur’s book.
In its seriousness and reasonable-
ness of approach, it towers over
the products of the “new commu-
nist movement’ the way an anthill
towers over a flat and barren plain.
Skillfully exposing how the Maoists
distort Marxism and the facts, it
makes hash out of their contention
that capitalism has been restored in
the Soviet Union. It is all the more
effective  because it admits the
existence of serious defects in
Soviel society, something which the
Communist Party apologists are
unwilling to do,

The book looks good parily be-
causé it goes up against easy op-
ponents, the restorationists, who
share many of its basic assump-
tions. There i3 another view, which
holds that the Soviet Union never
reached =zocialism but instead halted
at the stage of state capitalism
ghortly after the Oectober Revolu-
tion. That view is not mentioned by
Aurthur, except for one brief
reference to Trotsky, “that bagman
of ‘Wiliam Randolph Hearst and
Adolf Hitler,” as its “*father.”

In the first place it is inaccurate
to ascribe the theory of the Soviet
Union as state capitalist to Trotsky.
As anyone who takes the trouble to
read him will know, Trotsky to the
end of his life regarded property
relations in the USSR as socialist.
He felt that the problem was the
inability of Russia to resist the
pressures of the world market, and
the rise ol a parasitic, bureancratic
stratum. Thus, he critically sup-
ported the USSR and called for a

Soldiars on guard during 1970 workers’ rebellion in Poland.

change in the political sphere to
safeguard the social achievements
of the October Revolution, Aurthur
nimself is much closer to Trowsky's
views than are the theorcticians of
state capitalism,

it was Lenin who developed the
theory of state capitalism as a stage
on the way to socialism. He re-
peated it a dozen times and 1t was
the dominant view at the time of
hiz death. 3o far as we know, no
one even suggested hefore tihe
1930’s that Russia was socialist.
If Aurthur wanis to maintain that
it iz now, it is up to him to demon-
strate  the developments that
brought about the change.

On the nature of capital: Marx
refers to ““the authority assumed
by the capitalist by his personifica-
tion of capital in the direct process
of production” which he says “im-
presses  itsell upon the mass of
direct producers as a strictly regu-
lating authority and as a social
mechanism of the labor process
graduated into a complete hier-
grehy.”  (Capital, Kerr edition,
Volume 111, page 1027)

Is this not a perfect description
of the Soviet Union today. where
the separation of the workers from
the means of production is maore

‘complete than even in the U.5.7

In my pamphlet, No Condescending
Souiors, 1 included an appendis

idescribing plece-work in a Hun-

garian factory (Hungary being one
of the “socialist™ countries of east-
em Europe). I challenge anyone

~who has ever worked at Ford to tell

the differcnce. The Hungarian, and
also the Soviet, workers {it perfect-
by Marx® description of ““the detail-
worker of today, crippled by life-
long r{aﬁf%iitiun of one and the same
trivial operation, and thus reduced
to a mere fragment of 2 man. . . ."
What elze is thiz but the relation
of capital and labor? Aurthur
writes: “Sociahist hterature | . . uses
the words ‘capital.’ “wages,” and =0
on to apply to the soeialist econ-
omy. Now how can ‘capital’ exist
under a system which has abolished
capital? Obviously it cannot be the
same capital. How can wages exist
under socialism if socialism is, as
Marx points out, the abolition of
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the wages system? Obviously it isa
new kind of wages. Similarly with
profit, rent, interest, ete.™

This brings to mind the plea of
the man arrested for burglary:
“Yes, officer, I realize that you
have discovered in my basement a
large quantity of color TV's, ster-
eos, cameras and wristwatches for
which I have no sales slips and
which mateh the serial numbers of
items recently stolen from appli-
ance stores. However, since I am
an honest man and honest men do
not steal, therefore, the presence
of all these TV sets ete. in my base-
ment must have some reasonable
explanation, which [ am sure will
satisfy wou, officer, since you re-
ceived your training in Logic at the
Academy of the CLP, under the
instruction of Jonathan Aurthur.”

On the export of capital: it is
true that the Soviet Union does not
export capital in the manner of
traditional imperialist countries;
neither does the U.S. The general
movement of capital in the world
today is from the less developed to
the more developed countries,
exactly the opposite of what Lenin
described in Imperialism. The rea-
sons for this have to do with the
declining rate of profit and the

To the editors:

There are two works that STO
has sent that a few of us have dealt
with: (1) Towards a Hevolutionary
Party, and (2) White Supremacy
and the Nationgl Question. There
is a general consensus that the for-
mer nesds to be redone, Some
works can be reprinted, but others
have to be revised in order to ob-
tain the desired result. The intro-
duction helps, but it is still hard to
gain the continuity that is neces-

On the latter work there are two
positions: (1) That the paper is
revisionist and negates ““universal
principles of Marxism-Leninism™
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On the last point I wish to raise
here, the nature of the Russian
state, I can do no better than quote
Max Shachtman, from a debate
with Herbert Aptheker: “How can
you call me anti-soviet? I'm pro-
soviet! There just aren’t any soviets
m Russia!™

Aurthur’s attempt to link the
bodies that call themselves *‘so-
viets” in Russia today — bodies
which are elected from a single list
on a geographical rather than indus-
trial basis, where the “delegates™
come together for six weeks in
every year and arrive at every single
decision unanimously, and whose
approval is not reguired even in

cases of the most important person-
nel changes in government — with -

resuiting shortage of eapital (short-
age only in relation to the scale
required by the present level of
technology) in the industrial world.
Thus, there are two world centers,
each striving to centralize and sub-
ordinate to itself an increasing mass
of capital, including entire terti-
tories with  their populations and
raw materials. What is involved is
not the zale of commodities, nor
even the export of capital, but
world domination. I= this imperial-
ism?

Correspondence

(specifically Stalin’s formulation of
a nation), which those of us who
disagree with this position see as
dogmatic, and a denial of Marxzism-
Leninism. (2) The other position
stems from the realization that
white supremacy is a reality, that
the point of U.S. capital utilizing it
for control on two fronts is valid.
What is in error, We believe, is the
emphasis on the ideclogy of white
supremacy from an historical per-
spective, i.e., it seems that it is
implied that the control mechanism
existed before the material condi-
tions, and primacy is given to the
former.

The example of the English

the living, active councils of work-
ers’, soldiers’ and peasants’ deputies
that overthrew the tzar in 1917 ...
such a comparison makes one wWeep
for the writing of history. As for
the incorporation of workers and
peasants into the administration:
well, the United Automobile Work-
ers union knows how to do that —
and every one of the workers it
incorporates becomes a functionary
of an apparatus which is hostile, in
its very being, to the class interests
of those it purporis to represent.
The organization which ecalls itself
the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union has mastered the technigue
of ruling the workers by providing
a staggering multitude of organiza-
tions which they are encouraged to
join, and suppressing “with an iron
hand' any the workers create on
their own.

For zall Aurthur's talk about the
“class nature” of “soviet democ-
racy,” the fact remains that it s
forbidden for a group of workers
in a Russian factory to call a meet-
ing and publish a newsletter aimed
at the removal of an objectionable
foreman, still Iess a union official.
Is this socialism? .

Noel Ignatin

working class being opposed to
slavery, but not self-determination
of Scots, ete., has to be dealt with
in accord with the historical reality
of these people, the ideology of
control there, the cultural norms of
the English as opposed to the
Americans. [dealt with Grundrisse
— have understanding of how it is
presented. ]

In conclusion it seems that while
the paper has value, the formula-
tions lead not to new realities on
the “National Question’; more,
STO has not really clarified its posi-
tion, but has left that to Blacks,
ete., which bows to the narrow
nationalists who project nation-



building in
larger struggle.

i am a citizen of the Republic of
New Afrika, yet i find myself at
odds with the tactics utilized, and,
in particular, the narrow outlook of
many in leadership positions, Just
as you must (We all must) deal with
white supremacy — s0, too, must
We deal with the guestion of na-
tions' right of seli-determination.
The reality of Blacks not only deals
with the racism prevalent, but also
the class question, and at this point
in time We have to be a little more
critical, opposed to generalizations.
Racism is a cornerstone of the
American cultural reality, and there
does exist a need to attack it wher-
ever it exists, as We attack all
values, ideas, practices of the TLS.
in particular,

The question of class still re-
mains al Lthe top — not because Oc-
tober League or anyone said it, but
because even if you deal with the
Black National Question, looking
at the internal relationships — class
reality is also reflected. We have to
attack the enemy wherever it exisis,

The majority of nationalist
groupings today reflecy the petty-
bourgeoisie, or elements who ad-
here to petlty bourgeois ideas. If
they deal with the National Ques-
tion, race is primary. STO needs a
new perspective, for, although you
deal with different issues, you in-
corporate views that you presented
in the past to counteract positions
that either liquidate or distort the
National Question, yet without
criticially analyzing the validity of
these positions in light of changes
within the Black populus, and the
oppressed masses,

Things {conditions) have changed
and the need exists to struggle not
only against white supremacy — but

isolation f[rom the

the whole realm of capitalist cul- -

tural manifestations — showing the
relationship, and the need to adhere
to Marxism-Leninism. In the main
there is implied an over-emphasis of
white supremacy in relation to the
“National Question,” which i don't
think is a conscious act, but stems

from STO seeking Lo get people Lo
deal with this reality. What you
have presented contains: 1. Nation-
al Question; 2. Black and white
unity of the masses; 3. Role of
white supremacy; 4. Multi-national
party, from different perspectives;
5. as well as speaking to the neces-
sity of tactics and strategy for deal-
ing with these various issues.

The strength ol the paper is that
it makes note of a critical point:
that elass and race are intimately
related in America, and the need
for generating a cultural revolution
representative of the new Lasks that
exist, and that will arise. The feari
have is that of opening the door to
narrow nationalist trends. You
must be critical of both.

Lastly the position of Multi-
National Party Now, i believe to be
correct; but qualified in that the
struggle We speak of must be waged
ingide the Party as well as the soci-
ety as a whole. The reality today is
one that denotes irresponsibility on
the part of Marxist-Leninist groups
and organizations. The struggle of
the pen, greater than thou, do what
i want, and say what i want, is dom-
inant. Those We say We struggle for
arndd with are subordinated in prac-
tice to seclurian wishes, negating
dialectical and historical material-
ism, and the fund of knowledge at
our disposal. | don’t believe We will
gain what We need by more Nation-
al Groupings in the abstract. Those
that exist exemplify weaknesses
that others (Marxist-Leninists)
could aid them in dealing with and
vice versa. That changes have taken
place should be noted when We ask
the question “What organization on
a nationa! level leads the Black
masses?”’, There are loeal Black
groups, and some serve the masses
around them well, vet they are iso-
lated from forces that could and
must aid them. This is another his-
torical reality We must not play
past.

— Hodari Mwongeza
(from prison)

A Response —

This letter is a complex one, so
we have chusen to limit our reply
to a central point which is made
which bears on all the others — the
writer's concern about “narrow na-
tionalism,” Our point will be that
“parrow nationalism' is & contra-
diction in terms inapplicable to
oppressed nations in the age of
imperialiam,

It is crucial Lo remember that
capitalism is now a world system.
While class struggle is waged within
the frontiers of couniries — work-
ers vs. the bourgeoisie — it has
another and leading dimension: the
dimension of world class struggle.
As imperialism developed it began
to treat whole countries-full ol peo-
ple as reserve labor armies. It forced
migration and caused populations
to forge nations where none were
before. Iis march proletarianized
these nations, It turned entive
countries into banana plantations,
rubber plantations, feedlots, and
gilfields. It robbed and immiserated
all but a few comprador bourgeoisie
and bureaucrats. It forced the pefit
bourgeoisie down in the class strue-
ture, thus inclining it to ally with
the workers. And it subjected the
peasantry to direct imperial con-
trol, causing it to align with work-
ers.
In the U.S. this process took the
form of freezing Blacks at the bot-
tom of the class ladder. Meanwhile,
white workers were struggling for a
bigger slice of the pie and striving
to make gains at the expense of
Black workers. White workers prac-
ticed narrow nationalism (“Buy
American'') while Black workers In
Louisiana struck in sympathy with
liberation struggles in Africa and
engaged in continuous battles —de-
manding community control of
schools, convulsing whole metro-
politan centers, wreaking havoc in
the auto plants. This, because im-
perialist oppression inevitably gives
rise to movements for self-determi-
nation, here as in Vietnam. And
these movements by their very
nature take aim at the heart of
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capitalism. Such movements cannot -

be considered narrow. In fact they
arc as broad as the world class
struggle.

Nevertheless, we agree with our
correspondent that misleadership in
national liberation movements is
problematic. Leadership can be
elitist; can represent a vague hodge-
podge of class interests with no
clear vanguard to give it direction;
can fail to ally with the working
classes of other countries, But we
don’t think these are the most
likely eventualities. Rather, it is
maore likely that misleadership, that
which is nol thoroughly anti-impe-
rialist and internationalist, will fail
to develop the mass base it needs to
triumph. Since it is in the objective
interest of the mass of workers in
an oppressed nation to oppose im-
perialism, they will not rally behind
leadership which does =o poorly or
not at all,

Admitting the possibility of mis-
leadership, shall we then curb our

support for various national/class
struggles which do not live up to
“our” standards of Marxism? The
answer must be no; let us examine
why. Both Marx in his writings on
the Irish question and Lenin in his
views on the separation of Norway
from Sweden (Caricature of Marx-
wim and Imperialist Eeonomism)
advised that successful revolution is
impossible if workers ally with
“their own' bourgeoisie in the op-
pression of another nation. Both
inveighed oppressor-nation workers
to support the self-determination
demands of the oppressed national-
ities. (And Lenin did not reduce the
meaning of “self-determination™ to
a synonym of “‘democratic rights™!)
Further, Lenin asseried that this
support should be present whether
or not the bourgeoisie, for its own
historical reasons, was at the same
time forwarding the same demand;
and that one should not be over-
critical of the national leadership
but should examine most closely

the objective effect that the sirug-
gle would have on imperialism.
Even partial or ambiguous blows
to imperialism set the stage for fur-
ther surges by the members of the
oppressed nation and challenge
workers in the oppressor nation to
live up to their responsibility as
members of the inlernational work-
ing class.

We conclude that those who do
not unequivocally support national
liberation and its genuine leadership
are pro-imperialist and in collabora-
tion with their own bourgeoisie.
The history of the U.S. is brim-full
of such collaboration. White work-
ers have been corrupted by the
system of while skin privileges in
housing, education, jobs — and have
been repaid by a divided class army.
Oughtn't we to oppose any ten-
dency which offers oppressor-
nation workers and “leftists™ fur-
ther excuse to collahorate?

C.H. for the Editorial Board

e e s e —
Economics of national oppression

{continued from page 33 )

sion. lf, however, as is the case,
large international firms which are
based in the imperialist ceniers can
control prices to a substantial de-
gree, a hunk of the benefits of
unequal exchange will be appro-
priated in the form of excess profits
which direclly benefit only the
dominant sectors of the imperialist
ruling class. Since approximately
30 percent of international trade
oceurs within such large interna-
tional firms, where so-called “trans-
fer prices” can be set administra-
tively with little regard to actual
costs and productivities, it is clear
that Emmanuel’s assumption that
“the difference in wages, being
unable to react upon profits, reacts
upon prices,” is not completely
valid. So long as equalization of
profits is not perfect, and it cannot
be so inside a country or extemally,
the differential between wages in
different countries is not *““unable
to react upon profits.” '
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Immobility of Labor

Of course there can be no argu-
ment about Eminanuel’s assump-
tion of a tremendous gull in wage
rates between rich and poor coun-
tries. Even if the ratios of 20 to 1
or 30 to 1 which he uses are exag-
gerated, the differences are general-
ly of this magnitude. The wage gap
alone, however, is not sufficient to
sustain Emmanuel’s thesis, Emman-
uel’s model would not work if low
wages were accompanied by equally
low rates of surplus value in the
poor countiries. Wrikers from =a
high wage country can conceivably
be more exploited (in the sirict
sense of the term) than workers
from low wage countries, if a suf-
ficiently greater amount of surplus
value is extracted from the former.
Emmanue] thinks this possibility is
so remote that he does not even
bother {0 argue against it in the

body of his book. However, just
this point is at the root of a chal-
lenge to his position from Charles
Bettelheim, a challenge which,
along with Emmanuel’s response,
is helpfully included in a series of
appendices to the book.
Bettelheim states bluntly:

In other words, the more
the productive forces are de-
veloped, the more the prole-
tarians are exploited, that is,
the higher the proportion of
surplus labor to necessary
labor. This is one of the funda-
mental laws of the capilalist
mode of production. (Recipro-
cally it means that, despite
their low wages, the workers
of the underdeveloped coun-
tries are less exploifed than
those of the advanced, and so
dominant, countries.) (Un-
equal Exchange, page 302,

Bettelheim’s emphasis)
According to  Bettelheim, the



lower money wages in poor coun-
tries is outweighed by the greater
intensity of labor in the rich coun-
tries, where, in his view, workers
are, “in general, more exploited.”
Since both the criticism and the
response are contained in the book
itself, | will only summarize Em-
manuel’s rebuttal. First, he agrees
with Hettelheim that labor power
is, in general, utilized more inten-
sively in advanced capitalist coun-
tries, pointing out that his model
allows for this by treating one hour
of labor in a rich countiry as equiva-
lent to two hours of labor in a poor
country. However, he argues that
the greater intensity of labor comes
nowhere near (o compensating for
the differences in wage rates. What
Bettelheim has done is to assume
that the greater productivity of
labor in rich countries — due largely

points out that, in general, the
foreign trade of poor countries
inYolves commaodities in which their
productivity is comparable with, or
superior to, that of any other
country.

Nevertheless, despite these em-
pirical arguments, Bettelheim’s po-
sition  retains a certain formal
coherence. It is true that in poor
countries it may require an expen-
diture of 7 or 8 hours of labor to
produce the commodities needed
to sustain one worker for an 8 or
10 hour day. It is also true that in
rich countries the necessary com-
modities to sustain a worker for
an 8 hour day can be produced
with an expenditure of only 4 or 5
hours of labor. (That the batch of
use values is far larger in the latter
case is firrelevant to this point.)
Thus since the index of exploita-

is essentially right in charging that
Bettelheim situates his argument in
a pre-Leninist Marxism, since the
essentially theoretical breakthrough
accomplished in Lenin’s work on
imperialism is the conception of
capitalism as a world system with
distinctive contradictions and domi-
nated by the reality of uneven
development, When the relevant
framework of investigation is not
separate national capitalisms but a
world capitalist system, the various
conceptions of Marxist economics
must be modified accordingly. Spe-
cifically, if the value of labor power
is the socially necessary labor time
neaded to sustain and reproduce
the laborer, it is crucial that “*social-
ly necessary labor time" be calcu-
lated according to the prevailing
technigque in the world capitalist
system, not according to backward

It is a specifically bourgeois theory which
as determined by productivity.

regards wages

to the greater amount of capital
available to each worker in those
countries — is evidence of a corre-
sponding difference in level of ex-
ploitation. He introduccs no other
empirical support for Lis assertion.
As | have pointed out earlier, it is
a specifically bourgeois theory
which regards wages as determined
by productivity. Marx spent great
effort, e.g., in his writings on “piece
rates,” Lo counter this theory or,
more aceurately, this illusion,

Samir Amin presents a compel-
ling empirical argument against the
view that labor is tremendously
more exploited in the “developed™
countries. Amin cites U_N. statistics
Ccomparing gross outputs in similar
cconomic units in rich and poor
countrics employing comparable
techniques. His conclusions roughly
support Emmanuel’s working as-
sumption that labor is only about
twice as intensive in the rich
countries. (Accumulation On A
World Secale, Volume 1) Clearly
this does nol stack up well against
wage differentials on the order of
10 to 1 or 20 to 1. Amin alzo

tion, the rate of surplus value, is
simply the amount of time the
worker works to produce a value
equivalent to the amount of value
commanded by his or her wages
divided into the amount of hours
of labor which go to produce sur-
plus value, it appears to follow that
the rate of surplus value would be
much higher in the rich countries.

This is, according to Emmanuel,
“Bettelheim’s paradox.” Emmanuel
points out that a necessary conse-
quence of such a disparity in levels
of exploitation, given the mobility
of capital internationally, would he
that the rich countries would be the
victims of unequal exchange. The
tendency would be for a transfer of
value from countries with higher
wages to those wilh lower wages, a
tendency which is certainly invisi-
ble in the real world.

The source of this position which
enltails so many paradoxical conse-
quences is basically an error in
methodology. Bettelheim argues
from a framework of separate
national economics rather than that
of a world capitalist system. Amin

and outmoded technigques which
may persist in some areas.
Bettelheim makes just this mis-
take. He calculates the rate of
surplus value in poor countries in
terms of the level of technigue in
the production of wage goods in

“those countries, ignoring the fact
 that labor expenditures in those

areas are often far above what is
socially necessary in the world
capitalist system,

For example, a South Korean

“garment worker's bare subsistence
_may require the expenditure of 8

hours of labor time in order ito
maintain the ability to work ten

_hours at an intensity and with a

productivity commensurate with
similar work in the U.S. or some
other rich couniry. This does not
necessarily mean that the raie of
surplus value is only 25 percent,
however, because these 8 hours of
labor may be only the equivalent

cof 2 bours of “socially necessary

labor"” under the prevailing tech-
nigue in the world capitalist sys-
tem. This would force the actual
price (not value or price of produc-
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tion) of wage goods in Korea down
towards the price of production of
the same (or substitutable) goods
produced under the prevailing tech-
nique. Such a process commonly
involves direct producers of wage
goods in poor countries being
forced into debt and thus to accept
a payment for their labor which is
less than its value, Ultimately this
leads to bankruptcy, the destruc-
tion of pre-capitalist sectors of the
economy, and the disruption of
anything like an economic balance
in the poor country. Not so coin-
cidentally, it also creales a perma-
nent surplus of wage laborers and
thus helps hold the wage levels
down. While this is occurring, the
South Korean textile industry will
be benefiting from the combination
of “exolic wages" with modern
productivity. Who will reap these
benefits? Some will go to the own-
ers of foreign capital, which in one
way or another dominates the
industry and, if Emmanuel is cor-
rect, more will go to the consumers,
capitalists and workers alike, of the
rich countries which engage Korea
in trade,

If we leave aside Emmanuel’s
admittedly controversial position
on who benefits from this process
and how much, we are left with a
dynamic of imperialist penectration
which is almost universally recog-
nized. How could Bettelheim have
ignored this dynamic in his calcula-
tion of relative rates of surplus
value? I believe that the explana-
tion lies in Bettelheim's desire to
refute Emmanuel’s economics be-
cause of antagonism to his political
conclusions concerning the revolu-
tionary centrality and potential of
the metropolitan prolevariat,

While Emmanuel talks about the
immobility of labor in sociological
terms, it is clear that he means it
economically. He certainly is aware
that there is substantial internation-
al mobility of labor from Latin
Ameriea into the U8, from Algeria
into France, from India into Brit-
ain, from Southern Europe into the
Common Market, ete. However,

L0

this movement of labor across
national borders does not usually
involve the direct competition with
the central core of the metropolitan
working classes out of which sig-
nificant moves towards internation-
al equalization of wages might
emerge. Instead, the monopolistic
character of the labor market is
expressed in the existence of rela-
tively distinct second-class labor
markets [or foreign workers which,
in the case of the U.S., overlap and
merge with the dual labor market
for Black, Chicano, and XNative
American workers, Capitalist polit-
ical policy, narrow trade unionism,
and national chauvinism within the
metropolitan working classes all
combine to prevent what labor
maobility there is from leading to a
process of wage equalization across
national borders, Thus Emmanuel’s
assumption of permanent “instifu-
tionally different” rates of surplus
value between high wage and low
wage countries appears to be valid,
(An interesting guestion is whether
there iz a parallel “unequal ex-
change” phenomenon generated in
the U.S. by “‘institutionally differ-
ent” rates of surplus value gener-
ated by white and nationally op-
pressed workers, these different

rates of surplus value being rooted
in the dusal labor market.)

Emmanuel’s Politics

Emmanuel argues that the gap in
wage levels and rates of surplus
value between rich and poor coun-
tries cannot express itself in a high-
er rate of profit in the poor coun-
tries because of international profit
equalization. Therefore, it is ex-
pressed in the relative prices of
products involved in international
trade, with the products of poor
countries priced so that, beneath
the appearance of the exchange of
equals, a transfer of value from
these countries to the rich ones
occurs. Since the mechanism of
value transfer is relative price rather
than superprofits, the benefits for
the rich countries are distributed
among the entire consuming and
producing population, not only
among the bourgeoisie. This eco-
nomic argument is the basis of Em-
manuel’s politics. According to
Emmanuel, these general benefits,
not political renegacy or revision-
ism among working class leaders,
are at the root of what he terms a
de facto solidarity of interests be-
tween workers and capitalists of op-
pressing nations. He set out this
argument in the following passage:

This is what has happened
between the end of the nine-
teenth century and our time.
It is not the conservatism of
the leaders that has held back
the revolutionary elan of the
masses, as has been believed in
the Marxist-Leninist camp; il
is the slow but steady growth
in awareness by the masses
that they belong to privileged
exploiting nations that has
obliged the leaders of their
parties to revise their ideolo-
gies so as not to lose their
clientele.

This does not mean that an-
tagonisms have disappeared
within the developed capitalist
nations. Whether wages be
high or low, whether the social
product be large or small, the
two shares, that of the work-
ing class and that of the re-



ceivers of surplus value, con-
tinue to be magnitudes that
are inversely proportional to
each other, and so the antago-
nism continues. When, how-
ever, the relative importance
of the national exploitation
from which a working class
suffers through belonging to
the proletariat diminishes con-
tinually as compared with that
from which it benefits through
belonging to a privileged na-
tion, a moment comes when
the aim of increasing the na-
tional income in absolute
terms prevails over that of im-
proving the relative share of
one part of the nation over the
other. From that point on-
ward, the principle of national
solidarity ceases to be chal-
lenged in principle, however
violent and radieal the struggle
over the sharing of the cake
may be. Thereafier a de facto
united front of the workers
and capitalists of the well-to-
do countries, divected against
the poor nations, coexists with
an internal trade-union strug-
gle over the sharing of the
loot. Under these conditions
this trade-union struggie neces-
sarily becomes more and more
& sort of settlement of ac-
counts between partners, and
it is no accident that in the
richest countries, such as the
1.8, — with similar tendencies
already apparent in the other
big capitalist countries — mili-
tant trade-union struggle is
degenerating first into trade
unionism of the classic Hritish
type, then into corporatism
and finally into racketeering.
{pages 180-181)

This passage and related state-
ments and arguments advanced in
Unequal Exchange, though they
point to a certain political reality,
are fundamentally wrong. This root
error is a crude economism which,
paradoxically, also characterizes the
various pseudo-Leninist positions

which Emmanuel is challenging.
Since the latter positions constitute
the major obstacles to a workable
revolutionary strategy, 1 will criti-
cize them later in this section. First,
however, it is necessary Lo expose
the economism in Emmanuel’s posi-
tion.

When the cited passage is read
carefully, it is evident that some im-
portant propositions remain merely
assertions although they obwviously
require supporting arguments and
evidence. For example, it may be a
fact that there are “privileged ex-
ploiting nations'; | certainly think
so. However, il does not necessanily
follow that this fact alone entails a
“slow but steady growth in aware-
ness hy the masses (in such coun-
tries) that they belong to privileged
exploiting nations.” Emmanuel’s
politics rest on the second proposi-
tion, not the first. Taking the U5,
as an example, we find a remark-
ably different “mass awareness.”" If
anything, the popular view is that
this country is exploited by various
leeches and parasites which we sup-
port around the world, the opposite
of Emmanuel’s contention. Of
course this view is not factual, but
Emmanuel cannol assume without
proof that it does not play a signifi-
cant tole in determining mass
political attitudes and alignments.

An even more widespread notion
in the U.S. is that “what we have,
we deserve because we have earned
it."" This position, particularly wide-
spread among white working peo-
ple, plays an importani political
role though it has litile to do with
the actual process of primitive and
imperialist accumulation in the U.S.
Of course this view leads to reac-
tionary politics just as certainly as
a consciousness of being a part of
a ‘privileged oppressor nation™
does, However, since it has differ-
ent roots and characteristics, it re-
quires a different political approach
to counter it, and for a number of
reasons the prospects of doing this
successfully are substantially great-
er than they would be if Emmanu-

“defense  of

el’s description were valid.

To further illustrate this point,
consider a parallel but much clearer
case of working class privileges —
white workers’ relationship to the
oppressed nations within the US,
In this instance, the privileges are
much more immediate. The differ-
ential is a definite and central part

"of social life in the U.S. Neither

point could be made aboul imperial
privileges in the sense which Em-
manuel develops the concept. Nev-

. ertheless, few white workers con-

seiously articulate their politics asa
white privileges, al-
though this is what often dominates
them, Idstead they rationalize their
position with arguments parallel to
the ones laid out above. (“Blacks
are privileged"; “we earncd what
we have.”) This does not fit into

- Emmanuel’s conception of the rela-

tionship between politics and eco-
nomics at all, and demonstrates the
rigidity and the essential inapplica-
bility of his conception of this rela-
tionship.

The difficulty of predicting poli-
tical behavior from economic facts
is the greatest when the relevant

. CCONOMIC Processés are very com-

plex and obscure. Needless Lo say.

" the process of unequal exchange is

50 hidden behind the surface mech-
anisms of international trade that
the average U3, worker under-




stands nothing at all about it If
this is the case, and if unequal ex-
change is the central mechanism of
imperialist extraction of value, how
have the metropolitan workers be-
come aware that they are part of
“privileged exploiting nations™?

In short, even if Emmanuel’s
economic analysis is accepted total-
ly, his implicit assumptien of a
mechanical identity between eco-
nomic facts and political behavior
robs his political conclusions of

their validily and utility. His undia--

lectical determinism is nothing but
the mode of analysis which Engels
ridiculed in his famous letters to
Bloch and Schmidt in 1890,

Emmanuel’s economic determin-
ism is even clearer in a sentence
which is the heart of his political
argument.

When, however, the relative
importance of the national ex-
ploitation from which a work-
ing class suffers through be-
longing to the proletariat
diminishes continually as com-
pared with that from which it
bencfits through belonging to
a privileged nation, a moment
comes when the aim of in-
creasing the national income
in absolute terms prevails over
that of improving the relative
share of one part of the nation
over the other.

Astonishingly, Emmanuel apparent-
Iy believes that such a vital asser-
tion does nol require either empiri-
cal or logical support, because he
offers none. However, the extent to
which the metropolitan proletariat
can play a revolutionary role

which is obwiously involved in this
point — is a central strategic issue
which cannot be disposed of in
such a f{lippant and facile fashion.
Unless he can prove that the bene-
fits of unequal exchange are rough-
ly of the same magnitude as that of
the internally extracted surplus
value, Emmanuel's argument can-
not be valid. He does not even at-
tempt such a demonstration. How-
ever, Samir Amin, who is certainly
not hostile to Emmanuel, does
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make such a calculation of the mag-
nitude of uneqgual exchange. He
concludes that it is not even of the
same order of magnitude as the sur-
plus value extracted from the met-
ropolitan workers. Thus, on the
economic level, while unequal ex-

change is sufficient to be crippling

for the nations on the periphery, it
contributes insignificantly to the
economic situation of the workers
in the metropolitan center. (Amin,
Accumulation, pages 23 and 58-59.)

Nevertheless, {or purposes of ar-
gument let us accept the magnitude
of unequal exchange which this sen-
tence implies. Emmanuel’s point
still does not necessarily hold. For
that to be the case, il is also neces-
sary that these economic “facts™ be
understood by the working class of
the metropolitan country. Demon-
strating that a certain situation ob-
tains does not demonstrate that
there is a mass consciousness of it
determining political behavior,

Emmanuel's entire orientation is
strangely apolitical, Only those eco-
nomic factors which play a central
role in his schema are even consid-
ered as political deter=uinants, while
other economic and institutional
factors and the historical develop-
ment of political attitudes and
dlignments are disregarded as if
they could have no independent
significance,

This apoliticism iz illustrated in
the same sentence. While it is most

certainly true that the *“*aim of in-
creasing nalional income™ (or even
the income of a given indusitry or
firm) dominates U.S. trade union-
ism, this view has always been a
major factor. There is no reason Lo
belicve thal it is direcily and
uniquely linked to the benefits of
unequal exchange, rather than a
normal manifestation of the entire
history of pervasive reformism and
collaborationism within the U.S,
working class — weaknesses which
in my view cannot be reduced to
Emmanuel's economic factors. Cer-
tainly Emmanuel’s implied linkage
cannot be discovered in any of the
various rationalizations of collabo-
rationism.

I realize that these criticisms of
Emmanuel have focused on exam-
ples from the United States, while
his book deals more with Europe.
Nevertheless, a conception of the
politics of imperialism and, by
extension, the politics of anti-impe-
rialism, which is not applicable to
the U.S., the center of the world
imperialist system, cannot be valid.
And, in the U.S,, it is a violent dis-
tortion of the facts to speak, as
Emmanuel does, of the class strug-
gle being contained within a “de
facto united front of workers and
capitalists . . . directed against the
poor nations." There is, unfortu-
nately, & “de facto united front™ of
capitalists and some workers. How-
ever, this united front is only inci-
dentally directed against “poor na-
tions" elsewhere in the world. Bas-
ically it is directed against the
Black, Latin, and Native American
peoples living within the current
borders of the U.S. Bevond this,
while Emmanuel believes that his
pro-imperialist united front is in the
reform interests of the working
classes of the metropolitan nations,
the white supremacist united front
in the U.S5. is demonstrably anti-
thetical not just to the ultimate
interests, but also to the immediate
interests of the entire U.5. working
class,

| suppose that my mamn point is
that the politics of the U.5. work-



ing class can be much more fully
understood, and thus influenced, in
terms of the major inlernal contra-
dictions revolving around national
oppression and white supremacy —
both essentially political phenom-
ena although with obvious econom-
ic roots — rather than in terms of
“united fronts™ against poor na-
tions, and struggles over the “shar-
ing of the cake.” As an economic
theory, unequal exchange is as com-
patible with this approach to the
class struggle as it is with the politi-
cal approach advanced by Emmanu-
el. O course, then unequal ex-
change must lose its “cause of
causes’” character which Emmanuel
is 50 concerncd to establish.

The internal diffcrentiation of
matropolitan working classes — of-
ten along lines related to national
oppression — is so striking a feature
of contemporary capitalism that it
is hard to see how Emmanuel can
discount it so completely, Indeed,
he does more than merely avoid the
question. In his brief treatment of
the significance of the struggle of
Black people in the U.S. (page 181),
Emmanuel passes off this struggle
as nothing more than an attempt to
get a larger share of the imperialist
loot for Black people. The best
that can be said for Emmanuel’s
cavalier dismissal of such a central
strategic element in the center of
world imperialism is that it is based

on profound ignorance. This is not
the place to spell out an accurate
picture of the revolutionary con-
tent of the Black national question
and the revolutionary dimensions
of the Black movement. However,
in my view, this will immediately
pose a challenge to Emmanuel’s
notion of a pro-imperialist class
alliance.

Economism, Emmanuel’s variant
included, is a derivative phenome-
non. In his case, as in most others,
it rests on 4 misunderstanding of
the fundamental Marxist concep-
tion of the revolutionary potential
of the working class. Emmanuel
locates this potential in an essential-
Iy economic conflict, the struggle
over the surplus produced by labor.

Whether wages be high or low,
whether the social product be
large or small, the two shares,
that of the working class and
that of the receivers of surplus
value, continue to be magni-
tudes that are inversely pro-
portional to each other, and so
the antagonism continues.
It is ironic that Emmanuel refers in
passing to the famous paragraph in
Capital where Marx spells out his
conception of the revolutionary po-
tential of the working class —
“Whether wages be high or low, ...
For Emmanuel the phrase only
introduces his idea that the struggle
over the surplus will continue in the

imperialist countries  although
“more and more as a sort of settle-
ment of accounts between part-
ners. . . " Marx meant much more:

. when analysing the pro-
duction of relative surplus-
value: within the capitalist sys-
tem all methods for raising the
social productiveness of labour
are brought about at the cost
of the individual labourer; all
means for the development of
production transform them-
selves into means of domina-
tion over, and exploitation of,
the producers; they mutilate
the labourer into a fragment
of a man, degrade him to the
level of an appendage of a
machine, destroy every rem-
nant of charm in his work and
turn it into a hated toil; they
estrange from him the intellec-
tual potentialities of the la.
bour-process in the same pro-
portion as science is incorpo-
rated in it as an independent
power; they distort the condi-
tions under which he works,
subject him during the labour-
process to a despotism the
more hateful for its meanness;
they transform his life-time in-
to working-time, and drag his
wife and child beneath the
wheels of the Juggernaut of
capital. But all methods for
the production of surplus-
value are at the same time
methods of accumulation; and
every extension of accumula-
tion becomes again & means
for the development of those
methods, It follows therefore
that in proportion as capital
accumulates, the lot of the
labourer, be his payment high
or low, must grow worse,
(Capital 1: 604}

Clearly in Marx’s view the revo-
lutionary potential of the working
class is nol dependent on economic
deprivation or on a tendency for
this deprivation to increase, but fol-
lows from the totality of the pro-
duction relations of capitalism
which increasingly limit the produc-
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tive development of labor — and
thus of humanity. Althusserians
may fume a bit about Humanism
and the yvoung Marx's alleged ex-
cesses in that direction, but this
passage was written in Marx’s
maturity and its meaning appears
quite clear. The proletariat is rev-
olutionary, not because it is ““mis-
erable” just in the sense of being
hungry, but because it is the focus
of all the tensions and contradic-
tions involved in capitalism’s ten-
dency to enlarge human potential-
ity while crippling humans.

While Emmanuel's politics must
be rejected on the level of analysis
and program, they point to impor-
tant realities. Emmanuel’s political
virtue is the demonstration that the
nature and dynamic of contempo-
rary imperialism require a critique
of the dominant left conventional
wisdom about the class struggle,
internationalism, and anti-imperial-
ism, Thiz conventional “‘wisdom™
has far more currency in the Euro-
American left than any variant of
“third worldism,” and it contains
much more dangerous mistakes.
“Third Worldism" may exaggerate
the obstacles o a revolutionary
mass movement within the center
of imperialism, but the current or-
thodoxy essentially denies the ne.
cessity for a gualitative advance —
a sharp political break — in working
class consciousness and activity in
order for that class to move from
the most militant trade unionism
to revolutionary internationalism.
Consequently, it never tires of at-
tempting to mechanically link re-
form (and usually reformist) strug-
gles within the metropolitan work-
ing class with the revolutionary
intemational movement for nation-
al liberation. In fact, in a criminally
absurd reversal of reality, this posi-
tion often refers to national libera-
tion as a democratic struggle and
trade unionism as class struggle, as
il somehow the former were a low-
er stage than the latter. The almost
inevitable consequence of these
politics is a subordination of the
revolutionary struggle against im-
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perialism — thal is, the contempo-
rary world capitalist system — to
both the backwardness of the met-
ropolitan working class and to vari-
ous piecemeal struggles for reforms
— often “reforms” of dubious
reform value.

The economic roots of the ortho-
dox position always reduce to the
position most ably advanced by
Maurice Dobb, the well known and
usually careful British communist
economist. Dobb saw the impact of
the export of capital as providing
the materizl basis for international-
ism within the metropolitan work-
ing class. He argued that the export
of capital reduced the demand for
labor internally, creating unemploy-
ment and weakening the general
bargaining power of the irade
unions. Thus opposition to the ex-
port of capital would appear to be
in the immediate trade unionisi
interest of the metropolitan work-
ing class. Since all Leninists agree
that capital export does not benefit
the peoples of the periphery,
seemingly, opposition to it provides
a neat material basis for a common
struggle against a common enemy.

This position was argued in a
slightly different form by Hobson
and ridiculed by Lenin as petty
bourgeois sentimentality, Its basic
fullacy is that it assumes that capi-
tal export entails a net outflow of
value. On the contrary, imperialism
is characterized by a massive trans-
fer of value to the center. Thus
capital export ultimately increases,
rather than reduces, the amount of
capital available for internal invest-
ment. This fact eliminates any sim-
ple trade unionist basis for interna-
tional solidarity. Except for efforts
at direct support of national libera-
tion movements, virtually all of the
“anti-imperialist work” of the U.5.

left assumes the existonee of such a

basis. This position is also econo-
mism, but unlike Emmanuel’s econ-
omism it rests on mistaken econom-
ics — actually on economic preju-
dices and political wishes.

It would be unfair lo imply that

all of the opposition which Emman-

uel’s book has aroused is based on
aude mistakes, There is a much
more fundamental reason why Em-
manuel is attacked by westemn
Marxists of all shades and hues, but
is greeted sympathetically by Third
World Marxists, The assumption
that the ultimate and decisive bat-
tles of the world revolution will be
fought in Europe and North Amer-
ica is deeply engrained in western
Marxzism. Of course, the corollary,
usually unspoken, is that other as-
pects of the revolutionary process
are essenlially preliminary ground-
preparing phenomena. Emmanuel
directly challenges the assumption
of revolutionary centrality of the
metropolitan proletariat. (Indeed,
he denies that it can have any rev-
olutionary potential at all, but
when this exlreme exaggeration is
corrected as I have indicated it
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should be, a real question still re-
mains about the role of the meiro-
politan proletariat.)

Without accepting the opposite
dogma, as espoused by Emmanuel
and others, | think that the revolu-
tionary centrality of the metropoli-
tan proletariat cannot be regarded
as an ultimate given. Its role is
problematical. Essentially the issue
demands a weighing of two factors.
First, the centrality of national
liberation to the contemporary in-
ternational class struggle must be
fully appreciated. Every major gain
for the revolution in our generation
has resulted from this form of
struggle, and many of the advances
in consciousness and organization
for metropolitan workers have been
greatly influenced by these victo-
ries. Only blatant chauvinism or in-
credible myopia could place these
historic vietories on a par with the
extremely sluggish, tentative, and
eguivocal movements of the metro-
politan working class,

On the other hand, there is one
cutstanding weakness within these
advances. Sixty years after the first
working class seizure of state pow-
er, we have only the most ambigu-
ous models of socialism/commu-
nism in its basic sfnse of a society
based on the self-organization of
the producers where “every cook”
governs, It is increasingly difficult
to retain any confidence that the
most hopeful development of this
generation, the Chinese Cultural
Revolution, will develop such a
model.

Though we must abandon any
hint of the technological determi-
nism which the Chinese cormectly
criticize as the “theory of the pro-
ductive forces," the question re-
mains whether the weaknesses of
the various post-revolutionary soci-
eties do not have their source in the
uneven development of the working
classes which have made revolu-
tions. This possibility is what leaves
the issue of the role of the metro.
politan working class in the revolu-
tion an open guestion,

By Don Hnme.-tqumt

PWOC

{continued from page 12)

nation. [BLT, page 27] It is easy to
place a different interpretation on
these statistics, however. In the
first place, it is necessary to point
out the great inaccuracy of the
census, particularly its count of the
Black population. In the past, dur-
ing slavery times and during the Jim
Crow era, the Southern Black popu-
lation was often exaggerated in
order to increase Congressional
representation for Southern whites.
Now that Blacks have the franchise
again, the tendency is to under-
count Black people. The Census
Bureau itself admitted a 7.7 percent
undercount of the Black popula-
tion in 1970 [Associated Press,
4/26/73), and some independent
researchers have estimated an even
higher amount of error.

Second, PWOC attempis to
equate the situation of Black peo-
ple in the U.5. today with that of
the Jews in tsarist Russia. The com-
parison is not valid. Blacks are not
historically a landless people.
PWOC seems to assume, along with
the bourgeoisie, that because whites
hold possessory title to the land
that Blacks have lived on and
worked for centuries, it naturally
belongs to them. The simple ex-
pedient of mechanizing agriculture,
according to PWOC, permitted the
planters to dissolve the Black na-
tion by depriving it of its land. In
the face of these odds, though,
Black people have retained as much
land as possible. In 1910 they
owned more than 15 million acres
of land. Since that time they have
been robbed and cheated of most
of it, but even today they retain al-
most 6 million acres, about 70 per-
cent of it in the South, despite the
fact that whites have used every
available device, including terror
and fraud, to expropriate Black
landowners.

This is one reason why the migra-
tion to the North must be viewed as
a forced evacuation; another is
shown by government policy in the

South today. The state of Missis-
sippi has actually published its in-
tentions along thess lines, In a
book called Mississippi’s Changing
Economy, 1973, the state’s plan-
ners have included a chart entitled
“Mississippi Population Goals.”
[page 63] The chart indicates an
intent to increase the white popula-
tion to 2.4 million by the year
2000, while reducing the Black
population to 750,000 during the
same period. This is a relatively
easy goal for them to pursue, since
Black men and women are denied
access fo decent jobs while the
state’s welfare benefits — limited to
Aid to Dependent Children and to
the handicapped — are the lowest
in the U.5.

Under these circumstances, it is
rather amagzing that Black people
cling so stubbornly to their South-
ern homeland. PWOC's chart shows
that the Black population decline in
the South has been relatively small
in absolute terms — less than % of a
million people in 30 years. [BLT,
page 27] The real reason for the
large percentage decline is the large
influx of whites. And despiie all the
obstacles, news reporis say that the
out-migration trend has stopped,
and there is now a “reverse migra-

‘tion™ of Blacks returning to the
South. [New York Times, 6/18/74;

Washington Post-L.A. Times Ser-
vice, 9/12/77]




The chart labeled *Class Compo-
sition of the Black People — 1972
is a wondrous PWOC creation.
|BLT, page 44] Since the full
source of the data is not given, it
is impossible Lo make an independ-
ent check of the table’s accuracy.
That is relatively unimportant,
however, because the purpose of
the charl is 1o establish the exist-
ence of a Black ruling class, (PWOC
needs this class in order Lo blame it
as the source of nationalist ideas.)
Who are the bourgeoisie? Industrial-
ists? Bankers? No, says PWOC.
These are the calegories listed as
pourgeoisie: sell-employed mana-
gers, salaried managers, and public
administration. (It really is difficult
o take this group seriously some-
times.) White people who hold
these positions are univerzally la-
beled petty bourgeois by Marxists.
PWOC's categories do violence to
real class analysis.

One need not leave the debate on
that level, however. The answers to
some fairly simple questions can
firmly establish whether or not the
strength of Black nationalism lies in
the bourgeoisic: From what class
did the thousands who flocked to
Garvey's banner arise? What about
the followers of Malcolm X7 Or
Malcolm himsell? Why does nation-
alism have a large following in the
prisons? Why are the nationalists —
the provisional government of the
Hepublic of New Africa, the Afri-
can People’s Parly, The African
Feuple's Socialist Party, etc. — al-
ways so short on [unds while the
“assimilationists” =— NAACP, Urban
League, ete, — are always so flush?
The answers Lo questions like these
are much more convincing than all
of PWOC’s data.

Vil

Both PWOC pamphletzs include
data quantifying the discrimination
against Blacks in income, employ-
ment, health care, housing, educa-
tion, prices of food and other
goods, social services, and so forth.
[RWM, pages 11-12; BLT, page 43]
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A slight forgery

In addition to graphics copwd
from viher publications, FWOC has
created a few of its own, and these
are among the most interesting.
Apparently PWOC is aware that
thore are severy weaknesses in ifs
arguments, because it has  at-
tempted to reinforee their under-
pinnings with four maps of Missis-
sippi, three of which are forgeries.
This is a very serious charge, so we
will take the necessary space to
document it fully, even though the
arguments themselves do not ment
such treatment,
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The [irst of these is Figure 3,
which is adjucent to Figure 4.
[BLT, page 19] Figure 4 iz a soil
map of Mississippi; though there
may be guestions about its accu-
racy, it is not a forgery. But Figure
3, which purports to be a map of
the Black population distributlion in
1890 is bogus in several respects. In
the [irst place, it is drawn on a
county  outline map containing
today's 82 counties instead of ihe
76 that existed 1n 1890, Second. of
the counti-. that had the same
boundaries then as today, the 1890
Black population percentages in six
are misrepresented. Five majomnity-
Black counties — Yalobusha, Chick-

azaw, Moarme, Lauwderdale, and
Clarke — are indicated as bess than
50 percent Hlack, while JelTeTson
Davis County, which did not have a
Blavck majority in 1880, is shown as
having one, [S¢¢ Atles of Missis-
sippi (1974), page 49]

PWOLC's next fake is Figure 13
[BLT. page 36], purporting to be a
map of the Mississippi Black Popu-
lation in 1840. Like the previous
one, it 15 drawn on an outhine map
showing today’s 82 counties instead
of the 39 that existed then. [See
Atlas, page 10) Some of the coun-
ties that did not sxist are shown as
having Black populations that bear
no relation to the surrounding
vounties of which they were then
part — Benton, Calhoun, Mosi-
gomery, anid Jefferson Davis are
examples. In addition, several of
the central Delta counties that are
shown as having large slave popu-
lations had virtually none, becaunse
the land had been stolen from the
Indians just a couple of wyears
earlier and had not yet been cleared
for planting.

PWOC'S boldest move is Figure
14, its faked map of the 1970 Black
puopulation. [BLT. page 37] Since
these ocensus figures are widely
available, PWOC took quite a gam-
ole in guessing that no one would
check its figures. On this one the
Black population percentage ve-
ported in the census is inflated in
SiX  counties Tunica, Claihomne,
Wilkinson, Holmes, Noxubee, and
Lawrence, and is underrepresented
in two — Jefferson Davis and Chick-
asaw. (The result is a rather con-
fusing visual elfect, instead of a
map similar (o past population dis-
iribitions but with an overall re-
duction in Black percentages which
would have resulted if the census
data had been ussd correcily.)

Now that we have called these
errors to our readers’ attention,
perhaps PWOC will apologize for its
“sloppiness” and express gratitude
to us for the criticism, as it recently
did after its distortion of the Octo-
her League's position on busing was

revealed, |The Organizer, Septem--

ber 1977, puge 2]

-
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Although PWOC insists that Black
people are not a nation, it does
state that this discrimination consti-
tutes national oppression. [BLT,
page 43] The corollary of national
oppression is national privilege.
Privilege in this instance is the dif-
ference between what the people
{including the workers) of the
oppressor nailon get and what
those of the oppressed nation [or
national minority — for this pur-
pose the distinction is unimpor-
tant] get.

Earlier, in the abstract and theo-
retical part of its arpument, PWOC
correctly stated the Leninist posi-
tion that an “‘esszential condition for
the international unity of the work-
ing class is that the preletariat of
the oppressor nation firmly oppose
national privilege, particularly the
privileges of 1iis own nation.”
[BLT, page 10] But now that those
privileges are actually on the table,
PWOC shrinks back. ““Who does
this benefit? Obviously not the
Black people. But not the mass of
white working people either, The
fuct that a white worker has a
better-paying job than a Black
worker or gets higher wages for the
same job a Black worker performs
for less makes it appear that dis-
crimination works on behalf of the
white workers. But this is not the
case.” [RWA, page 13]

This iz true in the ultimate sense,
of course. But the main benefit that
the bourgeoisic reaps is not “the
super-exploitation of the Black
worker," and the resulting “super-
profits,” as PWOC says. [BLT, page
d3; RWM, page 8] Of course they
get that, but thev also get, in return
for those privileges conferred upon
white workers, s large measure of
class collaboration. PWOC should
have asked, if employerz can get
Black workers so much cheaper
than whites, and there are o0 many
available unemploved Black work-
ers, why do they not get rid of the
whites and hire the Blacks? The
answer is that no amount of addi-
tional super-profits could buy what
the bourgeoisie gets in return for

the oppressor-nation  privileges
granied to white workers — the
unchallenged hegemony of capital-
ism within the Uniled States.

For this reason PWOC's position
that the main task of communists
and of the workers’ movement is
to combat white chauvinist ideolo-
gy [BLT, page 51] does not go far
cnough, [Even PWOC notes that
to a certain extent racism will be
countered  aufomatically  without
a change in consciousness in the
course of strugele: “Not all anii-
racist demands deal directly with
discrimination. Many  demands
around wages and working condi-
tions are blows against racism LO

the extent they alm at ifnpruﬁing
the conditions of minority workers
and nmrrow the incquality between
Black and white.” RWM, page 36|
It is really not so difficult, in the
course of struggle, to get white
workers to join with Black work-
ers. That is becaus:. in the normal
ritual of elass struggle in the U5,
the national privilege of the whites
is rarely challenged. But when
Black workers on their own launch

"an attack on white privileges, it is

much more difficult to get the
whiies to” join in, In such a situa-
tion, a victory in the struggle
against those oppressor-nation privi-
leges will do far more to unify the
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class than will the various prescrip-
tions for Black-white unity pro-
posed by PWOC. It takes more than
an attack on chauvinism to bring
masses of white workers into that
struggle.

(PWOC also manages to misun-
derstand the way racist ideclogy
functions, however: the white
worker often “views the black
worker, rather than the employer,
as the cause of his problems, This
blindspot is the product of years of
conditioning and centuries of his-
tory.” [RWM, page 15] This is
really pretty rare; most white work-
ers are thoroughly aware that the
employers yule. The presence ol
Black workers serves as a reminder
to the whites that they are white,
ie., oprivileged, and except for
that they would be far worse off.
That is the aspect which sharply
prods white workers in the diree-
tion of class collaboration; the only

answer to it is a thoroughgoing class .

consciousness, including the repu-
diation of all privilege. If xenopho-
bic racism were the main problem,
as PWOC suggests, the battle against
it would have been won long ago.)

VI

Despite appearances to the con-
irary, PWOCs pamphlets are not
really intended to persuade white
workers or white communists to
agree to light racism. It does not
take 100-plus pages of fine print on
the national question to accomplish
that, The real purpose of these
pamphlets, taken together, is to
pull the revolutionary teeth of the
Black liberation movement and
channel it into the reform struggles
where PWOC feels most comfort-
able — particularly the trade union
movement. [BLT, page 53, RWM,
pages 30-37]

That is the common thread run-
ning through the PWOC argument.
Each section has a role to play in
aitempting fo persuade Black revo-
lutionaries that **No matier how
well organized, no matter how well
led. no matier how politically con-

o2

The Hational Labor Unioa's Philadelphia Congress, August 1869 the BLU voted to exclude
black warkers, and its feaders opposed the Recomslruction governments in the South. Black
wiprkers then orgznized their own Mational Labor Unien, clasely allied with Radical Reconstroe-
tion, The refusal af white warkers to waite with blacks weakened the entire fabor mavement
natienally. Engraving fram Frank Leslie's IMwstrated Newspaper courtesy of Library of Congress.

scious the Black Movement is, it
can only go to a certain point with-
out the full force of the whole [ie.,
white — j.o.] working class being
brought solidly onto the side of
Black Liberation.” [RWM, page 26]

PWOL's arpuments are subtle,

but effective. The appeal to Lenin

and Stalin provides the revolution-
ary cloak. The designation “anti-
dogmatism™ has a disarming effect;
it implies that PWOC is reasonable
while its opponenis are not. The
history of slavery and emancipa-
tion which denies the slaves an im-
portant role in their own liberation
kicks off the argument that Blacks
can only be free if whites decide to
free them, and PWOL's version of
Reconstruction and its overthrow
fortifies this false picture, The
lengthy argument about the crea-
tion and “dissolution™ of the Black
nation says that the nalion only
existed when it was too weak, in
class terms, to win itz independ-
ence; as the Black working class

PWOUCs arpuments are subtle,
but effective. The appeal to Lenin

and Stalin provides the revolution-
ary cloak. The designation “anfi-
dogmatism™ has a disarming elfect;
it implies that PWOC is reasonable
while its opponents are not. The
history of slavery and emancipa-
tion which denies the slaves an im-
portant role in their own liberation
kicks off the argument that Blacks
can only be free if whites decide to
free them, and PWOOC's version of
Reconstruction and its overthrow
fortifies this false picture. The
lensthy argument about the crea-
tion and “dissolution” of the Black
nation says that the nation only
existed when it was too weak, in
class terms, to win its independ-
ence; as the Black working class
grew stronger, its nation [ell apart.
The creation of a Black ruling class
provides a scapegoat on which to
blame all the nationalist programs
that PWOC finds so threatening,
even though PWOC is entirely un-
able to connect the Black independ-
ence movement with the so-called
Black bourgeoisie, The whole force
of this barrage of arguments is to



strip away any suggestion that
Blacks rely on themselves for libera-
tion; instead, they must join the
white workers under the leadership
of PWOC,

The real picture is quite different
from the one painted by PWOC.
The reason why Black workers have
been the leadership of so many
workers' struggles is precisely be-
cause of the power and potential
of their national struggle. Con-
versely, the strength of the Black
workers has immeasurably ad-
vanced the struggle for national
liberation. Nearly all of the sharpest
mass attacks on capital within the
U.5. have been launched by inde-
pendent Black or Third World
groups, While only rarely have sub-
stantial numbers of white workers
joined them in recent years. PWOC
grudgingly admits that *“*under a
variety of concrete circumstances,
all-Black organizations are neces
sary,” but argues that “Only multi-
national organization can consis-
tenily and effectively carry out
this struggle.”” [BLT, page 54]

Again, the purpose is not directly
spelled out. PWOC is most con-
cerned, it seems, with being able 1o
discipline its own Black members
to this line. In the ‘“‘division of
labor that obtains between white
Communists and Communists of
the oppressed nationalities” [BLT,
page 55], the task of the latter is
to combat nationalism, “At the
same time, the party cannot toler-
ate caucuscs along national lines
within its own ranks. Forms of this
sort  encourage a separatist ap-
proach to the struggle against
racism. . . . Any attempt of a par-
ticular group of party members to
claim attonomy or special authori-
ity above and beyond the demo-
cratic centralist determination of
the party as a whole on the basis
of nationality (or sex for that mat.-
ter) is simply Bundism and cannot
be tolerated.” |BLT, page 56|

PWOC’s reference is to the Jew-
ish Bund in the Russian Marxist
movement. A very one-sided aec-
count of Lenin’s struggle against

BOURGEOIS NATIONALISM?

One indication of the class roots of Black nationalism can be ex-
amined in the Congressiona! testimony of Henry Adams, one of the
leaders of the Exodus of 1879:

Q). What is your business, Mr. Adams? — A. I am a laborer. | was

raised on a farm and have heen al hard work all my life.
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0. What did you eall your committee? — A. We just called it a
committee, that is all we called it, and it remained so; it increased to
a large extent, and remained so. Some of the members of the com-
mittee was ordered by the committes to go into every State in the
South where we had been slaves there, and post one another from time
to time about the true condition of our race, and nothing but the truth.
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Q. Your council appealed first to the President and to Congress
for protection and relief from this distressed condition in which you
found yvourselves, and to protect vou in the enjoyment of your rights
and privileges? — A. Yes, sir.

Q. Well, what other plan had you? — A, And if that failed our idea
was then to ask therm to set apart a territory in the United States for us,
somewhere where we could go and live with our families.

Q. You preierred Lo go off somewhere by vourselves? — A Yes.
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Q). Now, when you organized the council what kind of people
were taken into #t? — A, Noboedy but lzboring men.

Q. At the time you were doing that, was there anything political

in your organization? — A. Nothing in the world.
0). You were simply looking out for a better place in which you

could get work and enjoy vour freedom? — A, Yes, sir; that was all.
& & & = ¥

). Was there any opposition to these meetings in which vou talked
sbout going away? — A. No, sir. There didn't nobady say anything to
us against our having meetings, but [ will tell yvou we had a terrible
struggle with our own selves, our own people there; Lhese minislers of
these churches would not allow us to have any meeting of that kind,
no wav.
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Q. Your meetings were composed, then, of men in favor of going
away? — A. Yes, and of the lahoring class.

Q. Others didn't participate with you? = A. No, sir,

Q. Why didn"t the politicians want you to go? — A. They were
against it from the beginning.

Q. Why? — A. They thought il we went somewhere else they
would not gel our votes. That is what we thought.

Q. Why were the ministers opposed to it? — A. Well, because they
would not get our support; that is what we thought of them.
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). What was the largest number reached by your colonization
council, in your best judgment? — A. Well, it is not exacily five hun-
dred men belonging to the council, that we have in our council, but
they all agreed to go with us and enroll their names with us from time
to time, so that they have now got zt this time 98,000 names enrolled.

Q. Women and men? — A. Yes, sir; women and men, and none
under twelve vears old.




the Bund's desire for “‘cultural-
national autonomy' within the
Russian Pariy has been popularized
in the U.S. left, resulting in the
epithet “Bundist" — meaning anti-
Leninist — being attached to any
Communist group that provides
autonomy in any form for its op-
pressed-nation members. PWOC is
wrong on this also, not only in sub-
stance, but also in pretending that
its practice follows Lenin,

At the 1906 Unity Congress of
the Russian Social-Democratic La-
bor Party, Lenin specifically pro-
posed special concessions to the
Bund: “the Party must really en-
sure the satisfaction of all the Party
interests and requirements of the
Social-Democratic  proletariat of
each nationality, giving due consid-
eration also to the specific {eatures
of its culture and way of life; and
that this may be ensured by holding
special conferences of Social-Demo-
crats of the particular nationality,
giving representation to the nation-
al minorities on the local, regional

and central bodies of the Party, -

forming special groups of authors,
publishers, agitators, ete.

“Note. The representation of a ¢

national minority on the Central
Committee of the Party could, for
example, be arranged in the follow-
ing manner: the general Party con-
gress may elect to the Central Com-
mittee a definite number of mem-
bers from among candidates nomi-
nated by the regional congresses in

those parts of Russia where at pres-
ent separate Social-Democratic or-

ganisations exist.,” [10:160] Later

he reported, “the Bolsheviks pub- -

lished a draft resolution proposing
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Abave: The Mississippi Freedom Lzbar Union struck cotton fields in the Delta in 1365,

a number of further concessions to
all the national Social-Democratic
parties, even to the extent of “pro-
portional representation in the
local, regional and central bodies
of the Party.'” [10:371-372 Len-
in’s emphasis] Clearly PWOC’s
treatment of its Black members is
not based on this precedent from
Lenin. (Today, when the revolu-
tionary initiative is in the hands of
the oppressed peoples, it is neces
sary for the revolutionary party to
provide a great deal more auton-
omy for Third World members
than Lenin proposed for the na-
tional parties in 1906; PWOC takes
a giant step backward by returning
to his 1903 argument. )

PWOC's insistence that its Black
members combat natiopalism as
their responsibility under the **divi-
sion of labor™ is also contrary to
Lenin's line on the national ques-
tion in the epoch of imperialism:

“All national oppression calls
forth the resistance of the broad
masses of the people; and the re-
sistance of a nationally oppressed
population always tends to national
revolt. Not infrequently (notably in
Austria and Russia) we find the
bourgeoisie of the oppressed na-
tions talking of national revolt,
while in practice il enters into reac-
tionary compacts with the bour-
geoisie of the oppressor nation
behind the backs of, and against,
its own people. In such cases the
criticism of revolutionary Marxisis
should be directed not against the
national movement, but against its
degradation, wulgarisation, against
the tendency to reduce it to a petty
squabble.” [23:61 Lenin's empha-
sis]

In the final analysis, “anti-
dogmatism™ is the new cloak for
left chauvinism in the United
States,
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White Supremacy and the National Question: An
ST0 Discussion Paper. This paper provides a his
torical perspective on the developmen: of white
supremary in the U5, including the role of the
U.S. left in thet development, It axplains why STO
regards Black people in the U.S. as a nation, while
rejecting the Stalinist criteria used by moch of the
left. The paper also responds to many of the criti-
cizms thst have been made of STO's posifion on
white supremacy. £.75 or 5.6 for 10 or more.

_ .Undesstanding and Fighting White Sapremacy:

A Collection. This collection includes historcal
articles by Een Lawrence: “The Rootz of Class
Struggle in the South” and *'Mississippi’s First
Lazbor Union.”™ There are also two historical arti-
cles by Theodore Allen: “White Supremacy in US.
history ™ and *'Slaviry and the Origins of Racism.”
Moel Ignatin®s “Black Worker;White Worker” a
perular treatment of the necessily and possibility
of imvolving white workers in the strugsle against
whiie supremacy, s inchuded. Ignstin and Allen's
“White Blindspot™ is en early formulation of
STOs position on while supremscy. Finally we
include remarks by Ignatin and David Racney on
“White Supremacy: Implications for Political
Program,™ $1.00 or §.75 for 10 or mare.

—_ Rape, Racism and The White Women's Movement:

An Answer to Susan Brownmiller by Alison Ed-
wards. This pamphlet i in two parts. The first g a
review of Susan Hrownmiller's book, Agoinef Our
Will. Edwards argucs that the book i3 a “law-and-
order” book with strong rovist overtones, In the
second part of ber essay, Edwands govs on to angue
for 3 new form of women's movement with a
theoretical and programmalic approach. 5.75 or
£.50 for 10 or mors.

—Towards A Revolutionary Party. First pubfished in

1971, this pamphlet presents the sirutegic perspec-
tove of 5TO al that time. including an analysis and
eritique of many of the stratégic concepiions then
current in the U.S. left. This reprinting inchades a
new introduction which ls critical of some of our
earlier views as presented [n the pamphlet. §. 75 or
$.680 for 10 or more, E

— Mass Organization At the Workplace, An analysis

of the Jabor contract system, and a coticism of the
usuzl lefi prionty on union reform through rank
and file caucuss. $.25 or £.15 for 10 or more.

— The Prospeets for Fascism in the US. by Don

Hamerquist, A critique of the thesis now current
in much of the US. laft that fescism is imminent.
£.25 or £.15 for 10 ur mare,

— Soviets In Italy by Antonio Gramscl. An examing-

tion of the issyes raised in the fsctory occupations
in Itdly during the carly 1920', giving particular
emphasis to the relationships between the socialist
party, the trade unions, and the workers councils.
5.50 or .35 for 10 or more.

General Sirike in France by Andres Hoyles. A de-
tailed factory-by-factory sccount of the events of
the May, 1968, general strike. Invalusble for any-
one interested in dmwing strategic conclusioes
from oné of the mosl important recent working
clam stroggles in an advancved cupitalist country,
£.50 or $.35 for 10 or more.

The ENV Story by Joyoe Rosser and Colin Barker.
A case study of the English Shop Stewand's Move-
ment, An in<depth examination of the struggles at
a key factory in London, England, over a number
of years. Important for an understanding of both
Stewanrd's Movement, §.35 or .25 for 10 or more,

—_Since When Has Working Been » Crime? the depoe-

tstion of Mewican: without papers. The struggle of
undocumented workers for jobs in the U.S. Shows
how the fight ageinst deportation can daw lessons
froom the batiles against the Fugitive Slave Law in
the 1550°:. 5.25 or §.15 for 10 or more.

— Fighting Racism: An Exchange. An exchange of

views hetween MNoel Ignatin and Ken Lawrence on
the one hand, and Staughton Lynd oa the other,
with regard to Busing in Boston. The discussion
focuses on an editorial in Redical America. $.35 or
5.25 for 10 or more.

Marx On American Slavery by Ken Lawrence. An
analysis of Marx’s wotings on Amefican slavery,
demonstrating that Marx saw American slevery as
a part of the capitalist system and considered the
struggle against slavery in the U.S. to be the most
advanced outpost of labor's fight sgainst capital
§.50 or 8.35 for 10 or more,

— No Condescending Saviors by Noel Ignatin_ [n this

pamphlet, Ignatin presents his views on the current
debate over the character of the Soviet Union and
China. Based on 2n in<iepth historical analysis, he
addresses the question of whether the Soviel Union
or China ever schieved socizham. In the course of
the argument. lgnstin examines in detsil the his
toncsl development of the revolulion in the Soviet
Union end relies on the writings of Merx and
Engels and the fast writings of Lenin Lo make his
case, §1.00 o 5.75 for 10 or more,
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(contimmed from inside front cover)

is mddied with so many myths, Collins necessarily had to discuss at length
the development of the Lenimist position before attacking PWOC's dis-
toriions. The matter of autonomy for oppressed nationalities within com-
mundst organizations, touched on at the end of Collins® article, is currently
bemg discussed in STO and will be elaborated in detail in a future issue of
this jneresl,

Aspects of imperialism on a world scale are explored in Kassahun
Checole’s article oa Africa, Don Hamerquist's review of Arghiri Emman.
uels book, Unequal Exchange, and the views of the Soviet Union expressed
by Noei Ignatin, Martin Glaberman, and Lenny Zeskind. STO's strategic
arguments are sharpened in Carole Travis' reply to Prairie Fire, and in the
Correspondence section.

Forthcoming issues of Urgent Tasks will include more documents
and debate on the Puerto Rican struggle; a discussion of whether white
workers in the U.S. are paid above the value of their labor power; a critique
of “socialist feminism®; articles discussing practical experiences applying
STO’s strategic line; reviews of Harry Braverman's Labor and Monopoly
Capital and Hal Draper's Karl Marx’s Theory of Revolution; more discus-
zion on Africa; more debate on the Soviet Union; a historical examination
of revolutionary alliances; and a study guide to Reconstruction in the
United States.
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