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Social dem ocracy Is Increasingly asserting itself as a growing 
tendency w ithin the people’s and working-class movement in 
Quebec. P ro-w orker In theory but serving the bourgeoisie in practice, 
this tendency orig inated and took hold mainly in Europe. Up until now 
it had never succeeded In developing a w orking-class base in 
Quebec.

Neither the Cooperative Com monwealth Federation (CCF) nor 
the NDP, the Canadian social dem ocratic party created in the wake of 
the anti-com m unist cam paigns waged jo in tly by the CCF and the Ca
nadian Labour Congress (CLC) In the 1950’s, were ever able to over
come the Quebecols people's Indifference regarding their p rogram 
mes.

A way for the bourgeoisie 
to respond to the growing struggles

After the Second World War, US im perialism  greatly increased 
its investments in Quebec, thus profoundly m odifying the Quebec 
economy, it then became necessary to modernize the Quebec State. 
In effect, the governm ent had to provide the capita lists with the quali
fied w orkers and technicians that they needed. It had to im plem ent 
social policies, and reform s capable of restraining people ’s demands. 
It also had to nationalize certain econom ic sectors, like e lectricity and 
the steel industry, which were not very profitable, considering the in
vestments needed to m odernize them. This grow ing m onopolization 
of the Quebec econom y and the transform ation of the role of the 
Quebec State had several consequences.

First of all, they led to the political decline of certain segments of 
the bourgeoisie and their replacem ent by new ones. For instance, the 
trad itional petty-bourgeoisie — small shopkeepers, doctors, lawyers 
— saw its influence declin ing to the benefit of a new intellectual petty 
bourgeoisie made up of professors, civil servants, com m unity o rgan i
zers, etc... As for the m iddle industrial bourgeoisie, ruined by the m o
nopolies, it was supplanted by an interm ediate “ nationalized” bour
geoisie that includes high-level civil servants and the adm in istrators 
of corporations nationalized or created by the State, like Hydro, the 
Quebec Deposit and Investment Fund, the General Investment C or
poration...

On the political level, these changes were reflected in the decline 
of the Union Nationale and the rise of the Parti Quebecois. Since 
these new segments of the petty and m iddle bourgeoisie found their 
developm ent blocked by the concentration of powers in Ottawa, they 
aspired to an ever greater autonom y in relation to the rest of Canada. 
The fum b ling  of the Quiet Revolution caused some of them to 
espouse the cause of political independence, their only means of be
com ing valid interm ediaries of imperialism .

The penetration of m onopolies also produced certain changes 
w ithin the working class, considerably developing the labour aristo
cracy, i.e., a small segm ent of specialized w orkers who, in relation to 
the rest of the workers, enjoy privileged working conditions, espe
cially in term s o f wages. With a standard of living com parable  to that 
of the petty-bourgeoisie, th is labour aristocracy has a tendency to 
identify its class interests w ith those of the petty-bourgeoisie. It serves 
as an agent of bourgeois ideology by transm itting reform ism  among 
the working class.

The fact that this labour aristocracy assumes the leadership of 
labour centres where it comes into close contact w ith unions com 
posed of certain sections of the petty-bourgeoisie, like professors and 
civil servants, means that th is tendency in the working class move
ment is even stronger.

Furtherm ore, the modernization of the State reinforced union 
bureaucrats ’ power by giving them, through a reform  of the Labour 
Code, control of collective bargaining.

However, the intensification of the national oppression of the 
Quebecois people resulting from  the increased penetration of US im 
peria lism  and the w orldw ide im peria list crisis led to a radicalization of 
the working-class movement and of certain sections of the petty-
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bourgeoisie. Faced with th is new com bativity which increasingly calls 
into question the capita list system and the bourgeois State, the capi
ta list class has two weapons at its disposal. And if d irect repression 
remains the bourgeois ie ’s pre ferred method of conta ining struggles 
at the present tim e, it is at the same tim e also trying to co-opt the most 
com bative elements of the w orking-class movement.

Social dem ocracy, which recruits its fo llowers m ainly from  the 
State-em ployed and unionized petty-bourgeoisie and the labour aris
tocracy, has been designated to carry out th is policy. It has been 
given the job  of conveying to the w orkers the idea that reform s are all 
that is necessary to right the in justices of capitalism , and that they can 
be obtained by waging more agressive econom ic struggles and, ulti
mately, by being elected as government.

European social democracy

A look at European social dem ocracy is enough to convince us of 
the true role played by social dem ocracy.

The worldw ide crisis of capita lism  has meant speedups and sp i
ra lling infla tion com bined with rising unemploym ent for both the Eu
ropean and Quebec working class. It has thus led to an im portant de
velopm ent of people’s and w orking-class struggles. This increase in 
struggles is, for the time being, mainly co-opted by social dem ocracy, 
because the latter has been so lid ly rooted in the European w orking- 
class m ovement since the First W orld War.

The tactics of social dem ocracy vary with the country. In 
Germany, where fascism managed to totally destroy the Com munist 
Party, and in England, where the com m unist m ovement has never 
succeeded in taking root, socia l-dem ocracy has become the trad i
tional a lternative to the openly bourgeois parties. In tim es of prospe
rity, its role is that of an im potant o ffic ia l opposition. In tim es of econo
m ic crisis, assisted by the bourgeoisie and by the union organizations 
that it controls, it is elected as the governm ent and passes a few 
reforms that allow the capita lists to catch their breath. In both cases, it 
diverts the working class from  its struggle.

For instance, in England the strike of the m iners fighting against 
low wages caused the fall o f the Heath governm ent and brought to 
power the socia l-dem ocrats of the Labour Party. The latter, once in 
power, robbed the working class of its victory over the conservative 
right. In the name of the defence of its “w orkers” governm ent and 
with the co llaboration of union bureaucracy, the Labour Party saddled 
the working class with wage controls. Meanwhile, inflation kept on 
spiralling upwards.

However, if the absence of working-class alternatives enabled 
social dem ocracy to easily co -opt the workers’ com bativ ity in certain 
countries, th is has not been the case everywhere. In France, fo r 
example, it is not alone in its claim  to  canalize w orking-class com bati
vity fo r the benefit o f the bourgeoisie. In effet, it must reckon with the 
revisionist Com m unist Party that wants to get a better price — in 
cluding the nationalization of certain m onopolies and a scaling-down 
of repression — for se lling-out the working class... Therefore, 
because it does not control the independent union organizations or 
those led by the Com m unist Party and thus cannot, by itself, d ivert the 
w orkers ’ class struggle, it m ust form  an alliance w ith these parties and 
harden its positions.

Nevertheless, whatever the means, the results are the same. By 
refusing to call into question the very existence of capita lism , it leaves 
the working class unarmed, w ithout a fighting organization, to  face the 
bourgeoisie. Moreover, when close to power, it even abandons the 
m ost im m ediate economic dem ands of the working class.

Thus, during the last presidentia l election campaign in France, 
M itterand, the socialist candidate, put off the application of his pro 
gram m e indefin ite ly and prom ised to consolidate the national cur
rency as the bourgeoisie desired.

The origins of social democracy

Social dem ocrats never, or hardly ever refer to the orig ins of 
social dem ocracy. To hear them  talk, it’s the working class most
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recent and greatest invention. However, in fact, it is very old, and if its 
defenders don’t talk much about its history that’s because it is the 
result o f the firs t betrayal or abandonm ent of M arxist theory and the 
firs t of a long series of betrayals of the w orking-class movement. It is 
thus useful to  shed a little h istorica l light on the orig ins of social de
mocracy.

It emerged early in the 20th century out of the degeneration of 
the Second Socialist In ternational which included and co-ord inated 
the political activ ities of all the European w orkers ’ parties. Its role had 
consisted mainly in the creation of mass socia list parties in the p rin 
cipal European countries. S ince these parties developed in a period 
of social calm , which, especially in Germany, was the result o f a long 
period of econom ic prosperity, partic ipation in bourgeois parliaments 
became the main form  of class struggle. A lthough parliam entary po li
tics could be correct in this conjuncture, many socialist — mainly 
petty-bourgeois — gradually cam e to consider it as the only way fo r 
the working class to take power.

The most “ im portant” of these were Bernstein, a leader of the 
German Socialist Party at the end of the 19th century, and Kautsky, 
the most w idely-recognized theoris t of the Second International. They 
were the firs t to try and justify  the abandonm ent of Marxism.

A lthough these ideas were violently criticized by Rosa Luxem 
bourg, one of the founders of the German Com m unist Party, and by 
Lenin, they had a disastrous effect on the working-class movement on 
the eve of the First W orld War.

Thus, reversing their previous decisions according to which no 
socialist party ought to support its national bourgeoisie in the event of 
a war between im perialist countries, the social dem ocratic parties, 
with the exception of the Bolshevik wing of the Russian Social 
Dem ocratic Party, plunged the working class of the various countries 
into the war. In this way, they put them in the service of their bour
geoisie. They thus rejected the watchword of the Russian Bolshevik 
Party which was to p ro fit from  the war to defeat the bourgeoisie. The 
German and French social dem ocrats, among others, entered the go
vernm ent and then, after the war, prevented socialist revolution. In 
Germany, they m urderously crushed the socialist revolution and, after 
1921, system atically attacked the newly-founded German Com munist 
Party, thus allowing H itle r’s fascists to take power.

By 1921, social dem ocracy’s abandonm ent of M arxism  led to the 
fall o f the Second International and the creation of the Third Com m u
nist International. Basing itself on the v ictorious Russian revolution, 
the com m unist International reaffirm ed the necessity of the d ic ta 
torship of the pro le taria t and of overthrowing the bourgeoisie, and 
continued to denounce reform ism . All the socialist parties in 
Germany, France, Italy and Czechoslovakia were divided. The m ajo
rity of their m ilitants form ed com m unist parties, and the cadres and 
perm anent employees rem ained in the social dem ocratic parties. 
Today, the Second International is nothing more than a club of the 
leaders of rightwing parties where Brandt, from  Germany, Golda 
Meir, from  Israel, M itterand, from  France, or their successors, meet 
each year to discuss the “ harm onious” developm ent of capitalism ...

Bourgeois ideology within the working class

Although the theoretical foundations of socia l-dem ocracy were 
laid by Karl Kautsky and Edward Bernstein at the beginning of the 
20th century, it only assumed its current form  after the Second World 
War, during the 1950’s. And while earlier it had hidden behind M arxist 
language and garb, it now defin itive ly abandoned M arxism, and came 
out saying that M arxism  m ight have given a good descrip tion of 19th 
century capitalism , but it was now outdated.

Forgetting that many sections of the petty-bourgeoisie are be-
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“Bourgeois socialism”

coming proletarianized, and that many farmers swell the ranks of 
urban w orkers every year, the social dem ocrats claim ed that a l
though the working class had been strong and num erous in the 19th 
century, it now has begun to disappear.

Because of automation and the developm ent of science and 
technology, w orkers are supposedly gradually to be replaced by spe
cialists and technicians. Furtherm ore, the living conditions of the 
working class are constantly being improved, many specialized 
workers becom ing part of the m iddle  strata. According to the social 
dem ocrats, the working class can no longer take power because it is 
too weak, numerically.

Taking their illusion for reality, the social dem ocrats go so far as 
to claim  that the working class no longer even needs to struggle for 
socialism . For power and socialism  will gradually be given to it.

On the one hand, they claim  that the workers will succed in 
gaining power in the factory thanks to union struggles, thanks to self
management. Thus, by sim ply becoming the new adm inistrators, 
workers would take away from  the bosses their rights and privileges. 
To state th is is to forget that under capitalism , each enterprise is 
subject to the laws of the market, to the laws of com petition, and that 
so long as these laws are not done away with, exploitation cannot be 
done away with. It would only be adm inistered by the workers 
themselves. In any case, the m onopolies will never hand the adm inis
tration of their enterprises over to the workers. The greatest con
cession which they will grant the w orkers is the right to decide “ freely” 
how they are going to meet the production quotas which the capita
lists have set.

On the other hand, they claim  that capitalism , by favoring the 
p lanification of production and the socialization of the productive 
forces, is bound, as it develops, to lead, gradually and on its own, to 
socialism . Social democrats believe that all it will take is a few 
reforms in o rder to reach socialism . The struggle for power is no 
longer necessary.

It is true that, today, the goods needed by society are, for the 
most part, produced by large concentrations of w orkers grouped to 
gether in huge factories where each one accom plishes a very specific 
task, which is but a minute part of the w ork necessary fo r the produc
tion of the fin ished product, ready fo r consumption. But can we infer 
from  this that we are in a socialist society? Social dem ocrats refuse to 
understand that the planification and the socialization of the produc
tive forces brought about by the m onopolies only serve the interests 
of the capita lists, and that they only contribute  to the sharpening of 
the contrad ictions between the bosses and the workers, between the 
exploiting and exploited nations. They refuse to recognize that, for ca
pitalists, planification is synonymous with greater production at lower 
costs, while  fo r the workers it is synonymous with speed-ups and in 
creased exploitation.

According to social democrats, class antagonism s and opposi
tions no longer exist since capita lis t society is evolving naturally 
towards socialism , and since the working class is in the process of 
disappearing. It is therefore not a question of overthrow ing the bour
geoisie, but rather of reducing social inequalitites and of correcting 
the abuses of capitalism  by making it more “ c iv ilized” .

To do this, some social dem ocratic governm ents are satisfied 
with contro lling  establishm ent of foreign capital. The m ore radical 
ones, like the Chilean governm ent for example, (1) w ill go so far as to 
nationalize the monopolies. In either case, the resulting situation is 
the same fo r the workers. For even if a few industries are nationalized, 
the capita lists remain in contro l of the laws of the m aket and of poli
tical power.

As the French social dem ocratic political scientist M aurice Du- 
verger stated: “ The nationalization of large enterprises must, under 
no circum stances, be accom paned by w ilcat occupations or w orkers ’

(1) This refers to the Popular Unity of Allende, overthrown by the fascists In Sept. 1973.
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The myth of the “neutral”

The union, the privileged 
Instrument i 
of social democracy

control... Public order m ust be firm ly preserved even if this means 
restra in ing the spontaneity of people ’s m ovem ents” .

The socialism  which social dem ocrats ta lk about is a bourgeois 
form  of socialism  which would establish “ harm ony” between the 
various social strata and groups, including the capitalists, and which 
replaces class struggle by class collaboration and a “ socia l” part
nership. It is a socialism  which replaces pro letarian revolution by a 
series of reform s which are supposedly obta inable in the context of 
capita lism , by getting elected to the government.

State Social dem ocrats claim  that, to establish socialism , all they have
to do is to settle in to the apparatus of the bourgeois State w ithout 
transform ing it, to decree a few reforms, and to proclaim  the equality 
of all citizens. They believe the State to be sim ply an adm inistrative 
organ, a “ neutra l” governm ental machine, above classes, which 
strives fo r the “general good” , the “ com m on good” of all — the exp lo i
ters as well as the exploited. They forget that if the present day State,' 
the bourgeois State, assumes certain functions of interest to all, it is 
only in as far as those interests coincide with the interests of the bour
geoisie. They forget that the State is always an instrum ent of dom ina
tion of one class over the others, the instrum ent which serves to 
repress the other classes.

Just like they consider that the State, as the guardian of “ pure” 
dem ocracy, is above class d istinctions, so, for them, the interest of 
the nation comes before the interests of the working class. They do 
not hesitate to massacre m illions of workers on the battle-fie ld in 
order to defend the national bourgeoisie. That was the case in Europe 
in 1914. It was also the case in Chile. In the name of the so-called su
perior interests of the “ nation” , the Allende governm ent disarm ed the 
Chilean w orkers at the very m om ent the m ilitary was getting ready to 
crush the people through bloodshed.

Socia l-dem ocrats b lindly believe in the rules of the political 
game set up by the bourgeoisie. Refusing to recognize the necessity 
fo r revolutionary violence, they imagine that the passage from  capita
lism to socialism  will come about with a series or “qu ie t revolutions” , 
of reform s whose main weapon is the electoral ballot, electoralism . As 
if, one day, the bourgeoisie w ill s im ply agree to let the proletariat take 
its place! And yet the fa ilure of the Chilean path is there as proof of the 
fundam entally crim inal nature of this political line.

Social dem ocrats count on union struggles, on the econom ic 
struggles, to reduce capita list exploitation and to achieve little by little, 
the socia list transform ation of society.

By putting forward self-m anagem ent, they foster the illusion that, 
thanks to harder and more radical union struggles, the workers will 
succeed in gaining power, factory by factory, and that, slowly but 
surely, they will succeed in eating away at the management rights of 
the capita lists. In France, the Confederation francaise dem ocratique 
des travailleurs (C.F.D.T.), a social dem ocratic union center presents 
seif-m anagem ent as a means of putting an end to exploitation.

The w inning over of power in factories would be accom panied by 
the replacem ent of bourgeois politic ians by social dem ocratic ones, 
w ithout, however, putting into question the State of the bourgeoisie.

Social dem ocrats do not see union struggles as a means of po li
tical education for the proletariat, as a way of pointing out the ne
cessity fo r the political struggle and for the overthrow of the bou r
geoisie, but as an end in itself. They claim that union struggles can, of 
themselves, lead to socialism. By fostering th is illusion, social 
dem ocrats prevent the working class from organizing on its own
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Social democrats
and the national liberation
struggles

Those who haggle 
for the bourgeoisie

Social democracy in

basis, and channel working class m ilitancy and struggles to serve the 
interests of the bourgeoisie. Having counted on unions to develop 
working class m ilitancy before the take-over of power, social 
dem ocrats continue to consider trade-unions their priv ileged instru
ment after the take-over of power. However, the role o f the latter is to 
be considerably changed. They w ill become an instrum ent which will 
make possible the enacting of agreements of industrial peace which 
union bureaucrats will conclude w ith employers, with the blessing of 
the social dem ocratic government. Thus, in Sweden, while the em
ployers recognized the w orkers’ right to unionize, to be represented, 
and to negotiate, the union representatives recognized “ the right of 
the em ployer to be free to hire and fire workers, to d irect and d is tri
bute the work,a nd to hire w orkers irrespective of their union a ffilia 
tion, and irrespective of whether or not they are unionized” .

Along w ith the trade unions, cooperatives are also seen as a 
, means of establishing socialism . Production and consum er coopera
tives are favored. But since the fo rm er are unable to com pte  with 
big capital, and since they cannot take over the m arket which is dom i
nated by m onopolies, they must be content with local outlets and lim it 
themselves to a few products of prim e necessity, such as food 
products. It is hard to understand how cooperatives could lead to so
cialism: in order to survive they must integrate the m arket. But, in a 
social dem ocratic regime, the m arket rem ains in the hands of the ca
pitalists.

Since social dem ocrats do not want to do away with capita list ex
p loitation in their country, but only to tone it down, their position on 
national liberation movements is hypocritical and am biguous. They 
support some national liberation movements to give themselves a 
progressive appearance, while exploiting workers of so-called under
developed countries.

Thus, while they recognize the rights of the Palestinians, they 
defend the “ right of existence” of the Z ionist State and of Israeli im pe
rialism. It is not surprising since the Prime M inister of the State of 
Israel is a m em ber of the Socialist International where he justifies 
Israel’s aggressive policies towards the Arab countries

Basing itse lf on the petty-bourgeoisie, the union bosses and 
labour aristocracy, social dem ocracy does not want to  do away with 
the contrad ictions of capitalism , but only to tone them down. That is 
why social dem ocracy is very useful to  the bourgeoisie in a period of 
crisis, when the contrad ictions are accentuated, and when the 
working class becomes more m ilitant. As a matter of fact, in Europe, 
social dem ocracy has come to power every tim e the bourgeoisie 
proved to be incapable of facing a crisis situation. While keeping the 
econom ic control, the bourgeoisie tem porarily  entrusted the social 
dem ocrats with the burden of political power and left them with no 
other choice but to adopt unpopular measures in its place.

By using a leftist vocabulary, social dem ocracy attem pts to side
track the working class onto dead end paths, such as parliam enta
rism and class collaboration. S trictly opportunist, social dem ocrats 
only put forward reforms in so far as these reforms make it easier for 
them to accede to the leading positions of the State and in so far as 
they do not overly d isturb the bourgeois ie ’s privileges. Haggling for 
the bourgeoisie, they try to convince the working class to give up the 
struggle fo r socialism and above all to give up the d ic ta torsh ip  of the 
pro le taria t in exchange for a few reforms.

Quebec

The firs t serious a ttem pt to  regroup social dem ocrats on a 
comm on organizational basis took place in Quebec in 1970, when the 
FRAP was created. An offspring of citizen’s com m ittees, the FRAP 
waged an electoral struggle against Drapeau’s Civic Party. Today, the 
FRAP having disappeared, the Montreal C itizens’ M ovement (MCM) 
has taken over, with an even vaguer program  than that of its prede
cessor.



P a g e  8 /  Pam phlet no. 11 liSTHCCLE!

At the  provincial level, social dem ocracy is not an organized 
force in the labour movement. It is presently only a trend found in the 
left of the PQ, in the trade unions, and in com m unity organizations.

The left wing of the PQ expresses its social dem ocratic objecti
ves by putting forward reform s whose aim is to attach workers to the 
band wagon o f independence while at the same tim e maintaining ca
pitalism  and im perialism  in place.

In response to the radicalization of workers and the failure of 
hard struggles, such as that of the Common Front, the trade unions 
have toughened their talk. However, this radicalization is only verbal 
and attacks only the effects of capita lism  on workers. It fails to at
tack capita lism  itself.

Recognizing the PQ’s inability to put forw ard a tru ly social 
dem ocratic program , the trade-unions preach the creation of a som e
what hazy w orkers' party which would be com posed of “ wage- 
earners” . Such a party, which would seize power by means of dem o
cratic elections, is, according to the trade unions, the only way to 
improve the living conditions of workers.

A longside with this “ w orkers ’ party” , the trade unions put 
forward self-m anagem ent. We can recall the slogan put forward by a 
teachers’ union in the early 70’s, taken up by the CNTU, which de
manded that workers take over their factories, that teachers take over 
their schools, and that secretaries take over their offices!

Cooperatism , is also a favorite  pet subject of the adepts of the 
“workers’ party” . They claim that with cooperatism it would be possible 
to lim it capita lis t exploitation in the field of production as well as in the 
field of consum ption. With cooperatism , workers would be able to 
manage the factories forsaken by the bosses and to keep their jobs. 
Tembec and Cabano are considered successful examples, when the 
exploitation there continues as never before. The spreading of 
C ooprix stores would also be an “instrum ent of libera tion” from the 
food m onopolies.

The question of power is only considered w ithin the boundaries 
of bourgeois dem ocracy and e lectoralism , which are seen as the lim it 
o f the evolution of society. It is only a question of generalizing its 
“ b lessing”  to  the whole population.

The present conjuncture in Quebec may play in favor of the crea
tion of a social dem ocratic party mainly issued from  the trade unions. 
For the tim e being, the unions are waiting fo r the internal con
trad ictions of the Parti Quebecois to develop. They prefer to adopt the 
position o f “ critica l support” rather than coming out strongly, for fear 
of isolating themselves from  the social dem ocrats w ithin the PQ.

But, be it issued from  the trade unions or from  the radicalization 
of the PQ, we have seen in what precedes that the workers have 
nothing to expect from  a social dem ocratic party.

The working class must struggle 
against reformism

The present struggles of the working class against inflation and 
unem ploym ent prove, beyond a doubt, that far from  dying out, as the 
social dem ocrats claim , class struggle is, on the contrary, growing.

However, if workers want to put an end to their exploitation, they 
must organize their political struggle, give them selves the only tool 
capable of leading them to victory: the revolutionary w orkers’ party. 
Organized as the Party, the vanguard of the w orking class must 
render the pro letaria t conscious of the necessity of waging a m erci
less struggle against the bourgeoisie and of overthrowing bourgeois 
democracy, the d ic tatorsh ip  of Capital, and of establishing the d ic ta 
torsh ip  of the pro letaria t over the bourgeoisie.

But in order to succeed, the firs t task of the Party and of the van
guard of the working class is to denounce the agents of the bour
geoisie who infiltrate into the working class, for as Lenin stated: “ one 
indispensable condition to prepare the pro letariat for victory is the 
prolonged, tenacious and im placable struggle against opportunism , 
reform ism  and the other analogous bourgeois influences and cur
rents which are inevitable because the pro letaria t is acting w ithin the 
capita list system. W ithout th is struggle, w ithout th is total victory over 
the opportun ism  in the w orkers’ movement, there w ill be no question 
of the d ic tatorsh ip  of the p ro le taria t” (our translation).
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