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Issue no. 5

SOCIALISM OR

SOCIAL-

PART ONE :

= ASEISM.2

THE N&W CLASS

A New Class has entered the arena of world history. A New Class has been
created wder the crisis conditions of thz past century of capitalism, thrusting
itself into the midst of the class struggle betwccn the bourgooisie and the
orolotariat, sometimes on ono side, sometimes on the other, but increasingly
in terms of its ovm class objoctives and values, and historically bound to
actually play the vanguard counter-revolutionary role in this final and most
cruciol poriod of the world proletarian revclution. The Now Class is the

modorn bureaucracy.-

Whot is it that diffcrentictes the modern bureaucracy as a new class,
actually the oply new class created in the epoch of cepitalist decline, a
non-proletariqn and anti-nroletarian class which is gpoitclist but not bsurgceis,
from the traditional burceucratic strata to be found at various stagos of social

developemont; including anciznt sociotiocs ?

The objzctive and subjcctive factors here are so intertwinod that it is
nzc2ssary to present tho process as a totality, furthormorc as a totality in
which the specific clemunts, ovan their once-"lawful" apparcnt behaviour, is
completely transformed—-most importontly in tho somsc that the very inter-
r:lationshijys of the basic elocmonts of reality arc transformed, that the
subjective is now the determinent, aeting upon the base, that idzas are material
force and material forec is itscelf transformed, cxpanded, and rodefined . The
proletariat, unlik: every other class and against cvery other class—bourgecisie,
setty-bourgeoisic, peoasantry, bureaucracy—though not nocessarily all at once,
is eble to chart its path, our path, through the »rocess of the transformation

(continued on page 2 . . . )

PROLE TARITsewnsr BURERULRACY

N CAHINA—

"The storm of the January Revolution

(in 1967—cd.) turned all this within a
very short time from the hands of the
burcaucrats into tho hands of tho
enthusiastic working class., Socicty
suddenly found, in tho absence of
burcaucrats, that they counld not only go
on living, but could live bettwe and
develop quicker and with greater freedom.

It was not at all like the intimidation
(continued on the back Dage....)

SN T E SOLET (IWYON/—

"Can tho usurpation of jowar on the part
of burcaucracy and the fight against it
be considored as a menifestation of the
class strugile ? As is known, the opportunist:
generally deny the cxdsteonce of the class
struggle in the Sovist Union. It is golf-
understood that it is not in their inter-
est for them to sicak of the class struggle
in which thoy play such an aenti~nopular
rolc bucauss this is dangcrous for them,
{continued on the back pagc....)
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(continued from page 1)

of totality in a manner that continually eludes the historical entrapments of what
has been "determined", The proletariat itself plays the most conscious and deliberate
role in the "rise of subjectlve over objective", and both bourgeoisie and buresucracy,
in taldng up the weaponry of psychological warfare, is actuelly entering a new
battlefield, o battlefield that will prove even more unfamiliar and difficult for

the bourgeoisie than the jungles and paddy-fields of southeast Asia, the world-idde
battlefield of consciousness. .

The major factor which allows for a new understanding of the modern burceaucracy
as osjosed to its earlier prototypes, is the increase of violence as an economic
-factor, specifically the growth and qualitative developement of the State in
capitalist society, including the military exchanges (wars) between States and the
military and/or nolice onerations of States against "their ovm citdzenry", i.e. the
nolitical workingelass and its allies{ counter-revolutions, civil wars, etc.).
It is «ithin this fremesork that the modern bureaucracy has emerged, develojed, and
arrived at its owmn semblance of historical consciousness, seeing itself as a class,
but even more, a2s a "revolutionary" class, a vanguard elite of a world-wide network
of social-fascist counter-insurgency taldng over and running the w~orld, a
nseudo-groleteriat, which apnropriates the forms of certain historical worldngclass
instotutiond, looting them of their revolutionary content, and replacing that
content with their own—"workers! councils", not asclass~wide, class-for-itself
institutions, but as class-ageinst-itself countergangs ! (The recent "Ulster dorkors!t
Council" comes to mind.)

The major nroblem in understanding the modern bursaucracy is that what has
passed as the "redical", even "revolutionary" "anti-bureaucretism" for an entire
historical period is nothing lsss than the reactionary petty-bourgeois and
labor-aristocrat protest against the bureaucracy as either a cause or an effect of
the centralization of the statc, which the petty-bourgeoisie and labor-aristocrats
oppose whether it is carried out by bourgeoisie or proletariat. The anti-bureaucratism
of the pre-bureaucratic layers, the layers shich were the major "intermediate strata"
in canitalism beforc the bureancracy cmerged as a new class, is nothing less than
an essentially anarchist redical-democratic trond, expressing the finnl wretched \//
outbursts of obselete and fading social layers. The aghi-bursaucratism of tho
docaying intermedaite layers of the wanst has absolutely nothing to do with the
revolutionery anti-burcaucratism-of the proletariat, with .the Communist Program
of class wer against the bursoucracy such as has emerged out of the past decade of
the dev:lopoment of the world arolstarisn rovolution. (See Chincse and Soviet
matoerial in this issue.)

We Opposé the buregucracy not, like the anarchists, beccuse it is centralized
but because for us as communists, ssfighters for the world dictatorshiy of the
proletariat with a single world plan for socialist construction, it is not, and
can never be, centralized snough. In fact, the bureaucracy everywhere leaqs the
social-fascist populist comaign to decentrdlize, from community centrol in the U.S.
to "regional plenning" and Licbermanism in the Soviet Union.

yile oppose the buresucracy not because it is "elitist", but onreciscly bocause
it cannot and #ill not lead, Ite actual world-historical role, as dangerous as it
has been in terms of the "internal" devclopement of the vroletarian revolution,
falls far short of its solf-delusions. It is a now class but it is not a revolutionary
new class. Its "radicalism" is akin to the nationalist petty-bourgecois radicalism
which spawn=2d fascism, but more dangsrous.

The historical role of the burzaucracy descnds on the general battleficld
disposition of the two main world-historical contosting forces, the proleturiat
and the bourgooisie. Given the relative weakness and deep divisions within a gtill-
immature national-bourgeoisie, the rising elumcnts of the bureancracy saw that the
only class that could bring into being highor modes of economic and ypolitical
organization, which could ensure its own dovelopement as a "managerial" and -
Yadministrative" social layer, was the proletariat, even in countries where it
constituted a small minority. Thersfore, large sections of the "young turks" of the
rising modern bureaucracy, from military as well as other layers of the bur:aucracy,
mergad themsclves #ith the historicel mainstream of aorlingelass strugsles, apolyimg
their skills, which often lacked in cven the more sophisticated political workers,
to the needs of the early workers! parties, trade unicms, and, in the caso of the
new~born Soviet Socialist Republic in Russia, to the econcmic, political, and
military crms of the first workers! government since the 1871 Paris Comemne, In the
west, with the degoneration of most of the traditional worldngrlass institutionsf
the modern bureaucracy directly developed the theory and practice of social-fascism,
as ig documented in this, the first section of Class War's now analysis.

(continued on the next pagoes...)
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The traditional Mexrxist movemsnt for the past half-century, during the rise and
fall of -the Communist International as well as the onost~Comintern vevisicnism and
anti-revisionism of reccnt history, has been criujled by its inability to recognize
the emergence of the mcdern burzcucracy as a new class, and thereby, its inability to
develcpe the theory and praxis of the »rcletariat's new tasks in the light of this

devcelouemant.

In tho light of the »sorld-histcrical role of the mddern burcaucracy as the
direct and conscicus agency of capitalist counter-revolution in the Soviet Union, as
aell as its present dangerous restorationist coursc in China and clsewhere, the
srcletariat has alrsady begun to create, admittedly often under primitive political
conditlons, its critique of bureaucratism, its class struggle against bureaucracy
as well as bourgooisie. sz must take up and continue to develope that critique and
that struggle, to conceptualize the form and content of the continuing class struggle
under socialism, the class struggle as waged by the proletariat in nower, the -
permanent revolution in a sconse that terrifics the most fanatical Tretskyite ! v

As #111 be shomm in the next issuc of Class #dar (issue no. 6) that #ill deal
#ith the origins and developcment «f the bureaucracy in the Soviet Unim and China,
as the Ccunter-Revolution in the Revolution, the same arror which causes the Labor
Committees to consider the Soviet Union and its sccial~imperialist neo-colonizs as
"workers! states" is that which also makes them either ignore or heap ridicule upon
the opnosite process, the Great Prolstarian Cultural Revelution in China, which is
the first worli-histcrical prcleterian struggle agrinst the nea class, That error
is to ignore the dialsctic of the emergence of the ncw class, to stick to tho
"orthodox Marxist" definitions of what constitutes socielism, capitalism, a werkers!
government, stc. as Lyn Marcus does in "The Lessons of Zastern Iurope" (Ths Campaigner
difter 72-73) and thereby, to confuse the corruct toetic of s»litting up the varicus
bourgsois capitalist and buresucratic factions (the Golden Snoke, ste.) with the
general strategy and programmatic line of building an Intermational United Front
of the ierkingelass, wshich the L.C. is genuincly fully committed to.

The recognition of the now class, the ruthloss unmaslking of the burcancracy's
"rodicalisp" in particular, and the creoatim of the wesponry which is suitable to
our new tasks in this rsgard are all the signals of a new world-historical weriod
in the class struggle. shich demonds cver newer developoments on the part of all
those conscious agents of the international revoluticnary preczss. To arm the
international jroletarict enew for class war against burcaucracy as" wcll as
bourgooisic, such is the concern of a new international revolutionary tendency in
the political workingelass, shich must become conscious of its consciousness, which
mist, if it will not become the New Marxism, develope Beyond Marxism-—but always
along Marx's omn ravolutionary-dialectical path.

It is the class struggle hotwcen the proletariat and the bourgcoisic that has
brought the nea class into being, that created shat is actuwally an abortion as
opnosed to a birth. Because the burcawcracy cannot really rule on a world scale,
they cennot really rule at all, they can cnly share power as a juniar partnur to
certain specific bourgsois-cayitalist factions, in this wveriod, the Rockefeller
faction above all. The specific rcle of the burecucracy internationclly in rsletion
to the Rockefeller facticn's conssiratorial bid for military taleover in 1974
makes it absolutely essential that the question of the bureaucracy be fully discusscd
in the polemics of the political wrorkingclass evoryshore.

This neriod that ushers in the greatest potantial and the greatest dangers
is of coursc the most revolutionary period in history. YWe arc living in the pcek
period of the shole epoch of the emergsmce and develo ement of the world proletarian
revolution. The sorkingelass must demand the highest qualities of revolutionaries
and csgpocially of the revoluticomary leadershiy no matter how immodiate and urpgmnt
the tagks of the momont apocar to bo. But, more importantly, the whole conception of
leadershio its2lf must be rovolutionized in this n»eriod, and it is hore that the
anti~bureaucratic revolution is koy. The immenge tasks of the whole period that is
opsening up before us, during and after the seizure of power on a world scale by the
workingclass, demand hundreds ond thrusands, not one or teo, Lonins and Iuxemburgs.
The new period domands that a continually—expanding "eritical mass" of rovolutionary
leadershis be devaloped #sorld-iide and centralized at the highest levals, a
collective revolutionary lsadership which remains vigilant after the scizure of
noWer.

when we geize power, in one important respect the process of develcpzment of
the workors! government hers will be the opiosite of that shich befell the young
nroletarian rule in the Sovict Union, and to a cortein degree, China and cther
revoclutions as well. #hat is invelved hers is, of course, the fate of the soviets
themselves, the institutions for which the U.S.S.R. #as originclly named. Today, we

( continucd on the noxt page . . . )
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must say misnamed, since nothing resembling genuine soviets has been seen in the

USSR for at least four decades. By soviets we do n>t mean a form, because the name
end the form of the "workers councils" has been appropriated by everyone from
"libertarian socialists" to fagcists, and in direct opjosition to the genuine
communist program of the direct march from dual power—=Stalin once called it diarchy-—
to state power, the program embodied in the "demand" which is not really a demand

but a declaration of wmar ageinst capitalist state authority as a shole, the point
that Lemin, at one point, had to struggle for all alone against the entire collective
leadership of the Bolshevik Party—"All Power To The Soviets I

Comrades—in previous revolutions, the soviets, or other class-wide institutions,
became less and less imvortant following the seizure of power which was proclaimed in
their name and #as actually carried out by them, becoming either smaller and smaller,
or simply more and more ritualistic and without real content. Often, the very class—
wide organs of power are dissolved by the post-revolutionary organs of bureaucratic
administration, not so much in the mame of "centralism", but quite the op)osite, as
Marcus correctly noints out in his polemics on this (uestion,

The vanguard of the capitalist counter-revolution in the Soviet Union angd
eastern europe, and shat is now dangerously threatening the remaining gains of the
Chinese revolution as well, namely the bureaucracy, is everywhere waving the
banners of decentralization, regional planning, and autonomy, what the CIA's "exverts®
call "polycentrism", and the Chinese Left in the Cultural Revolution called the
"theory of many centres",

In the forthcoming Proletarian Revolution in North America and durove, including
Eastern Burope (Russia), the soviet-type organs swill actuxlly grow in quantity and
develope in quality, and will, as made possible by the immediately practicable
revolutionizatiop of the entire communicationg, and related computer and electronics
industries (as Class War has 20inted out in two previous papers on Socialist
Communications Systems produced and distributed sithin the past year, mainly within
NUWRO and the Labor Committees), draw in the self-conscious and collective
participation (in the anti-Tavistock and genuinely democratic sense) of millions,
expanding to tens and hundreds of millions of workers, peasants, unemployed, scientists,
ex-goldiers, students, ete. around the world.

The soviets of 1917, the Councils of Deputies of Workers, Peasants, and Soldiers,
lawfully centralized at the highost levels to develope planning and direct the
functioning of the geverely-damaged economy, could not mzintain a high enough rate
of reproduction of proletarion leaders, organizaers of socialist construction as well
as soldiers in the continuing class war against the internal and external counter—
revolution., The bost leaders were lawfully drasn out of the soviets themuelves into
the special extensions of the soviet proleterian state power, especially the military
and the emergency administration of War Communidm as well as later periods, and the
soviets, with the increasing vacuum of oroletarian leadership created out of the dire
necessity of sar and civil war, bscame increasingly hollow, formal, impotent and
empty, a pale reflection of their former selves, actually, the participatory, or
co-participation organs of slave-lubor spped-up and human recycling, as well as the
other counter-revolutionary polices of the rising bureaucracy.

As Lenin repeated many times, the proletariin revolution is not a question of
forms. As sholl be pointed out in the second and further parts of this article on
Socialism Or Social-Fascism, which shall be continued in the forthcoming issues of
Class War, the Social-Fascism of the New Left, which is nothing less than the
1deology of the world-historical mission of the "insurgent" (actuelly counter-insurgent)
bureaucracy, has been based upon the specific appropriations of the historical forps
of the traditionsl worldng-class movement, including the concept of the Party as a
cadre-based vanguard., The form and the content of the real organs of the proletarian
revolution, the real party and soviet exprossions, whatever their form, is identical.
The proletariat's struggle for power~and that power itself—one and the same,

In this period, it is the unity of the struggle against the bourgeoisie and the
bureaucracy, the unity as well of polemics-dialectics with international class mar
practice,that is the form and content of the organs of struggle for power, the organs
of power, and the organs of class struggle after the seizure of power. Against the
rzactionary Kronstadt ancrcho-syndicalism of "soviets without Bolsheviks" as well as
the Stalin-Bukharin-Trotsky buresucratism that resulted in Bolsheviks without soviets,
and eventually the abandonment of Bolsheviam as #ell, the Proletarian Revolution
in this period raises the battle-cry—TFor tke Revolutionary Party and the Soviets—

Without Bureaucracy !
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PART TWO : THE ORIGINAL TAVISTOCK

In his book "The Dialectical Imagination", subtitled "A History of the Frankfort
8chool and the Institute for Social Research, 1923-1950", published in 1973, Martin
Jay, a ldnd of Frankforter himself, clearly points out both the counter-revoluticnary
origins and further developement of this original think-tank of social-fapcism and
vanguard ideological organ of the rising modern bureaucracy. In the first chapter,
in fact in the first few sentences, he lays out the id eological basis of this entire
trend :

"The unexnected success of the Bolshevik Revolution—in contrast to the
dramatic failure of its Central BEuronean imitators—created a serious dilemma
for those who had previously been at the center of Zuroopean Marxism, the
left-wing intellectuals of Germany. In rough outline, the choices left to them
were as follows: first, they might support the moderate socialists and their
freshly created Weimar Republic, thus eschewing revolution and scorning the
Russian experiment; or secondly, they could accent Moscow's leadership, join
the newly formed German Commmist Party and work to undermine wWeimar's
bourgeois compromise,"

Although Jay goes on to -claim that in some metephysical way the Frankfort School
represented a "third course of action", what he actually mokes clear is the close
connections between the Frenkfort School from its earlicst beginnings ~ith those _ _
so~celled "moderate socialists", Noske, Schiedemann, and the other social-fascist
butchers who murdered Luxemborg, Lieblmecht, and thousonds of others, the blood-sac-
rifice to "freshly created" wWeimar, Furthermore, the Frankfort School is a most
important link betwcen the social~fascism of the pre-world War II period, and the
social~-fascism pf the present, betizen the social-patriotism that Lenin polemicized
ogainst and breoke from to form the Commmnist International, and the Woodcocks, #urfs,
and "Neuw Left" counter-insurgency that Je must destroy todsy in order to create the
new international party end soviet~tyne formations appropriate to the totality of
nzeds end potentials of today!s milti-millioned international .orkingclass.

The Ingtitute of Social Research was formz2d in 1923 with the funds of one Felix
J. Weil, Weil asas the only son of a German-born Argentine grain-merchcnt. Sent by his
father to study in Germany, he came under the influenceiof the general radical
fermznt and in the course of time, ‘donated much of his wealth to one or another
radical cause. Well had first developed a circle of "dissident! ond oppositional
HMarxist ocnd vseudo-Marxist intellectucls, including some oddballs from even official
Comintern machines, in a "First Marxist Work Week" shich met in the summer of 1922
in Ilmenau, Thuringia. Its purpose, uccording to Weil, "the hopo that the different
trends of Harxism, if afforded an osportunity of talldng it out together, could
arrive at a 'true! or Tpure! Marxism."

This circle became the beosis for the Frankfort School, shich, at the suggsstion
of the official government Ministry of fducation, was to be called "Institute of
Social Research" as opposed to "Institute for Marxism", the name hoped for by some
of its more ambitious founders, Their obvious intent was to establish the German
Social Democrat enuivalent of, if not opoosition to, the institutes being set up at
that time in the U,S.S.R., the Marx-fngels Institute, etc, Its actual dewclcopement
since that timz has talken it well beyond those original surooscs.

The first director of thes instutute, a former Fabian "socinlist'" named Gerlach
died socn ofter assuming his jost, and s replaced by Carl Grunberg, a nrofessor of
law and political scisnce from the University of Vienna, and lmown as the "Father of
fustro-Marxism." Grumberg gave the opening address at the official opening of the
institute on June 22nd, 1924, stressing the difference bet«een the new institute
and other such academic research institutes——the new institute was to be run on a
completely too-do/m basis, with one director with absolute control., In subsequent
years, this singls dictatoriel post was to be aspumed by Max Horkheimer, but Grunberg
is important to understand as the main pace—setter for the institute, especially in
terms of his relationshin to “Austro-Marxism", What exactly was "Austro-Marxism", and
why should cne of its leading exponents be chosen to direct this new think-tank
institution for the German, and later, Angle—Amer.cun Social-Fascism ?

"Austro-Merxism" aas the Austrian particular of the gemeral diseasc of the
social-democracy., The Austro-Marxists, like the rost of the european (and North
Americon) social-democracy, as the historical expression of the hegemony of labor-
aristocrot class—in-itself intercsts over the general pelitical worlkingclass movement
wats destroyed in World War I. In the nostwar conditions of eivil war ond near-revolution
in central surone, porticularly Germany, the form of the traditional social-démocratic
institutions, party, trade union, youth leagues, cooperatives, etc, was revived, but

(continued on the ney DAECasaa)
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#ith a different content, actually a much-more advonced application of the general
traditional practices of clasg~collaboration, "social pacts", and the like, by which
the workingclass polices itself into alavery. Driven into exile by the rise of
Hitlerite ond Mussolini-siyle fescism, Social-Fascism of the "Austro-Marxist" and
Houke variety went into ex'ir, many in #ngland and North America, where their
survices were put to the . .° the most dangerous factim of North Americean
bourgeois—capitalist imperisi-om, to be deplayed in the post~WWII period to spearhead
anti-commmnist "labor front! activity throughout Burone. This has been varticularly
wcll documented in torms of the role of Germon and other Social-Fascists in Rense
Sigersons excellent article "Postwar Germany: The Grooming of the Worlcing Class"

in the July 21, 197, issue of New Solidarity, which gives good background detail

on such leading "Austro-Marxists" as the notorious Otto Bauer. Sigerson clearly shows
the "internationalism" of the various Social-Fascist emigre~exile ahd native grouns,
which werc increasingly deployed more and more directly by the Rockefeller-085-CIA

- cabal, before, during, and following World War IT, However, we must examine Bamer!s
on ideolozy clearly to understand the roots of the Social~Fascism of the Frankfort
School anl the way in which that kind of politics has been made use of throughout
this periud. Bauer wrote in his 1921 "Bolshevism Or Social~Democracy ?" :

"In a modern highly-civilized sooiety, where all the classes take part
in public life, no other form of class~rule is any longer durably possible
save ~ne which permits the subject classos freedom to influence "public opinion”,
to participation in the formation of the colluctive will of the State, and < -
control over its worldng: a class~rule, therefore, whose basis rests on the
social factors of influence of the ruling class, and not on the use of
mechanical instruments of foreo,"

Bauer apslied this concept, an sarly expression of social-~foscist co-participation,
to the concrote situation of the threatening aroletarian uprising in Austria in 1918,
vhen the Austrian proletoriat, spurred into the world—wide mass strike upheavels
following upon the Bolshevik scizure of wower the year before, bypassed the
Social~Democracy and its leadership for a period, In another book of his, ironically
titled "The Augtrian Revolutioem of 1918", Bauer openly brags of th: unique ability
of the Social Democrzcy to crush revolutions in this historical period:

"There was deep ferment...The people's army (Bamer is here tallting obout
the regular Austrian bourgeois army) felt that it was the boarer of the
revolution, the vanguard of the oroletariat...'Dictatorship of the Proletariat!
'A11 Power To The Soviets! was all that could be heard in the strzets.

"No bourgeois government could have coped wmith such a task., It would have
been disarmed by the distrust and contempt of the masses., It would have bean
overthromn in a week by a stroat uprising and disarmed by its own soldiers.
Only the gocial Democrats could have safely handled such an wnorecedentedly
difficult situation because they enjoyed the confidence of the worldng misses.
Only the Social Democrats could have peacefully stopped the stormy demonstrations
by negotiation and narsuasion. Only the Social Democrats could have guided the
peoplels army and curbed the revolutionary adventures of the working masses.
The profound shake-un of the bourgeois social order was exnressed in that a
bourgeois government, & government without the participation in it of the
Social Democrats, hed simaly become unthinkable,®

Bauer here shows his embrycnic class instincts as on carly expression of the
new world-histerical phenomencn, the modern bureaucracy. Initially arising out of
the decay of the traditional workdngelass institutions, the proto-burcaucracy is
here declaring, through the pen of Otto Bauner—the bourgeoisie cemnot rule alone
anymre, it must share poser zith the bureaucracy, only the bureaucracy can capture
the trust of the proletariat as well as provide the cadros, often military, far the
mass regimsntation of the peasantry, in other words, the bourgecisie alone cannot
in this period of general crisis sustain capitalism, for capitalism to surviic,
a now class, capitalist but not bourgeois, must assume a wvorld-histcrical rolu,
th2 modorn burcaucracy emergos and the era of bureaucrat-state-capitalism comicnces,
to be ended abruptly and violently beufore it even has a chance to detemmine for itsclf
a clear dirsctiocn, ended by the world—wide victory of the proletariat. Bmerts
voice is not the voice of the labor-aristocracy, nor the voicz of the radical-Jacobin
petty-bourgeois Left, the pre-burcaucratic intolligentsiz, or the utopian artisans.
It is the voice of the modern bureaucracy, emerging to assume its historical role
in the class struggle throughout the world,

Thus, the Fronkfort Institute inherits a strong counter-revolutionary dosago
of burecucratic "socialigm® from Austro-Marxism, in particular, the germ of the
concept of co-participation and "quality of life" politics which are the core of
Social-Fascism a8 we lmow it today. Norbert Lesser, a modern~doy admirer of Austro-
Marxism, decalres in his article "Austro-Morxism, a Re~appraisall, '

(continued on the next page......)
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"Fhe Austro-Marxists believed that a political movement based on socialist
troditions should offer the masses somothing more ingpiring than gradual
material improvements; it ought to excite the imogination and kindle a fire
that would illuminate and transfigure the drabtmess of their condition..."

This concept of "transfiguring the drabness of their wonditions" as opnosed to
removing and eliminating those monstrous conditions, especially sucy as develope in
periods of general crigis like the present, becomes a key clement in the later
ideology of the Frankfurt Institute as wcll as the "New Left". Today's "Puerto Rignn
Socialists" (P,S.P. variety) follcwing thc traditions of yestoerday's "Austro-Marxists",
"transfigure the drabnoss" of the Lower Bast Side and other decaying ghettoes by
helping to paint "revolutionary murals" depisting especially the "people's suffering!
on the walls of houses slated for rapid primitive accumlation, arson, ete.

In its early period, the Frankfort Institute attracts some elements around the
German ond Austrian Communist Parties, end they also maintain contact #ith the
Marx-fngels Institute in Moscow. In fact, much of the theorctical precepts of the
Frankforters are similar to the political views put forward by the budding buresucracy
in the U.S5.5.R. itself, particularly the Bukharinite right-opposition elements. ]

As shall be ppinted out later, the Russiacn bureaucracy, unlike its counterparts in
most of Burope, did not have a native modern bourgesisie that it could come to terms
vith. This fact hed been foreshadowed in the entire historical tradition of
revolutionary~conspiratorial struggle in the late part of the 19th century in
Tsarist Russia, a strugle which expressed the hint of an alement present other than
the historical petty-bourgecis radical-Jacobin Blanguism and peasant-based
anarcho-populism, Partially nurtured in this tradition, uhlike its historiczl
counterparts in the preoto~bureaucratic strata in Buropc or North America, the
emerging bureaucracy in Russio at first chose to unite with the nroletariat and
poor peasantry against the capitalists and landlords. Later on, th: bureaucracy
itself is to split, with its relative left~#ing, expressed in Stalin, maintaining
its olliance with the proletariat in Russia at the expsense of both the peascntry
end the other sections of the bureaucracy. Trotsky, originally based upon flimsy
nre-bureaucratic middle strata, labor-aristocrat and petty-bourgeois, later, creates
for himself both a new political-class identity as well as a certain cult of
personality, foreshadowing others to come, as prototype @f the military burcauncracy,
the new concept of the military itself, a notion which Trotsly himself iam never able
to come to grips with (witness his reactionary polemics ngainst the Left-Commmists!
Theory of the Offensive in Trotsky's Military sritings, where he completely denies
the possibility of a specifically groletarian and revolutionary militery methodology.)
Trotsky is the utopian bureaucrat, hoping for a pure bureaucratic rule in the und,
without the proletarian soviet-type forms (the program of Lenin), without the ruthless
collectivization of the peasantry (as carried out by Stalin), and even, without
aligning itself directly with on¢ or another faction of the internmational bourgeois-
capltelist class( as hoped for by Bukharin, and actually carried out by Kruschov,
Brezhnev, Kosygin, etc.j. It is Bukharin's program that is now being cerried out in
the Soviet Union, not Stalin's or Trotsky's.

However, for the bureaucracy in Germany and Austrie, resting on the consistently
ccunter-revolutionary tradition of the Social Democracy, the split took a different
form—one section sticldng it out "at home" ith the native bourgeois-capitalists;
the other section, the onc that we are particularly concermed with in terms of the
Frankfurt Institute, strikes out to hook up with the most "internationalist" as well
as conspiratorial of the bourgeois-capitalist interests world-side, as represented
by the Rockefellers and the Anglo-American Intelligence Establishment, the "Real CIA"
as it is so aptly celled by the Lebor Committees in their explosive "Tavistock Grin"
exposure of the Rochefeller—CIA plot for world fascist takeover.

By 1931, the Fronkurt Institute!s members, realizing the possible threat to
their existence if either the Nagis or the Comrmnists took power in Germony, as
well as the increased difficilties in sustaining itself under severe depression
conditions, began to make the necessary contacts with like-minded political circles
outside Germany, to prepare for what bocomes their eventual lengthy, but for many not
pernanznt, exile. what were these like-minded political circles ?

Upon assuming his position as dircctor, in Janurary of 1931, Max Horkheimer
outlines the new "internationezlist" direction for the Institute ns well as the
Frankfurt Institutets first roal counter-insurgency assipnment. Horkheimer declares
in his opening speech z2s director that under his direction, thc mein task of the
Institute will be to conduct a study threughout Surcpe, including Germony, on the
"attitudes of workers" towards a variety of issues, including psychological~-profiling
types of questions as woll as "opinion noll" approach as a kind of "cover", To help

(continued on the next NAEGseessss)
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collect information for this study, Horkheimeor announced, the Frankfurt Institute

had nccepted the kind offer of Albert Thomas, the director of the capitalist~contrciled
International Labor Organizaticn, to establish a branch office of the Imstitute

in Geneva, with the close supervision and collaboration with the I.L.0, itself,

Thus, at the brink of the capitalist crisis, the Frankfurt Institute completed its
flight away from even the semblance of Marxist or worlingelass politics, and linked
itsclf directly with the international Sccial-Fascist machine, zhich the Rockefeller
faction, above all otjers, is to make its particular stomping-ground.

The next year, Horkheimer suspended the old publication of the Institute and
founded a new one, the "Zuitschrift fur Sozialfcrschung" (nublication for social
research). The first issue cf this publication, in 1932, contained articles by the

- whole collection of ideologists of social-fascism, many of which were to attein
further prominence in decades beyond this time. Horkheimexhimself, ZIrich Fromm,
Karl Landauer, director of the Franifurt Psychenalytic Institute, Kerl Korsch
{(#ho had by this time totally rencunced his previous Left-Communist pelitics,
ahich were similar in some respocts to early Lukacs) Wilhelm Reich, and none cther
than thet breinwashing bastard Eurt Lewin. Lewin is to lurk around the edges of
the Frankfurt Institute, and similar, later-to-be exiled. groups of sccial-fascisti
bureaucratic cadres, sho, often merely because of their Jowish ancestry, Fould be

welcome in Nazi Germony or fustria, However, otherwise, their politics and the
Nazis had more in commen than in antagonism. In 1939, Kurt Lewin and Karl Kersch
together collaborate on a study of fi=ld theory, together sritjng an article called
"Mathematical Constructs in Psychology and Sociolcgy" for tho "Journal of Unified
Sciences", vol. 9, which, from the title alone suggests possible usage in terms of
nsychologicel aarfare and bhainweshing, the modus operandi of the modern bureaucracy
throughout the world today.

Undoubtedly Lewin, as expressed in his collaboraticm with Korsch and cther
members of the Frenkfurt Institute on tupics such as these, was used by the Rockefellor
cabal as early as this to "psych out" the goneral mass as well as specific leadership
of the workingeclass, to lay the theoretical foundations for the methodology of
Social-Fascist counter—insurgency for the entire historical period as .ell as
nrovide, through intelligence gathercd from individuals such as Karl Korsch, who wos
intimately familiar with certain Comintern functiuns and functicnaries, gpecific
points of wealmess for immedizte attack, or elsc long-range undermining.

When Hitler comes to power in 1933, the Institutc loses the great part of their
collection of bocks ond nepors but it {inds a new home for itself, eventually
ending up in the United States, connccting up through its I.1..0, oponsors . with
with "left" and "liberal" int.lligentsia around Columbia University. A couple of the
Ingtitute's members choose not to setile in Anerica. Borkenau settles in London,
oml after one last venture with the Institute as part of the Institutes "Studics on
futh ority and the Femily" in 1936, this embittersd ex-Coumintern functionary drops
cut, However, as Martin Jay soys, "Despite tho Institute's Marxist image, at no
time was the thought of going eastward to Stalin's Russia seriously ontertained....
The only serious nossibility left was America."

Following the trensfer to America, the last noninal vestiges of "Marxism"
are rapidly dronsed by the Institute, and under Horkheimer's specific direction,
the Institute bogins to put together its own unigue contribution to the pclitics
of the historical period as the most advanced expression cf the class idcology of
the modern buremucracy. This ideology is called at first "Critical Theory".

As Mortin Joy points cut in the chapter in his bock on "The Genesis of
Critical Theory", following 1934, Horkheimer begins to express an admiration for
Nictzsche. Horkheiner probes the irrationalist ond nihilist roots of fascist
ideclcgy, the netty-bourgeoisie's elitist "will to poser®, complaining that the
Nazis have "domesticated" (!) Nietzsche for pogular consumption, Horkheimer is
searching for the componsnts cf a new, even nore advanced and elitist world-outlook
for his om class, the nddern bureaucracy. As Martin Jay describes it 3

"hat he (Horlheiner) velued nost in Nietzsche's work was its uncomnproii-
isingly critical quality.... Horkheimer was also inpressed by Nietzsche's
critique of the nesochistic quality of traditicnal Western norality. He had
been the first to note, Horkheiner approvingly commented, hou nigery could be
transforned into s a social norm, as in the case of asceticisn, eand how that
norrt had pernsated wWestern culture through the 1slave norality? of Christian
ethics, When it came to the more questionable aspects of Nietzshe's thought,
Horkheimer tended to mitigate their inadequacies. The naive glorification of
the "supermon" he expluined away by celling it the »nrice of isolaticn.

(continued on the next prgeeesesss)
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Nietzsche's hostility to the gool of a classless society he coxecused on the
grounds that its only champions in Nietzsche's day were the Social Democrats,
whose mentality was as pedestrian and uninspired as Nietzsche had clainmed.
In fact, Horkheimer argued, Nietzsche had becn perceptive in refusing to
ronanticize the working classes, who were even in his time beginning to be
diverted from their revolutionary role by the developin; moss culture.”

- _ As these thenes becane more pronounced, the Frankfurt Institutel’s members tock
up attacks against the most important revolutionary conceysts of Marxism, even turning
to pre-Marxist utopians for inspiration:

"The new conception of labor (of Marx) amounts to the exnloitation of
nature (sic) shich with naive complacency is contrasted sith the expluitation
of the proletariat., Compared with this positivistic concecption, Fourier's
fantasies, «hich have so often been ridiculed, prove to be surprisingly scund."

Theodor Adorno, ancther major sceial-fascist theorist connected with tho Franlfurt
Institute, is to further devslope this onuosition to Marx!'s concept of inbor, which
is nothing less thon an indirect attack on the concept of expanded renroductiun, and
thus, in cetual content, a polemic in favor of Zero Growth ! Mortin Jay relates this
further in referring to a conversaticn that he had #cth Aderno in 1969 in which
Adorno attacked Marx for allegedly wanting to turn the shole world into a “"giant
workhouse". The Frankfurt Institute's allegations that Marxism "fetishizes" the
workdngelass, labor, and everything else of positive wolue in hwaanity's history
is the bureancracy's impctent cry of fenr ond pain in the face of the truly imuiense
world—-shalting crpabilities of the internctional proletariat, the real revelutionary
class in history, besides which the burcaucracy's, petty-bourgecisie's, ond even
mony-numbered pecsantry's wildest dclusicns of "historical mission" appear puny by
conparison., On the eve of the Age of the Atom, whon vast resources of energy will
cone into the use of all of humanity for the first tiue, the pitiful whining about
the "expldtation of nature" will not deter us one instant from remalkdng the world,
including curselves.

, Im fact, Zero Growth is the comion progran of both the burcaucracy and the
bourgeoisie, a coirxn point of struggle against sn international sorkingclass «hose
creativity threatens to swoep over the petty powers—that-be in both the advanced and
the colonial sector, tq engulf bourgeois property-titlegs and bureaucraticlprocedures
with the proletarian‘'Project. The nost advanced Zero Growth eccnunies in wdstence
today are not the bourgeois-capitalist ruled nations of western Burope and North
Anerica but the burcaucrat-capitalist ruled areas of central and eastern Zurope,
including the formerly-socialist Soviet Union.

Class War agrees sith the Labor Committees abiut the hideous nature of Zero
Groiwth, ond the question of Socialist &xpanded Reproduction as being central to the
progran of the newborn oroletarian state power. However, Class War holds that it is
the class struggle itsclf that is the dynanic of world history, even more so than the
lesr or laws of expanded reproduction. Contrary to popular belief, including within
the Lobor Cormittees itself, thers was +ithin the Commmist International in the
Third Period, not only sone real understanding of the question of Social~Fascisn,

(the tern itself sas first used by the Comintern in the Third Period) but also of

the concept of expanded reproduction. This is expressed in R. Palue Dutt's extremely
valuable work, "Fascism and Social Revolution", 1934, commissioned by the Commnist
International befcre the Popular Front retreats and far superior to anything produced
by the wretched Dimitrov and hip imitotors. The central theme of the book is the
confrontation brtween Sociclism, es the liberatory productive powers of the working
class, guided by Marxist scicnce, and Fascisn, as the deliberate destruction of the
productive forces, including the working class itself, under conditions of depression
and world capitalist crisis, Likewise, even the later-rightist Bukharin, during his
Left-Compunist phase in 1919-1920, wrote a book called "Econcuics of the Transformation
Period", wvhich Linin wrote some very interesting comments about, mony of them in praise,
In Chapter Three of this book, "Collapsc of the Capitalist System", Bukharin puts

forth an anclysis of capitalist crisis very similar to that presented by the Lobor
Comnittees tendency since the beginning of the lost decade. Bukharin uses the terms
"gifpld . reproduction®, Y"extended reproductinn’, and "extended negative reproduction',
The last term represants the capitalist crisis, the process, not simply of no growth,
but of backward Ydevelopement", of the massive destruction of the productive forces,
the holocaust of destruction that lics at the end of the tightening spiral of anarchic
capitalist relations——and the copitalist state, bourgeois or bureaucratic, is no less
anarchist than any individual pirate or gang of capitalist freebootersl

(continued on the next pageiceecses )
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Social-fascism, as it relates to fascism (Hitler, Mussolini, etc) is both
understood in one sense and very misunderstood in onother sense by the analysis
developed by the Communist Internationsl in the Third Period (1928-1934). whereas the
Third Period Comintern is generally correct in determining the intercomnections
between the Social Demccracy and the counter-revolutimary process in' this period,
they fail te locate the actual class basis of the phencnencn of Social-Fascism,
nemzly the cmergence of the burecucracy, cnd its essential superiority over the
petty-bourgeois based Hitler and Mussolini novementis. Although it is true that, for
a period of mcre than a decade, social-fascism is eclipsed by "nure" fascism and
Naziism, actually it is social-fascism which emerges victorious at the ¢nd of the

\/ seccnd imperielist world war, through the particular bencvolence and guidance of
the Rockefellor-inglo-Americen imperialists. This, in a semse, it is not sccial-fascism
which precedes fascism-Naziism as a less brutal junior partner, but rather fascism
ond Naziism which prove, in the long run, tec be the cruder junior partncrs, incomplete,
and with certain basic flaws connected with its cometimes exnlicit anti—hureaucratism,
to social-fascism.

fhat the Frankfurt Institute expresses, which becones clwarer and clearer in the
ideological complexion of its membors as wo enter the new historical period of
generel crisis, is not only the bureaucracy's need for forms, for structures, but clso
the need for a fundamental world-outlook, an alternative to both the proletaricn
and bourgeois world-outlooks, which the bureaucracy would not accept for entirely
different reasons. As Martin Joy points out again and again, in creating their
"Critical Theory", Marcuse, like Horkheimer, sa« the necessity to go back befors
Harx and Marxism, to poke ercund in pre-capitalist ideological rubbish to find the
bits end pieces from which to fashicn their “Critical Theory".

s Marcuse, rejecting the "positivism" of Marxism, especially the concept of

[ political program per se, looks to his early guru Heidegger, with whom he personally

' studied in Freiburg University betwcen 1923 and 1932, who is of course mublicly
identified with the Nazis. Marcuse graises Heidegzer's contemporary Mmasterpsice
"Being and Time" os '"the noment at which bourgeois philosophy dissclves itself from
within end opens the way to a new 'concrete'! science." Marcuse sces Heidegger, rather
then Marxism, as the genuine continuator of Hegel. Heidegger's concept of "authentic
being" tronslated by Marcusc and the Marcuseites into a baesis of their "quality of
life" and "self-detergination" politics, is also rolated, as Martin Jay puints out,

~| to existentialiem. As Jay expleing, Marcuse himself ngver engaged in the "empirical"

work of the Frankfurt Institute, ﬁarcuse is the "theoretician" of'the Institute during
the period up until World War IT, where he rcveals his further talents as an agent
for the Office of Strategic Services (0SS), forerunner of the CIA.

Another e&tremely important element in tho developement of "Critical Theory"
was the integration of psychoonalysis as Jay calls it; this clement has the most
crucial immedinte importence in terms of the later capacities of the Frankfurters
in the developement of the basis for psychological-iwarfare in general, behavious
modification (brainwashing) in particular, Behaviourism is on essentially bureaucratic
contritution to capitalist ideology—it is explicitly anti-bourgeois, anti-individualist
and collectivist, and is a world-wide trademerk of the modern bureaucracy.
Behaviourism, whether based on Pavlov in the Soviet Union or Rees and Sldnner in the
United States and westorn Burope, is psychological mathodology of Secicl-Fascism.

the

The Frankfurt Institute, more then any other single force, Joy claims in his

book, was responsible for endeavouring to "merge the contributions of Marx snd Freud",
'\/ a project which is today “oll the rage® in the Counter-Culture and the New L?ft.

Of coruse, #hat they meent by this is the absolute cppositc of the contributions

made by Lyn Marcus in his "Beyond Psychoanalysis! (which as somebody correctly

pointed out should not be called "the new psychoannlysis"). The Frankfurt and N?w Left

approoriation of this project, shich is actually only one small part of developing

Marxism according to all the post-Marx developements in human science end culture as

a whole. The introduction for the need for this project, as the socinl-fascists

understood it, was suggested by the leading Belgian socinl-fascist theoretician

Henrik De Man, who later on actually juined the Hitlerite foskist movement-—a

nflirtation with fascism® is the way Joy describes it ! During the early thirtios

or late twenties, Henrik De Man was actually a member of the Fraonldurt Institute.

In 1927, before joining the Institute, De Man had wkitten a bock entitled "On tho

Psychology of Marxism", in which, under the cover of struggling ageinst "econcmic

detormininm’, like the Austro-Marxists, he introduced "quality of life" politics,

apecifically orienting his snalysis to psychological questions. In 1928, Horkhsimer

himgelf decided to undergo msychoanalysis, sclecting as his psychistrist Karl Londcuer,

who had been a student of Freud.
{(continued on the next DPagCiseseess )
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On the basis of this initial contact, Londaner was persuaded to cstablish the
"Frankfurt Psychoanalytic Ingtitute" affiliated to both the Frenkfurt Institute
and the Southwest Geruon Psychoanalytic Study Group shich had been created around
Heicleburg cduring this sume period before Hitler took power. This institute became
Erich Fromm's mpin base of operations, and Fromm later on served as lialson betwsen
the wmould-be "Freudicn" and "Marxist® wings of the New Left.

Inportantly, in terns of Fromm's own theoretical developemont and its influence /
on the Frankfort Institute, Jay relates to the question of Metriarchy. This is
particulorly of interest tc us in that the Tavistock Institute, the more-developed
England-based version of the Fronkfurt School, picks up later at the precise point
where the Frankfurters leave off. The Frankfurters help uncover a certoin reality,

but it is Tavistock, with its unique opportunities in terms of selection of officers
for the British military, not to speak of Tavistock's greater financial resources, - -
which foshions this understanding into a weapon against the wrkingclass.

Studying Lewis Morgan, Johann Jacob Bachofen, cnd cthers on the quostion of the
origins of tho family, Fromm, echoed by a host of present-doy feuminist~fascist
countergangs, comes to the conclusion that matriarchy is the wost "natural" ond : /
free forn of society. Like the St. Simon follosers of clmost a cantury before,
as well as Ludwig Feuerbacli's "mether problems® vhich Marcus has brillimntly
exanined in terms of thoir general imolicutions to philosophy, both rightist and
leftist intellectual circles in the 1920's and thirties devcloped a strong intercst
in matriarchal societies and the quest for the "Mystic Mother'. As Jgy points out,
"ontimodernist critics of bourgeois socicty on the right, such as Alfred Buumler
and Ludidg Klages, were atiracted to it (motriarchy) for its romantic, naturalistic,
anti-intellectual impliccotions." Then, rcforring to the source of the ajpeal of
matriarchy to the Left, Joy points out almost identical content as the appocl to the
right—"Matricrchal society stressed humcon solidarity ond happiness. Its doninant
values were love and compassion.”

Fromm argued, in reviasws of Bachofen's writings, and in reviews of the works
of Malinowski ("Sex and Repression in Savage Society" ,1927) and Robert Briffault
("The Hothers: A Study of the Origins of Sentiments",1927), that maternal love was
"unconditional® and "less resnonsive to social pressures" than paternal love. Fromm
also orgued that Protestantism had increased the role and rulo of the father ancl 0,
patriarchal institutions generally, and that socinlism had to'preserve the promise
of the return of the security of ﬁ‘ledieval Catholicism with its ,womb—-lilc% church and
cult of the Virgin Mother", (Thesd are Fromm's actual/%ords !) Fromm attacked Freud,
beginning in an articl: in the Institute's official organ in 1935, as the "prisoner
of bourgeois morality and patriarchal values". As superior alternatives to Froud,
Fromm looked to Georg Groddeck and Sandor Ferenczi. These two stressed what thoy
believed to He a more "egalitarian" rolationship betwoeen patient and analyst, more
"motherly and loving" then what Fromm alleged #as Freud's "patriarchal authoritarian—
ism"———this, en enticipation of Tavistock's "leaderless group" orinciples of control.
As Jay says, "Fromm and his #ife also remained friends with Groddeck, despite :
Groddeck!s political naivite--at one time he hoped to get Hitler, shose anti-semitism
he doubted, to sponsor some of his work,..." However in 1939, Fromm brolke comnletely
from the Fronkfurt Institute, two years later publishing his "&scape From Frcado?“ ’
which was part of the general "anti-faseist" and Democratist wropaganda that mobil-
ized the Aamerican pomulation, including the not ontirely willing workingclass
majority, for the "democratic participation" in World War II, In later years,
Fromm, publicly associated with the Norman Thomas variety of cnti-coiwmunism, /
completes his devolution with o new-found intercst in Zen Buddhism...the dog \-

returns to his wvemit.

Houever, desnitz the departure of Fromm, the Frankfurt Institute is tc further
develone many of its notions in terms of its various Ustudies" on the theme of o
"autherity amd the Fanily". Walter Benjamin takes up studies in matriarchal societies,
In the 1940's Adorno tnkes up a nolemic ageinst Froum for his attacks uaon Freoud,
but, as Jay points out, this would-be defense of Froud against "revisicnists" has
reasons other than eny genuinely humanist concern—-"It was no accidant that
increased pessimism ebout the possibility of revolution went hend in hand with an
intensified approciation of Freud'!s relevonce," It is Marcuse especially who sets
cut, in "Eros and Civilizotion" and other writings in the 1950!'s Yo "rescus!" the
nrevclutionary Freud". vhat Marcuse finds specially impcrtant im Freudls 1:—9.ter
intersst in Thanatos, the "death principle", shich Marcusc saw as a "yearning f‘or
the tranquility of inorganic noture." Marcuse sces this "instinct" as “surprls:f.ngly
similar to the life instinct: both sought gratification and the end of desive itself."
Furthermore Marcuse actually declares the need to merge &ros and Thenatos through
a "brealkdoin of the sexual tyranny of the genitals" and a return to the
polymorphous perversity" of childhood. {Sait-eating, anyone ??) Marcuse says

(continuzd on tho next PagEesecsss )
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+ that only if the entirc body were "re-sroticized" could alisnated labor, which he
. argues is "grounded in the nongenital areas of the body", be overcome. what would
| result from this "liberatory" process Marcuso cpenly calls the "nacification of
\, existence" (Tho term appzars in Harcuse's "One Dimcnsional Man"). Marcuse is hore

laying the thcoretical foundaticns for tho New Left and the Counter-Culture of the
last decade and this one, tho controlled environment by which the CIA and allied
aBoncios under the diroctionof thg Rockefoller family scught to murder the minds
of an entire generation.

‘ Another leading 0SS-CIA agent, Norman O, Brown(shirt), is to further develope

the historical framework for the "quality of life" ideolegy in his book wiftten in
1959, "Life Against Death" s Which weaves together all the slaments of the "youth
culture" of the sixtics, messianic-apocalyptic religion, anarcho-syndicalist
"libertarian socialism", bisexual and homosexual "polymorphous perversity™
with a particular emphasis cn anality (Part Five of the bock is called "Studies in
Mality-~The Excremental Vision"), Here, Frumm onicgus Marcuse, erguing that
genital soxuality is an expression of democratic, even revoluticmary social volues,
and opposing what he belicves is the "nihiligm" implicit in Marcuse's advocacy of
perversity ns "liberating'. As Jay relates, "Marcusc accepted Fromm's charge that
ho was a nihilist, arguing that the nihilism of the 'Great Refusal' was the anly
true humanism allowed in the prescnt world." Allowed, yes, allowed by the Rockeftcllers,
like the "humanism" of Corliss Lamont, president of the "American Humanist Association
#ho zave o "humonist of the year" award to brainwasher-criminal B,F, Skinner. But,
the differences betwesn Fromm ond Marcuse are resolved cn one basic point. As Joy
relates: ",..despite both men's insistence that their positions were miles ajart,

{'they seemed to converge on at least the one question of the strength and

\, durability of an instinct to die." Indeed !!

The real differonces betwean Fromm ond Marcuse are based on their actual class
allegiances. Fromm is unable to male the full transition from the essentially
petty-bourgeois Democratism of the traditicnal reformists in the labor movement

.- into the fully-developed burecsucratic-based Social-Fascis: of today. During the war,

J Fromm is content to polemicize against the "escepe frem freedom" which he gees

{/ expressed equally in Nazi Germany and the Soviet Uniom. Marcuge, on the otherlhand,
joins the 0SS, giving full expregsion to the "™ihilicg" shich Fromm accused him of.

! As a major theoretician of "sociﬁlist humanism", alongside Telos tiagazine, qua
Dunayevskaya, C.L.R. James, and similar anti-commmist Wleftists", Fromm is simply

;- allowed his place on a certain pedestal of capitalist-nurtured "Marxism". As an

. activist "in tho field", Marcuse actually only begins his carcer as 0SS agent in
#orld War II. Mércuse gives ideclogical "focus" to the otherwise comjletely
infantile gibberish of which the majoroty of "New Left leaders" werc capn?le-of,
even in their most "inspired" programmed state. Furthermore, he has the distinction
of being the nersonal guru to Angela Davis during her stgy at the Sorbonne in Paris.
In a letter to Angela Bavis, published in the February 1971 Ramparts (CIA),

Marcuse writes :

"People ask ums again and again how you, a highly intelligent Sunsipive
young woman, an excellent student and teacher, how you became inyolvcd in the
violent events at San Rafacle.w.you felt that the philosophical idoa, unless
it was a 1ie, must be translated into reality: that it contained a moral
imperative to leave the classroom, the campus, and to go to help the others,
your cmm people to shom y.ou still belong—inspite of (or perhaps because of)
your success within the white Establishmont."

Yes, indeed ! Because of her "success with the white Bstablishment”, because

of her usefulness as a counter-orgenizer, as the leader of a CILA-controlled

"third world nationalist" facticn inside the CPUSA, iAngela Davis did indeed return
to "her omn people" armed, not with the pitiful Browderism or Fostgrism of the
"old left" CPUBA, but #ith the advanced Social-Fascist "New Left" ideology of her
Sorbonne philosophy profossor, 0SS-CIA agent Herbert Marcuse,

THE BURSAUCRACY AGATNST “AUTHORITY"

Although it is fairly well lmown that Marcuse and other leading'figures_in the !
Frankfurt Institute worked for the 08S and similar intelligence. services during the
War, it is leas understood that their "anti-fascist" Social-Fascism was ?ork?d out
well beforo its practice on behalf of victorious Anglo-American Imperialism in the

defeated German and Italian nations.

(continued on the next page.e-eeees )
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Along the lines of further "studies" of the "problems" of authority, the family,
"mass cultura", ote.,, the Frankfurt Institute made its snecific contribution to the
"great anti-fascist struggle" by vreparing the broad outlines for the psychclogical
profiling cf the German population, especially the worldngelass, ‘for the ultimate
postwar purncses of establishing an even more efficient slave-~labor apparatus than
that erected under tho Third Reich. Most of the studies on "authoritarianism" in the
German ponulaticn done by the Frankfurt Institute had immediate military relevance
and usefulness, to plan, for cxample the mass terror-bombings, such as the infamous
fire-storm bombings of Dresden which killed 300,000 peonle $n less then 24 hourse.
However, the Frankfurt Institute's polemics against "auwthoritarianism® have, to this
day, an even more sinister counter-revolutionary pursose than the above.

The Frankfurt Institute's "anti-authoritarisnism" is in no way related to the
purely petty-bourgeois anarchism and individbalisn which sometimes makes sinilar
sounding noises. The Frankfurters are against the traditional bourgeoig~capitalist
hierarchy, and the values which flow from it, which the Frankfurters, as ideological
vanguard for the burcancracy, soe am unequal to the tasks nrescnted by the new
historical period of crisis, the new class war of an awakening international
#orktingelass—-and thoy are right ! The bourgsoisic alene cannot maintain capitalism
in this pariod, the Ysocial pact" that ostablishes peace betsuon bourgecisic and
proletariat cannot be maintained for long anyhore, the bureaucracy as the new class ,
on the historical scone, must assune more and more of tho functions of state DOTICT,
of the creation and deployment of higher and higher "qualities" of organized forcc
and vioclsnce upon an incrcasingly restive and angry humanity,

The buresucracy upholds its collzctivism, its sulf-discijlined cohosivenoss
and combativity, relative to the dinosaurs of the Bourgeois Ropublic., The superiority
of the bur:zaucracy, as a nolitical clags canable of gras.ling with the rising
revolutionary osroletariat, first expressed only at the "theorctical levol, in the
ability of the burcaucracy, threugh social-fascism of the Frenkfurt Instithte
variety in particular, to producc a relatively passable false conscicusness, scon
becomes apparent at more and more “practical' levels of the class war, in more and
lore arcas of the state machinory of capitalist rule. The sccond imperialist world
#ar gives the medern bureaucracy the most unique opportunity that could have boen
offered to it, tc integrate itself «ith the most spccialized and heavily-ormed
sections of a bourgeois-capitalist military machine (the takcover of the British
military by the Tavistock Social-Fgscist bureaucrats, dgcusonted by the Labor Committees
in the "Tavistock GrinYprticles,) rf& : { 7 :

H

In opposing "authoritarianism", the social-fascists are alsc declaring their
superiority to Hitler and Musscolini fascism. These petity-bourgoois hocdlums were
against sciencd, against toechnology, declare the burcaucracy, they are dangercusly
psychologically unstable shich makes them dangerous to capitalism!s stability,
whereas we the nodern bureaucracy have learned from the mistakes of the past and
we arc prepared to develone a nore efficiont method of sceial control—self~pelicing,
not "taling crders", co-participation not forced labor, "Spare the red, use
behaviour mod" as a teachers! magazine said recantly,

The rule that the bureaucracy now plans to establish, under the direct guidance
of those "vonguard" bourgeois counter-revolutionarics, the Rockefzllers, is to be
far sorse than any "authoritarianisn' that they have ever put under theiir scrutiny,
They attack "authoritirianism", bourgeois~capitalist forms of class rule and social
control, not becausc of their reactionary anti-workingclass historical role, but
because the burecaucracy claims that the bourgecisie has not fulfilled that role,
that the bourgeoisie. today con only be reacticnary, whon what is neuded is not
reacticn, declare the bure=ucracy, btut counter-revolution.

The main initial purpose of the Fronkfurt Institute's studies being fulfilled |\
by the early fiftied, with the lmportation by the fwerican occunation officials of
a hand~picked Social Democratic party and trade wmion leadership for the Gernan /
workingelass in West Germany, Jay relates how the various Frankfurters were -
involved with the Anglo-fmerican intelligence services during this period:

"Govermnent concultation was also a means of supvlementing income while doing
" .xe useful work. Neunann was the first to go to Washington to aid in the war
effort., In 1942 he joined the Bureau of EBconomic Warfare as its chief coneultant
and then, socn after, the 0SS, as the deputy chief of the Research and fnalysis
Branch Central Buropeon section,,..Other Institute members spont a considerable
part of their time in Washington during the war. Kirchheiwer clso joinsd the
055, os did Marcuse after completing "Reason and Revolution", his last extensive

(continued on the next puge.......; )
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publication for mgre thun a decade. Hers (in the 0SS) they were members of a
remarkeble community of intellectuals, which included such distinguished
schelars as Hajo Holborn, Norman 0. Bromn, Carl Schorske, H. Stuart Hughes,
Leonard Krieger, Crane Brinton, and Franklin Ford, Marcise had sorved briefly
with the Office of War Information before Joining the 0SS. The OWI was algo

the focus of Lowenthal's governnmental work after 1943, Pollock was an occasional
consultant to the Dept. of Justive's antitrust divisiocn znd to the Board

of EBconemic Warfere.,,"

Of course, as this "useful worik" began, so the financial difficulties of the
Frankfurt Ingtitute and its members ended, The "rsmarkable community of intellectuals®
in the 0SS, OWI, etc. sere to discover in their work w#ith the budding fnglo-imerican
fascist conspiracy the "activisth application of their initial social~fascist
"studies" for the Internaticnal Laber Orgonization and the German Socinl Democracy
before that. In effect, the Fremkfurt Institute ond its members were givenm a
Reesian Mission.

Initially, in the early years of the 1940's, wWittfogel, who was himself directly
funded by the Rockefeller Foundation znd the Institute of Pacific Relations 5 w08
probably an important contact between the Fronldfurt Schorl and the highest capitalist
circles. In October, 1943, the Frankfurt Institute was set on o pernanent grent from
both the American Jewish Committee and the Jewish Labor Committee, buth of these
Rockefeller-contr-lled "liberal ccuntergangs used extensively in "ethnic volarization®
counter-insurgency.,

The connection with the 0SS and the O#I was vital to the return of the Frankfurt
Institute to West Germany just a couple of years after the end of tho war, After
Picking up what Martin Jay calls "American technique", the social-fascist Frankfurters
still integrally linked with the inglo-Americzn intelligence services, is returncd
under the direct sponsorship, and later even »ersonal funding, of none other than
the High Commissioner of the American Occupution in Germany, John J, McCloy himself.

McCloy wmas the head of the Anerican militory government in the US—~occupiod \
section of Germany, and thus helpéd to administer the glave labor gand_zero groith -
polices which placed German workers under WOrse over conditions, lower daily
caloric intoke, ete. than they had suffered wnder Hitler. As Peter Cuskiels article,
"The Shaping of the Anglo~Americen SS by War" in the Moy 1974 Conppigner details,
licCloy was not only e key operative on the 085 payroll, but was specifically associnted
with the Rockefeller-directad "young turks" in the intelligence establishment, which
had the most long-range and consj iratorial plans for the intelligence apparatus
and the police and military machinery as well, for use long beyond the formal end of
hogtilities with the Axis DOAOISensss

As Jay rslates in the Epilogue to his book, Horkheimer was the first to return,
followed, in 1950, by the Institute itsslf:

"The eagerness of Frankfurt officials to regain some of the city!s
pre—Nazl intellectual eminence by enticing the Institute back wag considerable,
And ultimately their efforts sroved successful, #ith the enccuragement of
Anericon occupaticn officials, including High Comzissioner John J. McCloy,
the cify was able to make on offer that Hortheimer found imnossible to rejoct,.n

4s Jay goes un to relate, many of the manhers of the Ingtitute, especially
Horkheimer as director, although happy te return to Germeny, werc mhap,-;:{ about
severing their ties with the United States, But Rockefeller and his buddies solved

that little problem:

"+ s Horkheimer agreed to remain in Germany only after being assured that
he could retain his naturalized citizenship, Through specinl legislation
spensored by McCloy and signed into law by President Truman in July, 1952,
he was granted a continuation of his Anericon citizenship despite his return

to the country of his origin."

Some of the Institute members declined to retum to Gernany, ard instead
severed their connections and opeded up new ones, but usually asscciated with similar
"liberal" anti~comrunist circles. Lowenthal quit the Institute, accepting in 1949 a
position as director of the "research division" of the Voioe of Anmerica (CIA).
Marcuse also, as Jay relates, "chose to romain with the State Department wntil 1950,
when he returned to Columbia as 2 lecturer in sociology and scnior fellow at the
Russion Institute"(CIA) In 1954, Marcuse switched to the "History of Ideas" program

(continued on the next DAEC.eseares )
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at Brandeis, shere he remained in academic "mothballs" for eleven years, until in

1965, the Rockefeller-CIA forces re-activated him, sending him to the University of
California ot San Diego, to dzvelope tho psycholcgical profile of the U.S, student |
radical and liberal lgyers, to lay the basis for the launching of the New Left and /
the Counter-Culture as the tiwin controlled environments to contain and destroy any /
student or other potty-bourgecis layers that might wove in a #orltingelass direction,

As Joy relates, the Institute wag recpened in West Germany prinarily with
236,000 marks from the "McCloy Funds", a boag-man operatian for the Rockefellgrs,

*

~

Hozever, whother they werc returncd to Germany or remained in the United States,
the eminent social-~fascist acholars of the Frankfurt Institute 2loyed a key role in
develoaing the Jsychologicol profiles on the Sovict and eastern Suropean leadership,
&8s w2ll as gctual of notentinl pelitical leadershins enengst the warkingelass in the
rest of Surcme, The Rockefellers mumned them for every shred of infermation that they
could use to comiile the most accurate psycholcgical profiles of the Soviat bloc as

a whcle,

In fact their interests in such areas provoked the investigations of the
McCarthyite witch~hunt ot varicus tinmes, One Frankfurt Institute eninent, Wittfogel,
broke down before the Jrossure and offered to aid in the witch-hunt. He thus became
despised by his colleagues, nct because thy were in any way uphalders of the rights
of communists, but because ag part of the bursaucracy, they suffered under the
petty-bourgecis based hysteria cf the McCarthy veriod, which was itseld nourished by
a certain rsactionary anti-burecaucratisn which imagined that every governnent
bureaucrat, especially intellectuals, was either a socialist "pinko" or a commmist
"red", With the opening of the decade of the sixties, and the decision by the
Rockefeller-CTA forces to rely on the Tavistock counter~insurgency methods of
class warfare against workers in every ccuntry, the social-fascists of the Fronkfurt
Institute and their ideclogical spamm thro.ghout North Americaa and western durope,
and even scme arcas of eastorn Zuropem sherc they havo been venetrating in behalf
of "polycentrism" and "logal control", have come into their omm.,

The entire "New Left® » from the Berkeley "Free Speech Movement" to the V"dissident
intollectuals® in Tugoslavia, whose, writ ngs appear alangside Marc se's in Tolog

pagazine, the CIA's omn philosapherss counter-gang, was pnd is a creation plitho
U.S. Central Intelligenge Agency (CEA) and its assocciated thugs and Eriminnls

throughout ‘the world,

In the next issue of Clegs War (issue no. 6) we shall continue this narration

of the develojement of Social-Fascism from the Social~Democracy tc the Hew Left,
hous the counter-revolution was denloyed through the decade of the sixtias,

and hat new arograms, strategies, and tactics the new intemational revolutionary
Aovement wust develupe in the strugple against the bourgeoisie and the
bureaucracy everywhere,

ot gt e et

The follozing material wos used as pources of information for this §rticle B
is widely referred to in the article, or else is of particular use in _
further wnderstanding: and fighting against the phenomena deseribed herein:

"The Dialectical Imaginetion, A History of the Frankfurt School and the
Institute of Social Research, 1923-1950" by Martin Jay, 1973
sublished by Little, Broin and Company. _

"The Tavistock Grin", published as four major articles in the April and
Hay issues of the i (both available for $2.00 from the N.C,L.C.
P.0. Box 1972, GPO, Neir York, N.Y. 10001) This is o must for a basic
understanding of any apsect of modern politics in the vorld today,

"Fascism and Social Revolution » A Study of the &conomics cnd Politics of the

Extreme Stages of Canitalism in Decay" by R. Polme Dutt, 1934
published by International Publishers, out of nrint unfertunately.

"The Left—Wing Intellectuals Between The Wars, 1919-1939" Published as issue
no. 2 of the "Journal of Contemporary History" edited by Wakter Latueur
ond George L. losse, useful for background on Social Demcersacy.

" Life fgainst Death, the Psychoanalytical Meaning of History" by Norman 0,
Bro.n, published 1959, a CIA Psywar Primer for thc New Left and the
Counter—Culture in the 1960's and ''0'sg,




PROLEZTARIAT AGAINST BURSAUCRACY

CHINAC.

(This stetement is taken from "whither China?" s the 1968 Mamifesto of Sheng Wu~Lien,
the Ultra-Left Red Guards mass orgonization in Hunan, wshich was reprinted in
Class War, issuc no. 3.) : : :

of the bureaucrats who, before the revoluticn, had said: "Without us s Productim
would collapse, and the society would fall into o state of hopeless confusion',

As a matter of fact, without the bureaucrats snd bursaucratic organs, product-
ivity w#as greatly liberated, After the Ministry of the Coal Industry fell, production
of coal went on os usual. All departments of the provincial Party committees fell,
but the various branches of their work went on as ugual,” Moreover, the working class
#ere greatly liberated in their onthudiasm and initiative fer aroduction, Th=
nonagement of industrial plants by the norkers themselves after Jenuary was impressive,
For the first time, the workers had the fecling that 'it is not the state shich
monages us; but we who menage the state'., For tho first tine, the workers folt that
they were producing for themsclves. Their enthusiasn had never been so high, and
their sense of res;yonsibility as masters of the house had never been 50 strong...

«++This was the true content of the class changes in the Jonuary Revolution,
As a matter of fect, in this short periocd some places realized, though not very
thoroughly, the content of the "Peonle!s Cermmne of China", The society found itself
in a statc of "aass dictatorship" similar to that of the Paris Commune. The January
Storm told neople that China would go ahead toward o society which had no bureaucrats,
end that 90 por cent of the senior cadres had already farmed a privileged closs,..

+s+The comrnme of the "Ultra-Left faction" does not conceel its views and

intentions. We publicly declare that our objective of establishing the "People's

Commune of China" cen only be achieved by foreiful overthrow of the bourgoecis
dictatorship end the revisionist system of the Revoluticncry Committec. Let the new
bursaucratic- bourgooisie tronble befare thé truc-socinlist rovilution that shakes
the vorld | o T o)

SOVIETAONIS

(This statemeﬁ‘t is teken from the "Programuatic Proclamation® of the Scviet
Revolutionary Commnists (Bolsheviks), an underground revolutionary worldngcelass
organization in the Soviet Union today. The statenent was published by the Albanians
in the latter half of the sixties, and ‘was also reprinted in one of the predecessors
to Class War, a publication called Copmmist, issue no. 4, Nov.-Doc, 1970,)

"The bourgeois class policy of Soviet bureaucracy has been guite clearly
manifested in the fact that its forst move wns the formal removal of the dictatorshin
of the proleteriat. Of course, this has been done under the pretoxt thot cllegedly
it is no more necessary in the Soviet Unim. And this is happening in the conditions
when half of manlind is still wnder the yoke of capitalism, when even inside the
Soviet Unicn, for that matter, one cannot help seeing the consequences of the morld
class conflicts and the bourgzcis influences. Bureaucrcey op;oscd to the dictatorship
of the proletarist and the Party of the proletariat 'the state of the whole pecHle!
and 'the nparty of the whele peoplel!.,.But they only say that this state and this party
arc led by the 'leaders', that is to say the buresucrats who now represent no more
and working class, ncne except thomr om selves.

t...To upsct’ the bureaucratic sysgem in the USSR it is indispensible to have an
organization of the revolutioneries, it is indispensible to have o bed through shich
to channel the anger of the people andthe neoular struggle. But for this we nood not
make any regecrchss., There stands before us the tested road——tho road of the
re-creation of the proletarian party., Indeed the CPSU has now been traonsformed into
an entirely formal organization, into a screen providing'a democratic asncarance to
the rule of the bureauncrats. It is clear that the new really nroletarian party will
be nothing less than the regenerated Commmnist Party (Bolsheviks) of the Soviet Union.
A1l those who are nrepared to fight against bursaucracy, all those who doarly cherish
the great revolutionary victories of our neosle and the cause of world revolutian,
mst cmbark resolutely and forever on this road...To overthros the opportunists, and
after having set up o revolutionary government to nlece burcancracy between this
government ond the peonle as betioen the hammer and the mmvil——this is the task facing
the Soviet commmiste, It is by no means a question of total liguidation of the
bureaucrats. Not at all. Only those #ho would openly resistthe victory of denccracy
should be mercilessly smashed. "



