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Editorial Statement

We Welcome an Open Debate
While Others Mock and Grimace

We have received the statement
from the Boston Communist Study
Group dated Feb. 5 1994. We are print-
ingitin this issue of the CWV Theoreti-
cal Journal. This statement begins with
alongattack on the Chicago Workers’
Voice Theoretical Journal (referred to
as the CWV Theoretical Supplement).

It opens with the sectarian claim
that the Theoretical Journal is a “com-
peting” journal. If the CWV had the
same premise as the journal the Bos-
ton group is proposing, then we could
see something to the charge “compet-
ing.” But come on comrades, our
Journal and your proposed journal
(to come out in June?) have different
premises and you know it! So please
be honest about it.

Why are our former comrades in
Boston so hot and bothered about the
CWV? The statement of the Boston
group explains that they don’t agree
that the “key factor in the dissolution
of the MLP was ideological diver-
gences”. Therefore, they don’t want
anyone to talk about these divergent
views, let alone criticize them!

But isn’t this, too, a little dishon-
est? Point Number 1 in their list of
objections to CWV states:

“1. It negates the objective fac-
tors, erosion of mass influence, evapo-
ration of the pro-party trend, the fact
thata number of profound theoretical
questions had been raised by history
and could no longer be ignored and
that no one in the party had well
founded answers to them yet, thus
leading to not only different

views but an erosion of
confidence in where we were
going.”

Their statement later lists a series
of topics which they think are worthy
of theoretical investigation. Then it
goes on to give somi of their current
views on imperialism, revolution in
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the dependent countries, socialism,
the role of the working class, the role
of the middle strata, all issues that
wereand are controversialamong ex-
MLP members (not to mention the
rest of the left). So the Boston group
knows what the issues are. We know
of no one who disagrees with the need
for theoretical work on the issues these
comrades raise. However, there are
serious differences on what perspec-
tive this work should have. There are
also disagreements on what conclu-
sions can be drawn from the theoreti-
cal work already done. The BCSG’s
statement indicates that they under-
stand this as well as we do.

But the BCSG doesn’t want any-
one to say this openly and they don't
want any debate (certainly not in print)
on these divergences. They do con-
cede: “Atthis point we feel the proper
place for the discussion that is going
on [which they identify as a debate
over the history of the MLP — we
think the debate is much broader —
ed.]is the E-mail. If someone wants to
publish that, that is their prerogative.

What we are opposed to is printing
the current very partial and subjec-
tive stuff as any kind of theoretical
paper in the journal we are propos-
ing. We do not want to turn our jour-
nal into the center for such a debate
but want it to serve a different pur-
pose.”

Now, comrades haven'’t you just
said that you will not publish the debate
that is currently raging over the is-
sues of imperialism, Marxism-Lenin-
ism, the role of the working class,
assessment of party history and other
issues in your journal? And didn’t
yousay if someone else wants todoit,
that’s their prerogative? So why the
accusation “competing” journal? Isn't
it a tad bit hypocritical to admit that
therearedivergences of viewsbutnot
be willing to state openly what they
are and put that in print? The MLP
had a stand of discussing controver-
sial issues in public: on problems in
the anti-revisionist movement, our
assessments of Soviet history, our
views on the problems facing Marx-
ist-Leninist parties, our views on the

-
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assessment of left political forces such
as the ANC, PLO, FSLN, FMLN, etc.
But when it comes to issues that ex-
isted within the MLP some people
don’t want to face the music.

The Boston Communist Study
Group (BCSG) admits that not only
are there different views inside the
MLP trend but an erosion of confi-
dence.

The letter of 11-1-93 from Boston
states “..we found more questions
than answers. Questions about vari-
ous conclusions of Lenin, and in the
case of the study of changes in the
working class and class structure in
advances capitalist society, even ques-
tions about fundamental premises of
Marxism. And yet there was no quick
route to answers. And so we entered
a period of great ideological uncer-
tainty in which answers will be quite
far off.”

Their letters reveal that they have
greatuncertainty about Leninism. It’s
possible that in their minds they may
separate Leninism from Marxism. But
they also have uncertainty about
Marxism, the role of the working class,
the possibilities of socialism. They
admit that not all comrades have the
same uncertainty — but they want
this discussion, too, declared off lim-
its!

Well, other comrades want to have
this discussion — over the value of
Marxism-Leninism, over the contro-
versial questions of imperialism, the
role of the working class, the revolu-
tion in the dependent countries, etc.
And these comrades want an open
discussion and debate. So can you
fault us for thinking that they might
not find an outlet in the journal pro-
posed by Boston? We thought that
there would be a need for another
journal, so we are publishing it, whether
the Brahmins in Boston approve or
not.

However, we want to make it clear
that the material which the Boston
group is thinking of printing is valu-
able material. It was work started by
the MLP and we have seen the drafts
of most of it. We think finishing it and
publishing it will contribute to mov-
ing forward the current debate.
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Straw Men

The BCSG has charged us with
intellectual dishonesty. They claim that
the CWV “systematically misrepre-
sents the views of others, setting up
straw men to knock down.”

We presume that the Boston
comrades are objecting to the Dec. 13,
1993 statement of the Chicago Branch
on the dissolution of the MLP where
we state:

“What finally became obvious, in
our opinion, was that a number of
party members (particularly some
Central Committee members) had
developed one or more of the follow-
ing views:

— that Lenin’s theory of imperi-
alism no longer applies to the current
world and was, perhaps, flawed iniits
time.

— that a perspective for socialist
revolution is not valid for the devel-
oping countries until socialism is
achieved in all the advanced coun-
tries

— that Leninism, and perhaps
Marxism, are a burden not a tool, and
that we need to start from scratch to
develop class analysis and revolution-
ary theory, and more.”

We printed Jim’s letter (from IB
#77 of Oct. 3, 1992) and Manny’s re-
port to the 4th Congress (reprinted
from IB #80 Feb. 10, 1993) in the first
issue of the CWV Theoretical Journal,
Jan. 25, 1994. These letters confirm
our view that these comrades are
developing views whichquestion not
only Lenin’s theory of imperialism
but the very existence of imperialism.
We will carry more debate material
on this question in the CWV. Addi-
tionally, Joseph's letter of Feb. 10, 1994
which replies to Boston has pointed
out fairly well that the accused are
indeed guilty of questioning not only
Lenin’s theory of imperialism but the
very existence of imperialism. Fur-
thermore the Boston statement mis-
quotes various comrades in a way
that makes their views look some-
what different than they are.

As for the other issues this and
future issues of the CWV will carry
material showing that these issues
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really exist.

Meanwhile, the comrades in Bos-
ton have created a few “straw men”
of their own. They state “the majority
of the former Chicago Branch have a
bone to pick. Attributing the demise
of the MLP to ideological sources has
a specific appeal for the majority of a
local organization that harbors grudges
against the line of the MLP, particu-
larly against the rejection of Chicago’s
views at the 4th Congress.”

Here the comrades in Boston are
referring toa debate which took place
in 1991-92 over the Party’s agitation
on the U.S. War in the Persian Gulf
and other issues.

For better or worse, the debate
over the agitation on the Persian Gulf
war dealt in detail with various for-
mulations. It dealt with whether cer-
tain questions were or were not dealt
with in the agitation and how well. It
dealt with whether or not there was
any general weakness in the Marxist-
Leninist Party’s agitation. The letters
which appeared in the [B on this debate
never characterized thisasafightora
debate over the line of the MLP. Nor
did the resolution on the Persian Gulf
War agitation that was supported by
several comrades in Chicago at the
4th Congress express disagreements
with the line of the MLP.

At the time this debate was going
on it was not characterized by any-
body who participated in the debate
on either side that various Chicago
comrades had a “grudge against the
line of the MLP.” If the comrades in
Boston want to make that assessment
now they can. But they should back it
up with facts and they should not try
to portray is as if their assessment
was a given.

We would like to know why they
now think that the former Chicago
Branchhad a “grudge against theline
of the MLP.”

What's behind the accusations of
the BCSG?

Weare wondering if comrades in
Boston now hold that the views of

Continued on Page 32
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Statement of Boston Communist Stu

Group,

formerly Boston Branch of MLP. (Boston #5, ed.)

We would like to put forward
some further views on the theoretical
work. But first we would like to
comment on the competing proposal
of the former Chicago Branch of the
MLP for a theoretical journal.

The Chicago proposalis based on
the assessment that the key factor in
the dissolution of the MLP was ideo-
logical divergences specifically that
in the face of great difficulties and
enormous theoretical questions “a
number of party members (particu-
larly some Central Committee mem-
bers)” began to develop views that
were either liquidationist and social
democratic or “bordered” on that.
Hence Chicago proposes to publish
with some others a journal whose main
purpose appears to be to develop a
debate with the holders of views they
disagree with and to polemicize against
them. Practically speaking this seems
to mean publishing the IB debate that
occurred before the 4th Congress and
the IB and E-mail debate that occurred
before the 5th Congress and contin-
ues somewhat to date. There is also a
proposal to publish deeper theoreti-
cal articles tacked on to the end of the
Chicago statement, but that is very
secondary to the primary objective of
bringing the holders of certain views
into the light of the public scrutiny
and branding them.

The Chicago proposal would make
a certain sense if indeed liquidation-
ist and social democratic views had
caused the demise of the MLP, and if
indeed the struggle against these al-

leged views had been suppressed and
if indeed the conditions for a nation-
wide activist party had continued to
exist. Then the first step in building
something new would be to exorcise
bourgeois influences that had caused
the crash. But that was not the case.
We object to the Chicago proposal on
3 grounds:

1. It negates the objective factors,
erosion of mass influence, evapora-
tion of the pro-party trend, the fact
thata number of profound theoretical
questions had been raised by history
and could no longer be ignored and
that no one in the party had well
founded answers to them yet, thus
leading to not only different views
but an erosion of confidence in where
we were going.

2. To back up their charges that
the key factor was the emergence of
social democratic and liquidationist
views (or, asJulie says, views border-
ing on that) were the key factor in the
demise of MLP, the Chicago state-
ment systematically misrepresents the
views of others, setting up strawmen
to knock down.

3.While payinga few wordsoflip
service to the question of theoretical
work to solve the vexed questions,
Chicago in fact is avoiding getting
down to work on this. The statement
and the statements of those support-
ing the Chicagoinitiative suchas Tim,
Jake, Mark and Gary show that they
are stuck ina mode of settling serious
questions by sloganeering against
straw men rather than investigating
the questions. We believe that this

Marxist-Leninist Bookstore

1640 S. Bluc Island Chicago, lllinois
Located 2 blks east of Ashland and 1 blk north of 18th St.
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method can only work against an
atmosphere of collaboration in theo-
retical work and stitie any theoretical
thought among those who participate
init.

The method of sloganeering
against straw men lends itself to dis-
regardingreal problems and winning
the imagined holy war with a quick
route of the alleged infidels: yes to
Marxism-Leninism, no to imperial-
ism, yes to socialism. But while there
are a few true believers who want
nothing more than this, the majority
of the former Chicago Branch have a
bone to pick. Attributing the demise
of the MLP to ideological sources has
a specific appeal for the majority of a
local organization that harbors grudges
against the line of the MLP, particu-
larly against the rejection of C - ~ago
views at the 4th Congress. “T  ing”
that we were “right all alonz has a
different meaning in Chicago than
elsewhere including among most of
theircurrentallies. The basis for over-
coming this potentially prickly con-
tradiction lies in an orientation of erect-
ing and knocking down straw men.
Solongas thingsremain at the level of
sloganeering and sophistry against
imaginary targets, differing butallied
schools of thought can reach accom-
modation without having to face up
to the hard facts of their similarities
and differences. Such an approach
makes sense only if one conceives of
theoretical debate as a matter of ex-
corcising impure thoughts rather than
grappling with the very real prob-
lems of the movement and social
development.

The theoretical journal we are
proposing has a different basis. To-
day there are a number of important
theoretical questions to which none
of us has well founded answers.
Whether or how those questions are
answered may have an important effect
onarevolutionary movement arising
inthe future, evenif only in makingits
path somewhat less tortuous. Toward
this end we are working on a theoreti-
cal journal based on investigation. We
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are not against debates or polemics
with others or among ourselves.
However, we think that the debate
over various views can only go for-
ward and contribute something if itis
tied to investigation. We believe that
a theoretical journal based on investi-
gation is the best way to provide the
discipline to get some theoretical work
done and not simply argue at our
present level of knowledge or igno-
rance.

At this point we are continuing
theoretical work locally on two ques-
tions, analysis of the role of profes-
sional/managerial strata and analy-
sis of the service sector. Presently we
are workingonareporton the history
of theoretical views on the profes-
sional/managerial strata and a report
on the history of the struggles of vari-
ous strata of hospital workers since
the 1950’s. People in other areas are
working on reports on the theory of
the labor aristocracy and its connec-
tion to imperialism, Lenin’s views on
state capitalism, and the impact of
NAFTA on farm workers on both sides
of the border.

We invite everyone to take up
work on theoretical questions of in-
terest at whatever level is possible.
Those who would like to submit drafts,
or consult on work they are doing can
contact us at:

Boston Worker
PO Box 8934
Boston, MA 02114

We are aiming to have enough
material to publish in May or June.
When we get closer to that point we
will ask for financial contributions to
make publishing possible. And over
time as the project gains momentum,
we will look at developing further
organization.

A note on straw men.

Before going on to some thoughts
on the theoretical work, we would
like to register our objections to the
systematic mischaracterization of the
viewsof “a number of party members
(particularly some members of the
Central Committee)” by the Chicago
statement. These viewsare simplified
and distorted beyond recognition so
as to set up straw men to debate against.

a:"that Lenin’s theory of
imperialism no longer ap-
3/30/94

plies to the current world
and was perhaps flawed in its
time.”

What member or CC member gave
sucha view? It would be more helpful
to say what the actual views were.
Those views we believe were: 1. Jim
raised that he does not believe that
imperialism operates by a territorial
division of the world based on colo-
nies or neo colonies today. That things
have changed since the anti colonial
national revolutions have been com-
pleted and political independence has
been won and we must take this into
account. Jim did not elaborate how
imperialism dominates the third world
politically in the present situation
although he indicated that a major
roleis played by the US world police-
man and that the rich countries mer-
cilessly plunder the poor. Jim wrote
his views in a polemic vs. Chicago
comrades views in which he stated
that he was opposing trying to force
the present world into the 5 point
definition of imperialism which Lenin
used to describe imperialism in his
day. He stated that while the world
had changed on the particular point
of territorial division, that Lenin’s basic
substance of Lenin’s analysis was still
true. (The dynamics of world devel-
opment behind Lenin’s views on
territorial division of the world are
not that there are colonies and semi-
colonies, but that imperialism is not
one world monopoly buta number of
monopoly bourgeoisies contending
with each other that are primarily based
in their national states. That these
imperialist national states (Great
Powers) strive to win political advan-
tage for their bourgeoisie through
alliances, through entangling weaker
states in agreements which give them
special privileges over their competi-
tors, striving to dominate weaker states
for maximum privilege and security
of interests. Colonization is only the
ultimate extreme of this tendency. Jim
does not challenge this tendency. He
simply describes the present situation
where the former colonies are inde-
pendent and interests of the various
imperialists roughly balance in most
countries. The question is left open.)
2. Manny while agreeing with Jim'’s
thesis raised that there are agencies
such as IMF which while mainly eco-

Page 5

nomic play a political role and dictate
to third world countries. He also
pointed out that the US has played a
crucial role in the world system as the
world policeman which has been
approved by that system and from
which position it appropriates for itself
special privileges not accorded to other
powers. 3. Josephraised that we have
been going through a period of that
might earlier have been called ultra
imperialism where the imperialists
jointly and in bourgeois democratic
manner among themselves dominate
and exploit the less developed coun-
tries, with this exploitation being
enforced by certain international
imperialist political forms such as IMF,
World Bank, G7, UN. (He leaves out
the role of US as world policeman
although probably by oversight). He
also later stated that he thinks that
this period of seeming ultra imperial-
ism will come to an end with a fight
among the imperialists. But he does
not go into the historical development
of the current situation or its dynam-
ics . 4. Michael’s views are contained
in his report to the 4th Congress which
present a view of the world that is
both very concrete and not in contra-
diction to the basics of Lenin’s theses
on imperialism. He further raised some
questions about the degree of connec-
tion between the development of better
off strata in the capitalist countries
and imperialist exploitation of the less
developed countries. And he stated
that he felt we needed tolook into the
question more and cited the example
of the dominance of reformism in the
workers movement in extremely poor
countries as an issue that is hard to
explain by our traditional views on
the question.

b: “that a perspective
for socialist revolution is
not valid for the developing
countries until socialism is
achieved in all the advanced
countries”

Once again this is not true. Mi-
chael has raised that he does not be-
lieve a poor country especially a poor
small country can go to socialism alone.
That there needs to be an interna-
tional revolutionary movement and
success in a number of developed

Continued on Page 33
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Against sectarianism
- Part one -

The Boston Communist Study Group
has announced their existence in a state-
ment dated Feb. 5—and with a savage
attack on anyone who dares criticize the
views of Jim (SFBA), Manny (NY), Mi-
chael (Detroit) or Joe (Boston), who ended
up as the CC majority. Comrade Joe and
the other Boston comrades have definite
talent and ability, and they have long ex-
perience of work. But the BCSG have de-
voted a good part of their statement to
throwing as much mud as possible on any
critics and to denying the value of dis-
cussing controversial ideas.

The BCSG start by taking up the
question of the Chicago journal. What is
their first reaction to the fact that the
Chicago comrades are continuing work
in their local area and also are cooperat-
ing with others on looking into controver-
sial issues? Do they take encouragement
in the continued production of the politi-
cal issues of the Chicago Workers Voice?
Do they see something positive in the inau-
guration of the CWYV Theoretical Sup-
plement? Do they welcome a journal which
is an open forum for all comrades to express
their views on controversial questions?

No, like true sectarians, they see it
only as a “competing proposal”. There is
to be one and one journal, and it has to be
Boston's. If Boston doesn’t want to have
anopen forum, thenno one istohave one.
And the Boston-plan journal is to tightly
control the views it allows. Oh yes, the
BCSG say that “are not againstdebates or
polemics with others or among our-
selves”—but their brutal attitude to the
CWYV Theoretical Supplement speaks for
itself. They are not against discussion—
so long as it’s not public, so long as the
wrong people aren’t criticized, solong as
the wrong issues aren’t raised, etc., etc.

Much of the BCSG statement is a
diatribe to scare away their supporters from
having anything to do with the former party
minority, with the Chicago comrades being
used as bogeymen. Why, the BCSG imply,
you have to agree with the Chicago com-
rades on all their views, you have to have
a grievance about the Fourth Congress
(well, the wrong grievance against the
Fourth Congress, because the former CC
majority hardly is fond of the Fourth Con-
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gress either), etc.

There's a delicious irony in seeing
the BCSG talk about grievances, because
a good part of their statement is constant
whining that Michael, Jim, and Manny
have been wronged. They work to estab-
lish a mood that drowns every discussion
in grievances, in rearguing the material
conditions {.r the party’s demise ad infi-
nitum, etc. . »y refuse to see anything of
value in the  'ws of comrades they dis-
agree with. : ¢y have joined with some
others toorgainze alynch-mobattitude to
anyone who dares to criticize one of the
elite.

The BCSG received the E-mail
(Detroit #19) with my article on the de-
bate on imperialism which appeared in
the first issue of the CWV Theoretical
Journal. The full issue also has the tran-
script of the discussion on imperialism at
the Fourth Congress; Jim'’s article from
Information Bulletin #77; the report to
the Fourth Congresson on the revolution-
ary struggle in the dependent countries
by Manny; and an introductory statement
explaining the purpose of the journal.

The BCSG immediately jumped to
reply: it’s not clear they even waited to
get the CWYV itself. Their concern was
simply to declare that my statement is “a
marvel of sophistry, subject changing and
distortion”.

Instead of looking into the issues about
the world that I raised, their attitude was
simply to defend anything Manny, Jim or
Michael has said, reinterpreting it as
necessary. If Manny says that the role of
world agencies only “verges” on the po-
litical, they reinterpret that to mean these
agencies “play a political role.” If Jim says
that the territorial division of the world is
a thing of the past, the BCSG say that he
really has left this question open. If Jim
and Manny deny in theory the political
side of the present world order, the BCSG
statement says that no, they really recog-
nize it after all. The BCSGmay have alot
of questions about various issues, but it’s
100% sure about personalities: the favored
ones are good, the critics are bad.

This sectarian attitude of the BCSG
statementis mistaken; ithinders an airing
of the controversies; and it prevents
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comrades from getting the benefit they
should from the clash of views. If com-
rades want to be able to investigate the
world, they need to have a picture of dif-
ferent possibilities and ideas that exist.
Serious thought about the world, serious
investigation, isn’t solely a question of
collecting facts. It also requires thought
about whatis the overall picture and what
are the various views that have come up
about this. Such thought encourages in-
vestigation to look into matters that might
otherwise be overlooked; it allows a criti-
cal approach to source materials; and it
motivates closer attention to the facts. With-
out attention to the overall issues, it is hard
to tell the significance of any fact, and
one just wanders aimlessly.

Does imperialism exist?

One of the important issues concern-
ing the current world situation is whether
impenialism exists. This is the issue raised
by the collapse of the colonial system. It
was one of the main points raised in my
article, as well in one of my previous
articles, “Some Notes on Theoretical
Issues—Part Two™ (Detroit #10, Nov. 15).
I pointed out that the changes in the world
situation raised the question of whether
imperialism exists, even if no comrade
were raising this. And a number of the
questions that are being debated revolve
onit:

**Is there a political side to the
domination and subordination of coun-
tries that presently exist? This is the
question raised by Jim and Manny. It
directly affects the question of imperial-
ism, since the question Jim raises with
respect to neo-colonialism applies fully
toimperialism: what is left of the concept
of imperialism if there is no political side
to 1t.

**The question of the territorial
division of the world was raised by com-
rade Jim originally to show that the politi-
cal domination and subordination of
countries no longer existed as much of a
factor of the world situation.

**The issue of whether imperialism
1s progressive as a historical stage of capi-
talist development was raised by comrade
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Manny, and this tends by its formulation
to reduce imperialism to mainly the pro-
ductive and organizational forces of
monopoly capitalism.

**And finally, another issue is aris-
ing now, the question of “ultra-imperial-
ism”. Ultra-imperialism has the name
“imperialism’ in it, but it refers to a con-
cept that essentially supersedes the idea
of imperialism.

The BCSG statement basically deni-
grates the debate over imperialism, and
suggestsitisall amatter of strawmen and
distortions. This denies the existence and
value of the debate, and not just with
Chicago comrades, that goes back to before
the Fourth Congress.

Is there a political side to the present
world order

Comrade Jim transformed the debate
in our party with his article in IB #77 in
October 1992. This indeed is what he aimed
todo. He wanted to raise “‘amore general
theoretical issue that still needs address-
ing" and thathad “to do with the theory of
imperialism and the less developed coun-
tries.” It said he wanted *“to pose and pro-
voke thinking about this critical issue of
analysis of the contemporary world.” (p.
S, col. 1, all page references in this article
are to the CWYV Theoretical Supplement,
Jan. 25 issue.)

I and others have pondered the issue
he raised. However, oddly enough, com-
rade Jim and the BCSG have changed their
minds about provoking thinking. Jim says
there are no “political differences”, and
the BCSG say there is just “sloganeering
against straw men”. Apparently it was one
thing to talk about the value of provoca-
tive discussion when one could, say, simply
tee off against comrade Rene. But when
the controversy became a bit wider, the
former CC majority decided that it was
time to stop.

Yet the issue raised by comrade Jim
won't go away. What is the nature of im-
perialism today?

Jim approached this question from
the point of view of looking at the 2nd
Congress resolution “On the revolution-
ary struggle in the oppressed and depend-
ent countries: the national liberation
movement, the democratic revolution and
the socialist revolution”. Jim discusses its
analysis of neo-colonialism and states:
“The economic part, loans, etc., it ex-
plained. Butitcouldn’texplain the politi-
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cal part. It couldn’t explain it because neo-
colonialism as a political concept is not
readily explainable. But then, what does
neo-colonialism mean minus political
domination? I don’t think it means much.”
(p. 37, col. 3)

The same question, of course, can be
asked of imperialism. What does the con-
cept of imperialism mean if there is no
political domination involved? Jim's state-
ment was actually a challenge for anyone
to show the political part of the present
world order.

The BCSG statement says that this
really isn’t an issue, and Jim really isn’t
raising this. They write that “Jim did not
elaborate how imperialism dominates the
third world politically in the present situ-
ation although he indicated that a major
role is played by the US world policeman
and that the rich countries mercilessly
plunder the poor.”

But the Second Congress resolution
did both these things; and it certainly went
with gusto into the U.S. role as world
policeman. Yet Jim says that this resolu-
tion couldn’t explain the political side of
domination in today's world. If the BCSG
believe the U.S. role as world cop is suf-
ficient to establish that political domina-
tion exists, they might, say, discuss why
they believe itis so,and why Jim doesn’t.

Verging on honesty

Meanwhile comrade Manny too
doubted the existence of the political side
of the world system in his report to the
Forth Congress. He put forward the view
that colonialism=exploitation by politi-
cal means, or looting, and
independence=market forces. This too
raises the issue of whether imperialism is
ameaningful concept. And this may per-
haps have been Manny’s intention, since
he raised the question of whether imperi-
alism really is a well-defined phenome-
non or not. By the end of his report, Manny
suggests that imperialism is just an
“appearance” over the “essence” which
is world capitalism. Of course, he even-
handedly suggests one must deal both with
the appearance and the essence.

The BCSG don’t comment on the
general viewpoint that Manny put forward
on the world. They just ignore it. Instead
they try to redefine one of Manny's state-
ments to make everything OK. They write
thatManny believes that “there are agen-
cies such as IMF which while mainly
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economic play a political role and dictate
to third world countries.” This is just
blowing smoke. The BCSG revise Manny's
words ever so slightly, just enough so
Manny’s meaning is obscured. Manny
wrote that “the essential role of these
institutions is economic™ but their role
“vergeson the political™. (p.40,col. 1) To
“verge” on the political and to be political
are not the same thing. Despite the fact
that Manny described these institutions
as dictating to various countries, Manny
would only say that the role of the agen-
cies went “beyond the economic in the
pure and simple sense of the term.” That’s
all. This was obviously a formulation to
avoid saying that they are political, in the
full and ordinary meaning of the term.

Thus BCSG reinterpreted Manny's
analysis. These agencies don't just “verge
on the political”, but they now “play a
political role”. What's a few qualifiers
between friends?

But it was not an accident or sloppy
writing that Manny says that this system,
with its dictation to various countries, just
“verges on the political ™. It fitsin with his
general view of the shift from politics to
econornics in the world situation. And he
was also speaking against the views I put
forward in a letter to him a few weeks
before the Fourth Congress that stressed
the political role of the world agencies.
Comrade Joe of the BCSG knows this,
because I sent him a copy of this letter
awhile ago.

Getting entangled with economics
and politics

Isitjust playing with words to worry
about the generalities about economics
and politics that Manny and Jim raise?
Should we just, as the BCSG statement
implies, say that, after all, in practice Manny
and Jim recognize politics, so who cares
about their theorizing?

I think the BCSG’s statement itself
shows the dangers of suchan approach. In
their statement, they try to show how helpful
Manny’s report was on the question of
economics and politics. But what they got
from Manny's report was that political is-
sues are in theory realizable under capi-
talism, but economic issues are not. And
this type of general statement led them
astray.

The BCSG says the invasion of Pan-

Continued on Page 37
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On Class Structure:
Reply to Boston #5

This is in reply to points on class
structure and their implications for
Marxism made by Boston comrades
in “Boston #5” dated 2-5-94.

They begin these points on p. 6
of their e-mail contribution by say-

mng:

“At the 4th Congress Joe pre-
sented a report based on our local
research which raised a number of
questions about changes in class
structure in the U.S....

“One of the most troubling is-
sues raised in the report is the growth
of the professional /managerial strata.
Together these two strata make up
25 per cent of the workforce ... This
is more people than all the produc-
tion workers in manufacturing, all the
transport workers and all the unskilled
and semi-skilled manual workers in
the service industries such as restau-
rants, hospitals etc. put together. And
the professional /managerial strata are
growing faster than any other sec-
tion of the workforce and have been
for decades.”

Here they are trying to bring out
the importance of the professional/
managerial strata. And they connect
this to Joe’s report at the 4th Con-

gress.

This surprised me, because I
didn’t remember Joe’s report mak-
ing this point about the importance
of the professional /managerial strata.
I certainly didn’t remember it being
raised as “one of the most troubling
issues” for Marxism or for the MLP’s
orientation.

Anyway, I went back and
re-read Joe’s report (pub-
lished as the article “The
changing composition and
stratification of the work-
ing class,” in The Workers’
Advocate Supplement, Vol. 9, #2 dated
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March 20, 1993).

It turns out that, in fact, there are
some similar figures and facts cited
in that report. But the emphasis is
entirely different.

Joe’s report brought out the fall-
ing standards of living over the last
two decades for the working class as
a whole. It brought out that job crea-
tion today is mostly in low-wage
industries. It brought out that cleri-
cal jobs, which are rapidly increasing
in number, have been falling in rela-
tive pay pretty steadily throughout
the century. For many facts on this,
see especially the section headed As

the U.S. becomes more
parasitic, conditions for
the lower masses deterio-

rate. In this section it’s noted that:

“75 per cent of the new jobs
created during the 80s were in the
low-paying retail trade and service
industries. The same will be true in
the 90s. Although in these industries
there are many high-paid professional
jobs, the majority are semi-skilled or
unskilled clerk, cook, orderly, cash-
ier, and waitress-type jobs. And a
growing percentage of these jobs are
part-time [and temporary, I might
add].”

This section concludes with an
organizing call:

“It is this lower mass upon which
we must base ourselves. And it is
this section, as the Los Angeles re-
bellions show, that is being radical-
ized....” (See p. 20 of the WAS reprint.)

“Boston #5” purports to be a
continuation of Joe’s report. But
actually its orientation is completely
different. No longer is there a call to
concentrate on the lower mass. In-
stead the orientation is:

“..given the size of the middle
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strata today even to begin a revolu-
tion a major portion of this strata must
be kicked out of its rut and won to
the side of the proletariat.” (p. 8)
Before, the orientation was to organ-
ize the working class; now, we can’t
even begin without first winning over
the middle strata. And further:

“The socialist revolution needs
both the ‘plebeian’ class instinct ...
and the technical knowledge that is
concentrated in the professional/
technical (and managerial) strata.”

So organizing for revolution is
no longer a matter of concentrating
on the workers, but of effecting a
marriage between the workers and
professionals, technical experts, and
managers. After demanding this as
the new orientation, “Boston #5”
waxes pessimistic about the chances
of actually carrying it out:

“So far this century optimistic
assessments of the ease of achieving
a correct marriage or any marriage
between these two aspects or opti-
mism about the proletarianization of
the professional /technical strata have
been proven wrong.”

So now they’re in a big conun-
drum: to organize for socialism re-
quires making a love match be-
tween the workers and the manag-
ers; but history has shown this to be
very difficult. This seems like an
insoluble problem.

But is this a problem with Marx-
ism and the MLP’s orientation, as
“Boston #5” indicates, or simply a
problem for “Boston #5”? The Bos-
ton comrades (including Joe) have
created this problem for themselves
by changing the class orientation given
in Joe’s report to the 4th Congress.

From: Pete, Detroit
March 14, 1994
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Notes on Nigel Harris' book,

1he End of the 1hird World

I am sending the following notes
as a contribution to the Theoretical
Journal. They may be of use to com-
rades involved in discussions of im-
perialism and the lesser developed
countries. These are notes I took a
couple years agoon the book, The End
of the Third World, by Nigel Harris.
They do not constitute a book review,
but are notes on the most controver-
sial section of the book.

In his book Harris argues that the
basis for a Third World political
movement no longer exists because
of the economic development that has
taken place in former Third World
countries. To illustrate economic
development he examines six cases:
the so-called Gang of Four (South
Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore, and
Taiwan) and the Latin American giants
Brazil and Mexico.

There’s useful information here.
But from this Harris tries to draw the
further conclusion that there is an actual
shift of power, a shift of locus of eco-
nomic power, from the old established
industrial countries to former Third
World countries. He tries to prove
this with certain graphs and charts of
economic activity. It is this attempt
that I criticize in the following notes.

Chapter 4. A Global Manufacturing
System

section “The Relative Decline of the
Manufacturing Heartlands”

Harris is arguing that the relative
economic importance of the old es-
tablished industrial countries has
declined since 1960. But his chart on
p. 103 (Table 4.) doesn’t bear this out.
The big statistical “slip” he commits
isin countingJapan as a “newcomer”
and not one of the “old established”
industrial countries. As Table 4 brings
out, the shift from the “old established”
is to Japan and hardly anyone else. If
Japanhad been counted as “old estab-
lished” there would be practically no
change.
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Harris says, “The heart of the shift
in shares [of world GDP] was from
the old-established to the newcomers
and the middle-income group.” (p.
102)

Now check out the table: there
was an increase in share by middle-
income countries, but it was quite
modest, from 12.7 to 16.7 per cent of
world GDP. Note that this group in-
cludes 26% of the world’s population,
so they are still far from having their
“fair share” of world GDP.

Now check out the “newcomers”:
they increased their share by almost
10 per cent, from 8.5 to 18.0 per cent of
world GDP. But notice that Japan
increased its share, alone, from 4.7 to
14.7 per cent of world GDP. So the ten
per cent gain by newcomers was en-
tirely due to Japan; other newcomers
in fact decreased their share (since
the total increase was a little less than
ten per cent).

Harris has examined the cases of
the Gang of Four, Mexico and Brazil
to show that some Third World coun-
tries did in fact develop. Now he
presentsa table purportedly showing
that the First World countries declined.
But it doesn’t show that. The big suc-
cess story in the table is not the Gang
of Four, Mexico or Brazil; it’s Japan.
The table does not show Third World
countries taking over First World
countries; what it shows is Japan
moving into topflight First World
status.

This is not to deny economic
development in many poor countries.
They did develop. But so did the old
established powers. And the old es-
tablished powers don’t need to gain
very much to maintain their large
portion of world GDP, because of their
previous position. A small percent-
age gain in the industrial powerhouses
can mean a big jump in world GDP,

and inthose countries’ share of world
GDP.

As well, developing countries
actually depend for their advance-
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ment on increased production in the
advanced countries. Harris himself
provides an explanation of this phe-
nomenon on p. 103, where he points
out that as developing countries
pushed to industrialize in the 1970s,
they had tobuy muchmoreinthe way
of engineering products from the
developed world; exports of such
goods from the developed countries
tripled in the period 1973-79.

The gain by Japan is about equal
to the decline of the U.S. This is the
real story established by the table: the
relative decline of the U.S. and the
relative advance of Japan.

Now look at another major fact
lyingdormantin Table4.,a fact which
Harris understates, saying: “The low-
income group’s share of world prod-
uct was reduced, but in the case of
manufacturing it was slightly in-
creased.” “Slightly increased” is
right—from3.1t0 3.7 per cent. That's
hardly worth mentioning, especially
when you consider that the low-in-
come countries comprise 49% of the
world’s population. Imagine that —
half the world’s population,and their
total share of world GDP actually fell,
from 7.8 to 5.5 per cent. Half the
world is down to only five per cent
of GDP. There’s no “relative decline”
of the old established countries here!

(Note: this doesn’t mean that stan-
dard of living in the low-income coun-
tries necessarily declined. Since world
GDP generally increased, theirs proba-
bly generally increased, and may even
have increased per capita in some
countries. But their relative share,
as a portion of world GDP, declined.)

This is a grim statistic. A book
could be written on this, but Harris
wouldn’t be interested.

From: Pete, Detroit
March 11, 1994
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Letter from LA

Dear Cde. Joseph (Detroit)

Thanks for sending the recent po-
lemics, et. al. Yours of Detroit (#22
Feb. 10, 1994) was excellent. Had I
only read Boston (#5, Feb. 5, 1994) |
might have (and so might the others
in the L.A. Unit), been taken in and
deceived by their distortions and
sophism.

It really was the “How dare you”
tone of this Boston polemic and their
hostility to Chicago even daring to
publish the inner party polemics of
the last period of the MLP that I think
also helped tip their mitt concerning
their more concealed agenda: their
own die-hard partisanship for the
outright revisionist views of Manny
(concerning “progressive imperial-
ism”) and the flawed conclusions of
Jim (concerning the alleged abatement
of political struggle and influence of
the big powers vis a vis the now inde-

pendent nations in which the nature
of capitalism impels the big bullies to
muscle in and encroach on the socie-
ties of the weaker states).

I would also like to ask you some
questions about territorial redivision
(division). Jim seems to think this is
outmoded, superseded by the me-
tropolis (G-7 group) etc. & domina-
tion of the world market. Where they
have colluded for hegemony. Butin a
period of such a vacuum created by
the end of the Cold War. Dos this not
portend a greater scramble for world
markets, cheaper labor, raw materi-
als? Can this not be seen by current
trade conflicts between the USA & Ja-
pan? And what about the new trade
blocs taking shape: NAFTA, E.U., Asian
Tiger groups? If tariffs do not “work”.
If “dumping” cannot expand the
market enough. Will not the monop-
oly bourgeoisies of different lands have
a longer leash for “politics by other

On Imperialism

Dear Comrades,

I would like to hail the first issue
of the “Theoretical Supplement” of
the Chicago Workers’ Voice containing
articles on the debate onimperialism.
The liquidationists represented by Jim
and Manny have long attempted to
impose their viewsas a ‘faitaccompli’
by refusing to subject themselves to
the kind of debate we are now begin-
ning to witness. Joseph's article de-
scribes very well their theoretical
bankruptcy, and in support of his
views, [ would like to add my obser-
vations on the history of the 20th
century and its relationship to Lenin’s
theory of imperialism.

The central points in Lenin’s the-
ory of imperialism which differenti-
ate it from a mere form of rhetorical
denunciation (name-calling) are the
five points which characterize impe-
rialism as a special stage of capital-
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ism, summarized in Chapter 7 as fol-
lows:

“1) the concentration of produc-
tion and capital has developed to such
a high stage that it has created mo-
nopolies which play a decisive role in
economic life; 2) the merging of bank
capital with industrial capital, and
the creation, on the basis of this ‘fi-
nance capital’ of a financial oligarchy;
3) the export of capital as distinguished
from the export of commodities ac-
quires exceptional importance; 4) the
formation of international monopo-
list capitalist combines which share
the world among themselves, and 5)
the territorial division of the whole
world among the biggest capitalist
powers is completed.”

That such points were an accu-
rate description of the world econ-
omy in 1916 at the height of World
War lis hard to argue with, and these
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means” (wars, subversion etc.) as
Clausewitz was able to see?

As concerns the theoretical jour-
nal, I am glad the Chicago Section is
publishing! The only criticism I have
isthatatthis timeanyway only leftists
and “radical” middle class professors
seenreally interested in the hotissues
being debated. I also hope future is-
sues of the Journal will include ar-
ticles on current class struggles (poli-
tics, tactics, strategies etc.) If Boston
wants to put out their own journal
nobody is issuing banning orders!
Where’s their beef?

Fraternally,
Neil

P.S.Thavesold 2journalsata pro-
immigrant picket last week!

2-20-90

same points characterized interna-
tional political and economic relations
up to the time of World War II. At the
outset of that war, Britain and France
maintained their hold on vast stretches
of colonial empire in Africaand South
Asia. The United States’ colonial
empire was directly confined to the
Philippines; however, it had for a while
been developing the political and eco-
nomic techniques needed for a more
sophisticated form of domination
through the use of local bourgeois
agents which had been cultivated
throughout Latin America, along with
the frequent use of “gunboat diplo-
macy” to enforce this arrangement.
Germany was flexing newly strength-
ened industrial and military muscles,
and looking towards all its neighbors
as a field for redivision of the world
appropriate to this newly felt power.
Italy likewise felt deprived of the spoils;
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ithad a few possessions in Africaand
hungered to expand into the Balkans
and other areas. Japan had taken big
bites out of China, but this was also a
territory that the United States had
begun to covet, and Chiang Kaishek
was taking upon himself the role of
defender of Western interests in China.
The Soviet Union had completed its
consolidation of bureaucratic state-
capitalist power after the purges of
the 30s, and had reached an agree-
ment on the division of Eastern Eu-
rope with Germany in the Non-Ag-
gressionPact of 1939. The other coun-
tries of Europe were economically
allied withone or the other side of the
emerging conflict, while in Asia, Tur-
key and Iran (which had experienced
a rebirth of nationalism) were testing
the winds to see which way the con-
flict would go.

The resulting conflict shattered
the power of victim and vanquished
alike among the European powers.
The postwar world could not be re-
built on the basis of the prewar onein
Africa and Asia because Britain and
France would notbe abletoturnaside
the emerging demands of the native
bourgeoisie in these countries for
formal politicalindependence. In this
crisis, the United States imposed upon
them a program for coupling economic
domination with formal independ-
ence through international institutions
such as the UN, the IMF, the World
Bank, and the GATT (which was meant
as a temporary expediant when an
International Trade Organization
could notbe founded, buthasbecome
an institution in it own right).

The Soviet Union, however, would
not agree to all the parts of this pro-
gram,and sought to divide Europe to
ensure that its own sphere of influ-
ence, which was founded on the basis
of the territory taken by the Red Army
and its allied forces while defeating
Germany and Italy, remained intact.
The Cold War developed out of this
situation, and the resulting interna-
tional situation is the point of dispute
in the present debate. The leading
political groups in the main bourgeois
countries, US, Britain, and France,
worked out a system of international
institutions and alliances which pre-
served some of the influence of the
old colonial powers over their former
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colonies in monetary and trade mat-
ters, while providing formal independ-
ence and membership in the estab-
lished international institutions.
Through this arrangement, the finan-
cial oligarchies in Europe and North
America spread their power around
much of the world. Germany, Japan,
and Italy were allowed to join this
structure and collective security pacts
such as NATO, SEATO, and the
Baghdad Pact were worked out to
give these arrangements a military
side. The US cultivated a number of
regional proxies, generously supplied
with weapons purchased on credit,
all in the name of ‘containment’, fuel-
ing the already bloated defense in-
dustry with government subsidies.

These political arrangements
greased the flow of capital through-
out the ‘free’ world. I speak of this as
the flow of capital because the inten-
tion of exporting money and goods to
the less developed countries, the for-
mer colonies, was to exploit the labor
of these countries and produce in-
creased stocks of raw materials for
export to the metropolises, which
would turn these materials into fin-
ished goods for the entire world
market. Thus the main features of
Lenin’s thereory of imperialism be-
came even more highly developed
through the international institutions
of the Western world. Spheres of in-
fluence were arranged by diplomacy
within the Western alliance, and the
mutual exploitation of the former
colonies proceded apace.

However, all did not proceed
peacefully in this fashion. A large
portion of the world was part of the
Soviet camp, which worked out its
own set of international institutions,
trade arrangements, and ‘friendship
pacts’. To be sure, these were not as
successful or as artfully arranged as
their Western counterparts, but they
served the same puposes, and com-
peted with the Western pacts for the
allegiance of upstart cliques in vari-
ous countries. India, Egypt, Indone-
sia, Iraq, and other countries at vari-
ous times sought to play one side
against another in the international
arena. Not all the ruling circles in the
former colonies were docile lapdogs,
and many sought to use their military
alliances to settle local scores in vari-
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ous ways. Over time, a number of
fractures developed in this system. A
large-scale split in the Soviet camp
took place when China decided to
stake out an independent foreign policy
as ‘champion’ of the former colonies,
by advancing its own imperialist aims
while denouncing the imperialism of
the other powers. The Western pow-
ers could not hope to keep all these
ambitious local rulers in check at all
times through peaceful means, so many
times military interventions occurred
to stabilize an inherently sensitive
system. All these developments had
their effects in the post-Cold War era
which we are now experiencing,.
Broadly speaking, the Cold War
may be subdivided into three peri-
ods: the period of disintegration of
the major colonial empires, the Viet-
nam War, and the period of disinte-
gration of the Soviet empire. Each of
these periods had its peculiar features
interms of international power struc-
ture. Over the course of the Cold War,
the burden of heavy defense spend-
ing has sapped the economies of the
US and the former Soviet Union alike.
Meanwhile, the countries of Western
Europe and Japan have rebuilt their
economies and spread their influence
largely free from the burden of mili-
tary expenditures, and they still wish
to rely on the US to provide this serv-
ice to them. But their interests do not
always coincide, and there are more
and more stresses being developed as
the post-Cold War period unfolds.
We are living in a period of shift-
ing international arrangements. The
old arrangements are still encumber-
ing the efforts of newly strengthened
powers to take their ‘rightful place’,
and the exact boundaries of spheres
of influence are not yet worked out.
The existing institutions may or may
not prove adequate to allow for new
power relationships, and not all the
ambitious local imperialists will win
a place in these institutions peace-
fully. Here I am not just talking of
European powers, because a number
of Asian countries have reached a level
of development where they too can
play the role of local imperialist as
well. Certainly India, Indonesia, and
Pakistan, not to speak of Iraq and
Iran,areattempting to step into what-
ever power vacuum they may find
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attractive. So, we may be seeing a
world of ‘one, two, many imperial-
isms’ developing; certainly a risky and
disquieting prospect that requires
careful analysis. But the features of
Lenin’s theory of imperialism are
always present as the power of inter-
national finance capital grows more
and more pronounced underneathall
of these political developments.

I have attempted to develop ina
somewhat abstract form a picture of
recent history which seems to me to
relate the facts of this history with the
theory of imperialism. It is not a
wooden picture of Western superpow-
ersand oppressed Third World coun-
tries, nor is it an idyllic era of free
trade and ‘ultra-imperialism’. But the
oppression of the peoples of the for-
mer colonies and less developed
countries does exist, and their op-
pressors are both the ruling classes of

the metropolises and their local bour-
geois as well. And ‘ultra-imperialism’
may come to be the order of the day
for a while, in the form of the mutual
exploitation of the less developed
world by the metropolises, but this
arrangement is to be denounced and
oppossed with all our might rather
that praised as the wave of the future.
For this ‘ultra-imperialism” is inher-
ently unstable and must sooner or
later give way to a period of intensi-
fied military and political conflict,
because wars are a natural outcome
of theimperialist system and they are
ultimately the only way that new
redivisions of the existing spheres of
influence can come about. For noth-
ing has changed the rapacious, preda-
tory character of capitalism; it has
only grown into its most advanced
stage, wherein it has spread through-
out the whole world and revolution-

ized all the older forms of economy
and brought them by a painful and
destructive road to the brink of the
socialist revolution. It remains for the
proletariat to carry out this revolu-
tion and sweep away the garbage of
the old world and use the new forces
of the laboring classes to reconstruct
the world. The proletariat will take
the existing level of orgainizationasa
starting point but chop away all that
is oppressive and enslaving about these
institutions, and bring about a new
world free from the international
exploitation which underlies the po-
litical arrangements of today.

Comradely yours,
Phil, Seattle

13-Feb-94

Ultra-imperialism?

The debates over imperialism be-
gan in bourgeois economic science in
the decades of 1880-90. It was already
the eve of the 20th century when the
fundamental works in English ap-
peared, ]J.A. Hobson and two Aus-
trian Marxists, Otto Bauer and Rudolf
Hilferding. However, as is known, it
was Rosa Luxumburg, Lenin and
Bukharin who definitively restored
this fundamental topic for revolution-

ary theory.

They were living in the embers of
the Anglo-Boer War, the Spanish-
American War, after the Russo-Japa-
nese War, not to mention the threats
which weighed on the heart of Eu-
rope by virtue of the great power co-
lonial rivalries. Some good social-re-
formist souls at that time proposed a
peaceful and humanitarian capital-
ism, which would voluntarily renounce
the lust for gunpowder, for overseas
conquest, and for inter-imperialist con-
frontation.

It was in this atmosphere that the
theory of Kautsky grew (taking up
again the previous essential theses of
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Bernstein), the theory of the arrival of
ultra-imperialism. It dealt with the
more or less apologetic prediction of
the formation of a type of voluntary
and cooperative association of the
imperialist nations, which would
peacefully regulate their conflicts of
interest, limiting the cycle of the world
economic process. Lenin attacked, with
even more violence, this Kautskyite
thesis which he clearly perceived as
an evil political trend, in order to rec-
ognize finally that, in pure theory, it
was perfectly conceivable: “There is
no doubt that the trend of develop-
ment is towards a single world trust
absorbing all enterprises without
exception. But this development pro-
ceeds insuchcircumstances, atsucha
pace, through such contradictions, con-
flicts and upheavals — not only eco-
nomic but political, national, etc. —
thatinevitably imperialism will burst
and capitalism will be transformed
into its opposite long before one world
trust materializes, before the ‘ultra-
imperialist’, world-wide amalgama-
tion of national finance capitals takes
place.”
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Eighty years and various world
wars (hot and cold) later, capitalism
is here, although its appearance has
changed alot. Whathasbecome, then,
of ultra-imperialism? At first glance,
this is its golden age. We have the G7,
with its twice-a-year summits, which
today already has the intention of
regulating and harmonizing a uni-
versal economic cycle. There is the
small club of the permanent members
of the U.N. Security Council, the
European Economic Community,
NATO,GATT and theIMF. The Euro-
pean powers are themselves more or
less formally embarked on a process
of political confederation. Will har-
mony finally reign among the national
families of big capital? There is no
lack of those who assert that the capi-
talists have made the slogan of the
Communist Manifesto their own, but
turned it fundamentally upside down?
We have to look at the question in a
little more detail.

Original Transition

It is my opinion that we find our-
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selves in a transition phase. But in
general terms, in spite of the current
realignments provoked by the over-
throw of the Soviet house, the struc-
ture of contemporary imperialism is
still largely based on the pax ameri-
cana which was erected at the end of
the Second World War (the imperial-
ist eras are punctuated with world
wars). [t was the collapse of the Euro-
pean empires and colonial preserves
and of their monopoly regime; it was
the huge expansion of the multina-
tional corporations of North Ameri-
can capital; it was the dollar as the
reserve of internationally recognized
value; the American fleet and the
Americanmilitary bases strategically
positioned all over the world. A de-
stroyed Europe and Japan appeared
easy prey for the energetic Yankee
capitalism, which allowed itself the
luxury of financing their reconstruc-
tion, trying naturally to impose on
them a subordinate status in world
capitalist accumulation.

This strategy resulted in plentiful
returns for some time, until, at the
turnof the decade of the 60s to the 70s,
it clearly began to be put in jeopardy.
The large European and ]Japanese
capitalists joined the game. They ob-
tained rates of labor productivity
equivalent to the North American rate
or even better, took control of strate-
gic sectors and high level sectors, and
created great transnational networks
of their own. The commercial balance
of trade of the U.S.A. went into defi-
cit. The cycle of financing the empire
by simply producing and circulating
federal money ended, the external cash
indebtedness began ($3.1 trillion in
January, 1992, almost 30 times the
debt of Brazil, the second largest and
the pride of the Third World). While
theindustrial fabricand the socialap-
paratus grew old and torn, a consum-
ing, unbridled schizophrenia contin-
ued feeding the hole in the commer-
cial balance. The federal budget is,
thus, structurally in deficit in spite of
all the protestsand good intentions to
the contrary. The global superpower
is not ashamed to compete directly
with less developed countries in search
of financing, grabbing up the dispos-
able capital on the international mar-
ket without ceremony, contributing
decisively to maintaining the high rates
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of interest which weigh upon the naked
and pleading “protected ones” of the
F

Today we havereached a curious
and somewhat paradoxical situation.
The imperialist superpower is just a
little less than completely fallen, but it
keeps as its military protectorates (and
under its political and brutal cultural
and ideological influence) the two most
promising poles of capital accumula-
tion: Japan, and Europe, under defi-
nite German leadership. These, in turn,
brought up in the shadow of Uncle
Sam, turn deaf ears to his calls that
they take on “more responsibilities”.
They have their supply lines for en-
ergy and raw materials, and their
export routes and their external in-
vestments protected by the Pentagon
(via the U.N. Security Council) and
they find thatitis very good this way.
They prefer to pay some bills when it
is insisted upon and to continue sub-
scribing to the bonds of the North
American public debt.

Unstable Commitment

In my view, this commitment is
false and unstable. In view of a prob-
able (but not absolutely assured) sce-
nario of the rising decay of the North
American economy, an increase of its
arrogance and of its demands would
be certain. Its evolution into the role
of a mercenary power, feeding itself
from pure rape and extortion of sur-
plus value produced and realized else-
where. The superexploitation of la-
bor in Latin America will increase.
The threats and actual violence against
the Arab and Moslem world will in-
crease. The global military presence
of the North Americans will be main-
tained by an institutionalization of
some type of protection duty over the
other capitalist metropolises. The frag-
ile points of this system: 1) The armed
force being North American (although
third parties are paying), it is natural
that it would care for its national capital
as asonand forothers as a stepson; 2)
The European and Asiatic bourgeoi-
sies line up happily behind this sys-
tem ... as long as their internal rate of
profit doesn’t go too low, because in
that situation, they have a sudden
shock and these bourgeoisies become
swollen with patriotic pride; 3) Sharp
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economic decline and some external
military reverses could create a revo-
lutionary situation in the United States,
sharpening its multiple internal ten-
sions inan enlarged replay of the final
years of the 60s. With a queen in check,
all the world structure of imperialist
domination would be suspended in
the air and would be in immediate
danger of collapse.

Another scenario (this is Clinton’s
direction, considering the logic of his
intervention in the economy) is re-
gionalization and the politics of au-
tonomous blocks (E.C., NAFTA, Asian
East) with the rearmament of Japan
(danger of collision with China, to
which, without doubt, hegemony in
the region will fall at the appointed
time), and of Europe (?...). Each one
tills his own fields. The North Ameri-
can military retreat is being done gradu-
ally, negotiated inch by inch, without
leaving power voids. It is the end of
super-imperialism and thereturntoa
typical scenario of global inter-impe-
rialist competition. It remains to be
seen if the evolution in this direction
can be done peacefully. While it is
true that there appears to exist some
consensus on this among the ruling
elites, itis also true that animperialist
realignment of this magnitude is never
accomplished without severe tensions
(and war, real or virtual as was the
case with the Soviet Union). In ques-
tions of this nature, the desire of poli-
ticians is a small factor in the face of
the colossal power and implacable
logic of huge masses of monopoly
capital.

A war of “high intensity”, how-
ever, is not very probable. The inter-
imperialist confrontation has already
ceased to be frontal and territorial,
instead becoming barely even con-
frontational, highly mediated through
symbols, with all the real physical
struggle given to intermediaries. All
that has made more noticeable the
enormous and growing influence
which continues to take control of the
mass communications media, the battle
to make specific characters of the ethos
of particular civilizations achieveand
gain recognition as universal, to pro-
mote the values and cultural topics
linked to the elites of the most power-
ful nations, of the economic interests
based in rationalized organization.
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Ideology and spectacle. Only the poor
will spill real blood, while their bosses
willbeinvolved in moreor less tumul-
tuous debate centered on the axes
(“security”, commercial, monetary, fi-
nancial) of a system finally dedicated
to common progress.

The case of a single center of accu-
mulation becoming the lord of the
whole globe will remain, thus, cer-
tainly as a theoretical hypothesis, but
it is clearly outside of our historical
horizon. The dynamic of imperialism
inourtime is similar to the continental
plates of the planet. They live in an
unstable and conflict-filled equilibrium,
supporting each other against the
pressure of the interior magma over
which they sit. It is not inconceivable
that they would come to unite, form-
ing a unitary crust. Stasis does not
exist, nor is there sufficient consis-
tency and stability for it. In the same
way, a new global super-imperialism
or an ultra-imperialism agreed to
among various national or regional
powers is thinkable in the future. But
for such a political superstructure to
have stability, we would certainly no
longer be in good old capitalismbut in
a different mode of ultra-monopolis-
tic production, polished, eugenic, based
in a sophisticated and massive ma-
chine of ideological conditioning, of
the type of certain negative utopias of
science fiction. We have gotten this
far, it falls to us to renew the hopeful
expectation of Lenin dited above. Above
all, to fight for it.

Joao Paulo Monteiro

1) Lenin, “Preface to N. Bukharin’s

Pamphlet”, in Collected Works
(Moscow, 1964, English edition), Vol.
22,p.107.

2) Curiously, Samir Amin in his
latest work (“L’Empire du Chaos”
Harmattan, Paris, 1991), inthe collec-
tion by Michel Beard (L’Economie
Mondiale dans les années 80", La
Découverte, 1989) gives some credit
to this thesis, speaking of an “inter-
nationalization” of capital which still
awaits (and is being heatedly debated
in the absence of) its transition into a
unified political superstructure of the
U.S.-Europe-Japan triangle.

However, it would not be natu-
ral that it would come to this to de-
finitively resolve this question, it seems
to me that there is an error here. An
increase (more than proportional to
economic growth) of three factors are
cited in favor of this new thesis: com-
merce, investments, and technologi-
cal agreements between the three
corners of the triad. A “multinational
technocracy” would thus be in for-
mation:  agreements between
Toshiba/IBM/Hitachi/Texas Instru-
ments and Hewlett-Packard, General
Magic/AT&T /Motorola/Sony /Mit-
subishi/Philips, etc., etc. But huge
trusts and international consortiums
were already a reality on the eve of
the Great War of 14-18.. There is
nothing extraordinary in certain firms
(alerted by their respective espionage
agencies) entering into technological
agreements with others in order to
pursue common projects, naturally
with assured mutual advantages.
Enemies as intransigent as General
Motors and Honda do so regularly.
There is no doubt that capital in search

of another 5% would stab father and
mother and extend its hand to Beelze-
bub in the seventh circle of hell. The
question s this: where is the center of
gravity of world accumulation? Ina
supposed transnational cabal of capi-
talist interests which mocks govern-
ments as useless archaeological ob-
jects? Or in huge monopoly groups
intimately connected to the most
powerful national States, with which
they plot their world competitive strat-
egy (economic policy, infrastructure,
education, scientific investigation,
supplies, markets, etc.) and under
whose political, diplomatic and mili-
tary protection they shelter themselves
in case of necessity?

There is never enough vigilance
against certain noisy novelties peri-
odically trumpeted by bourgeois ide-
ologies. Big “multinational” capital
(regardless of all the interpenetrations
and crisscrossed stock ownerships)
knows well whom to turn to when it
sees a threat to its rate of profit. Up-
rooted itself, perhaps only a part of
big British capital (Shell, B.P., Unilever,
the bank and insurance of the City,
remains of imperial spoils) that which,
separated from the internal English
market, seeks, as it did traditionally,
the protection of a foreigner, the po-
litical and military protection of the
Yankee. Would not here be one of the
minor reasons for London’s opposi-
tion to European politics and for its
“Atlantic” tendency?

[Article from Politica Operaria,
May/June 1993. CWYV translation.]
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Book Review:

Noam Chomsky’s 7%e Frosperous Féw and the Restless Man 2y

By Comrade Mike, Chicago

The questionsarise: Whatis the na-
ture of imperialism in the 1990’s? Does
itexist, orisitarelic of nationalistic ac-
quisition of capital? How does it oper-
ate, if it does exist? The more important
questions for this forum are: Are these
questions simply a matter of ideologi-
cal and theoretical debate, and how do
we, as progressive, principled leftists
organize working and poor people to
combatimperialism (or, if itis merely a
relic, trends that mirror it)?

Noam Chomsky, a professor of lin-
guistics at MIT, comes up with some
partial answers in The Prosperous Few
and the Restless Many. This pamphlet
is an installment in the “Real Story Se-
ries” by Odonian Press. The series claims
to put the “real story,” hard political
analysis not available in the mainstream
press, in everyday language. In this
capacity, it succeeds.

For Chomsky, the fact that capital-
ism has become concentrated in the
hands of multinational corporations
leads to the existence of imperialism.
Multinational capital has created a “busi-
ness community” that acts as a nation-
state. Chomsky claims, we [multina-
tional corporate interests] are creating
a “new imperial age” with a “de facto
world government” [quotes from what
Chomsky calls “the business press” with-
out mentioning the exact sources]. It
has its own institutions—like the Inter-
national Monetary Fund and the World
Bank, trading structures like NAFTA
and GAAT, executive meetings like the
G-7 and the European Community bu-
reaucracy.

In several interviews, he outlines
the incursions of this “de facto world
government” such as the military inva-
sion of Somalia and the Gulf War. He
sees the former as a PR job for the
United States military: the enforcers of
this world government. These are the
military aspects of imperialism, the most
obvious and blatant faces of it. When
the tanks start rolling, patriots become
even more rabidly nationalistic, and
people already questioning the wisdom
of the U.S. military machine and the
economic world order become even more
wary. However, it is the more insidi-
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ous, economic invasion that deserves
the most questioning and debate.

Chomsky makes the example of a
poor farmer in a third world country. If
American corporations flood the mar-
ket he trades in with subsidized agri-
culture, he can no longer compete. He
then turns to cash crops, the most prof-
itable crops are used to make drugs.
This subsidy raises profits for the
American corporations, and inciden-
tally raises the third world country’s
gross national product, so the business
press touts this invasion as an “eco-
nomic miracle.” The same is true in
industry, as maquiladoras outstrip na-
tional economies. In sweatshops like
these, labor and environmental laws
are suspended because they are “bad
for business.” They prevail not only in
the “Third World,” but in proposed
“First World” “enterprise zones.”

The trade agreements of the new
world economic order, such as the EEC
and NAFTA, become the glue of the
multinational capitalist empire, over
which such institutions as the World
Bank preside as administrators. Con-
trary to the arguments of union bu-
reaucracy hacks, NAFTA doesn’t hurt
American workers, not by moving “our”
jobs to Mexico; they would be exported
whether the agreement passed. The harm
of the agreement comes in its provi-
sions overriding reforms such as OSHA,
minimum wage, benefits, workers’ com-
pensation and an array of other labor
and environmental policies. The same
is true in Mexico and Canada.

The Prosperous Few and the Rest-
less Many explains this lack of accounta-
bility as the real threat to democracy,
and to what Chomsky calls “democratic
institutions” (whatever they are). The
main theoretical accomplishment here
is seeninthreeimportant points: multi-
national capital is creating its own
“nationality”; these nations (individ-
ual corporations)areacting asanimpe-
rialist force with the United States and
United Nations militaries as the strong
arms of the invasion; and that the bulk
of the invasion is occurring behind closed
doors.

The other thrust of the Chomsky’s
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attack,asusual for him, isthe American
mainstream press. Predictably, the press
advertises military invasions as peace-
keeping missions or as humanitarian
missions and economic and political
invasions as economic miracles. Since
the state of Israel is seen by Chomsky
(accurately I believe) as an arm of the
American military, the press masks that
country’s human rights abuses and fo-
cuses on Palestinian “terrorism.”

The pamphlet’s main weakness lies
inits lack of alternatives. This may bea
factor in Chomsky’s positionin society;
while he critiques the political econ-
omy, hebenefits far too much fromit to
threaten it too severely. The left, re-
ferred to only in one paragraph of one
interview/lecture is called “peace and
justice movements, whatever they are.”
There is no mention of the Marxist tra-
dition, not even as an afterthought. His
critique, however, is accurate. With no
institutional inroads, the left can only
achieve localized victories. Even the
union movement cannot rally the masses,
due to the losses they suffered under
the Reagan administration.

The other major problem with The
Prosperous Few and the Restless Many
is that its portrayal of corporate power
is too monolithic to be accurate. It is a
visionmany people share,and themost
rational fear. However, if thereis salva-
tion for the left, it is in the fact that the
right’sinterests are divided by compet-
ing for markets and PR shams (or ideo-
logical divisions, whichever you pre-
fer). That common misconceptionisthe
greatest deterrent to leftist political
action.

The question about whether impe-
rialism exists, for me, is purely aca-
demic. Far too many people are watch-
ing their homes and neighborhoods,
cities, schoolsand universities, govern-
ments and economies become corpo-
rate imperialist protectorates. The ques-
tion remains, though: How do we or-
ganize and fight for change, we,
Chomsky’s restless many?
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What can be learned from the bloodbath
regarding approaches to investigation?

The bloodbath among our x-mlp
trends is starting to pick up momen-
tum. This is tedious, but it is neces-
sary and positive, overall. As long as
the danger of putting too much time
and focus into it at the expense of
other work is avoided, it will assist
the considering and sorting out of
policies, activity, etc.

The debate is not some simple
comparison of alternative possibili-
ties, but a clash of many shades and
combinations of ideologies. Each has
megabytes of nuances and decades of
invisible assumptions. This is how
humans think, and politicians are
among the most extreme in this re-
gard.

There will inevitably be heat to
the conflicts, because no approach to
political work can proceed without
some confidence in its particular pri-
orities, and none of our trends can
develop any confidence without tear-
ing down, to some degree, the confi-
dence in rival approaches. Without
minimal confidence, nothing will get
done.

Interesting enough, all the differ-
ent viewpoints are flying the same
flag: “More Study.” Well, what are
the differentapproaches toinvestiga-
tion? The Chicago-Detroit group has
displayed features of its approach.
Boston #5 makes some descriptions
to help develop their investigation
work, and this may reflect on similar
orientations of persons in the Bay Area,
New York, and elsewhere. | have some
comments on those approaches. And
I have some different thoughts of my
own on investigation. Part I. On De-
troit #19, follows below. Parts II. On
Boston #5, and ITI. Thoughts on a frame-
work for investigation, will be posted
when they are completed.

I. On Detroit #19
Detroit 19 (p. 2 in Theoretical

Supplement 1-25-94) is useful to view
the icon people’s approach to investi-
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gation, and for consideration of what
such an approach is likely to yield.
Boston 5 accurately describes the
content of Detroit 19 (Detroit 22 is the
same); there is nothing to add regard-
ing Joseph’s arguments per se. But |
would like to emphasize two things.
Firstof all, Detroit 19 proves the value
of my article “the box part 2,” as a
handy quick reference guide to Jo-
seph’s debating methods. He used all
the same tricks exactly as [ described
them—straw men, icons, casting the
ROOAH, etc. If you familiarize your-
self with his methods, you can quickly
spot and skim past the diversionary
arguments. Then you can spend time
considering whatever the real issues
on the subject are. Best of all you won't
get dizzy.

Also, itis hilarious that,as Boston
5 shows, Joseph doesn’t even disagree
with any of the aspects of trends of
development that were noted in the
various reports on the less developed
countries, so far as anyone knows.
Whew! Nobody canstrum the dialec-
tics like Joseph. It's definitely an art
form.

Wait, I can’t resist dealing with at
least one of Joseph's tricks, the “elite
personalities.” Boston 5 lists many of
the trends of development noted in
Jim’s and Manny’s reports, and a
couple from Michael’s. Every one of
these observations is important for
further study of the LDC issues. They’re
all important for learning about the
“big picture” that Joseph alleges he
would like us to understand. Who
did the work and put these observa-
tions forward? Was it Joseph? Was it
Mark? Was it any of the icon people
who chime in with everyone else about
the “theoretical crisis of Marxism”
and the need to “study the world”?
No, it wasn’t. Leadership is a fact of
life that Joseph might as well get used
to instead of carping about.

Anyway, let’s geton to the matter
of approach to investigation.

Hidden in the blather of Detroit

' Page 16

19 is advocacy of monolithic censor-
ship of investigation: “the problem
with the views put forward by...Jim,
Manny and Michael...is that
they...wished to impose the resulting
half-baked ideas on the party without
evenaclear discussion of what was at
stake.” Interesting. Study is done,
reportsare prepared, they aredistrib-
uted to everyone, everyone is free to
discuss them and say anything they
want, and Joseph describes this as
“imposition of views.” Itappears that
for Joseph, the free circulation of any
views that he has not prepared the
proper response to ahead of time, is
“imposition.” This definition of im-
position takes the Howard Hughes
germ theory to the outer limits.

However, thisisn’treally the way
Joseph’s censorship has worked. The
LDCreports were different from past
practice in that for the first time, the
authors refused to allow Joseph to
edit them before publication or pres-
entation. Joseph’s preferred and con-
sistent method has been to censor all
research documents before anyone
outside the CC saw them.

For example, Manny’s and Jim's
speeches at the 1990 conference were
edited by Joseph.I would say it is safe
to assume that this editing fuzzed up
the issues so as to protect icons. Ata
certain point it became a dysfunc-
tional practice to have Joseph edit all
research before it was presented to
others to read. This practice played a
significantroleinslowing the process
of questioning, of seeking to get out of
the box. (Any document that Joseph
did not have time to censor or did not
see as useful to hype the trend, was
thrown into the black hole, which
Joseph now euphemistically calls
“unpublished documents.”)

Mr. “Free and open discussion”
also tried to block the discussion of
Manny’s report at the congress. He
was opposed by a majority of the CC.
The section “From multi-polar to ul-
tra-imperialism” in Detroit 22 illus-
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trates how busy Joseph has tobe in his
mission to censor investigation. First,
various CC members went off the rails
in the direction of “multi-polar world,”
then they went off in the other ex-
treme of “ultra-imperialism.” Christ,
until now I thought the dunderheads
were only those of us below the CC
level plus Ray. Now it turns out that it
is everyone besides Joseph. Joseph,
has it ever occurred to you that your
outlook is a bit...implausible?

The particular problem of Joseph’s
censorship hasbeensolved by ending
close proximity with him organiza-
tionally. Now the Chicago-Detroit
group must contend with the restric-
tive culture towards investigation that
he will try to impose. He’s not our
pitbull any more; he’s their pitbull.

Is defending Lenin as an icon a
burden on or a tool for study?

Whatis Joseph’s particular ideol-
ogy in regard to the LDC research?
What icons is he defending? His scat-
tershot of smear tactics is the same in
his remarks during the 4th congress
discussion (p. 9 in the 1-25-94 TS), D
19, and D 22, but it does not reveal
what he is defending on the surface.
Perhaps there is a clue in the fact that
the main target of Joseph’s wrath in
Jim, while others are more or less
guilty of having similar logic on vari-
ous issues. I suspect that Josephis not
worried so much about the contem-
porary research per se, but that this
business is treading towards criticism
of Lenin, especially in the way of link-
ing fundamental views of Lenin with
communist views developed in sub-
sequent periods. Jim point blank stated
several of Lenin’s views that did not
hold water in subsequent periods. (p.
18, ibid.) This is what provoked the
jihad.

Lenin held that colonial monop-
oly was the most profitable interna-
tional form and hence a direction of
development of world capitalism. He
held that ever bigger and more en-
compassing monopoly economic or-
ganization was most profitable and
hence a direction of development of
economic organization of capitalism.
He held that increasing monopoly
brought increasing decay and para-
sitism. He held that these develop-
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ments meant a growing dichotomiza-
tion of society between workers and
capitalists plus labor aristocrats, and
between imperialist powers and en-
slaved nations. Corresponding to
economic monopoly and in the face of
instability, the latter also being gener-
ated by the contention for colonial
monopoly, imperialism was “reaction
all along the line.” Between increas-
ing instability and economic monop-
oly as the organizational form for
socialism, imperialism was the final
stage of capitalism provoking social
revolution—at that time in the form
of analliance between Western work-
ers and oppressed nations. All of these
views, in some important ways, were
proven wrong by subsequent devel-
opment.

Colonial monopoly was replaced
with a much more accessible world
market. Primitive trusts were broken
up in favor of greater competition.
(Thebigincreaseinstate capitalismin
the 30s—60s later saw some of its
forms pared back, and the multina-
tionals of the 50s are now having
portions of their form pared into sepa-
rate contractors.) Decay and parasit-
ism gave way to dynamic growth.
The division of labor developed a
growing middle class rather than a
small labor aristocracy, and colonial
regions not only gained independ-
ence but some advanced to metro-
politan capitalism. Imperialism did
not remain reaction all along the line
until revolution, but gave rise to un-
precedented economic growth and
political and cultural transformation
of regions.

The full maturation of capitalist
relations, in the sense of their pre-
dominant replacement of the previ-
ous dynastic or primitive societies,
did notresultin socialism. Both Lenin
and Marx believed that it would. The
experience of the communist regimes
was a revolutionary development of
those societies, but not socialist. I would
assert that this was not due especially
to deficiencies of ideology, but the
fact that overall conditions were not
sufficient to build socialism. (I doubt
this insufficiency can be blamed solely
on the agrarian features of those so-
cieties, since neither industrial work-
ers nor intellectuals displayed any no-
ticeable distinctions from the general
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politics of the Soviet model.) And the
particular issue of the WW1 era trusts
and state monopolies being the or-
ganizational form for socialism? These
were so parasitical and bankrupt that
even the bourgeoisie had to shitcan
them.

(History departed from Marxism.
The appropriate Stalinist response to
this would be to expel history from
the “P”arty. And this is precisely what
the icon people have done. [1])

Now Joseph has brought out some
views of Lenin that, from our per-
spective today, contradict the above
views of Lenin. He saw trends of
growth, dynamism, competition,
advance of backward regions, advance
of state forms, economic and social
development, etc. His point is that
Lenin therefore could not possibly
have held the “cartoon” views above
of complete territorial division, apoca-
lyptic decay, etc. The facts are that
Lenin held both types of views, though
[ think it is inaccurate to call the wrong
ones cartoons. There were good rea-
sons to develop those assessments at
that time. I will digress onto this matter
for a minute.

Marx and Lenin only had snap-
shots of developing capitalism to look
at. This limited the power of their
analysis. Lenin of course saw more,
but not that much more. WWIand the
Bolshevik revolution were powerful
impetuses to maintain many of the
wrong assessments of the paths of
development. And the snapshotlimi-
tation was made worse by the dearth
of information on the dynastic socie-
ties (this term I use to refer to the
various centralized societies that ex-
isted between preclass society and
capitalism). They lacked data not only
of the future development but also of
the past.

Therefore, assessments such as
on the dichotomization between
workers and capitalists, the growth
of state and other monopoly forms of
economic organization, of territorial
division in the form of colonial mo-
nopolies—were quite reasonable in
their day. They were a certain ex-
trapolation of trends into the future.
(2]

So Lenin was limited by the data
available, but the other side is that he
grasped profound aspects of devel-
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opmental processes. This scientific
grasp is what lay behind his correct
insights into many aspects of the fu-
ture directions of capitalist develop-
ment. Joseph brought out a couple of
examples, and there are no doubt many
more. Regarding imperialism, the Axis
powers in WWII strove for colonial
monopoly to the nth degree. And one
of the principle predictions that Lenin
made in “Imperialism, the highest
stage,” was that the international
development of capitalism would give
rise to national movements through-
out the colonies. He couldn’t have
been any more accurate about this.

These two sides of Lenin’s views
obviously did not appear contradic-
tory at the time. It is only subsequent
development that has revealed them
as contradictory to us. At any given
time, it is not inconsistent to, on the
one hand, see different contending
factors and forces, and on the other,
hypothesize a general resultant vec-
tor in the future. Subsequent devel-
opment may disprove some guesses
yet verify some of the tendencies that
were seen. The brilliant insight into
developments and discoveries hun-
dredsand even thousands of years in
the future is common to all great think-
ers. In the 4th century B.C,, Aristotle
discussed the labor theory of value;in
the 5th century B.C., Democritus dis-
cussed the atom.

I've given the above super-gen-
eral delineation of Lenin’s views as a
half-baked framework to make a point.
A detailed and actually accurate pic-
ture of what they were and what cate-
gories they fall into must await a study
of Lenin which I have not done at all.
Another question is how Lenin’s vari-
ous views related to the subsequent
ones of the international communist
movement. It was after Lenin that the
theoretical stagnation set in. (Hope-
fully the LDC research will continue
to strive to answer more questions
than what to write on Lenin’s report
card. For example, aside from the
fantastic ideologies that filled the heads
of the participants, what were the real
features of development taking place
that were manifested in the revolu-
tionary battles between 1917—19757?)

The upshot is that nervous nelly
knew full well that the LDC reports
were leading quickly to the de-can-
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onization of Lenin. He was barely
holding his arm in the monolithic hole
inthedike, and now an LDC hole was
starting to leak. Joseph’s temper tan-
trums over the LDC studies appear
noisy. But put in perspective, we should
actually congratulate him on his re-
straint. Given his past hatred of
Trotskyism, it is amazing that he could
sit through circulation (i.e. imposi-
tion) of Manny’s article questioning
socialism in one country, without
blowing a head gasket.

fitting facts to theory

Joseph’s approachin a nutshell is
to fit facts to theory so as to verify it.
Such a result is inevitable in any in-
vestigation to some degree, since theory
must be used to select and interpret
facts. But Joseph is extreme in this
regard. If he can find something in
Lenin that looks like the situation to-
day, then Joseph’s work is done. This
method doesn’t always rule out ad-
vance of knowledge—knowledge may
be an unintended or unavoidable by-
product of seeking to verify a frame-
work. But at best, one is likely to stop
short of the investigation that is re-
quired, and at worst, censor one’s
ownresearchand actively disruptthe
research process.

So what does the 1-25-94 TS, D 19
+ 22 indicate about the approach to
investigation? If the study doesn’t seem
to fit the icons, or might possibly tar-
nish one, then aggressive action is
called for. Such an attitude would
neverbegood,butitis particularly re-
actionary in a period like today when
the old frameworks must be critiqued.
The icon ideology both disrupts the
process of investigation and main-
tains blinders against exactly the ideas
that need to be found. This doesn’t
mean that icon people will never turn
up useful insights. But they are very
unproductive, least likely to contrib-
ute, and their writing is laden with so
much inscrutable rhetoric that any
analysis beyond facts cannot be
grasped beyond a very small circle.
The critique of icon ideology allows
others to more easily separate the
wheat, if any, from the chaff, and to
utilize it.

In the contemporary world
change is rapid and the merit of ideas
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in any field is no longer a static
“better,” let alone “true,” but the
ability to repeatedly arrive at ad-
vanced views faster. In this environ-
ment, the outlooks and methods of
verifying traditional formulas lead to
confusion at all developments, esca-
lating irrelevance of views, and death
as any useful analytical force. In sum:
theoretical molasses. The striking
appearance of worshiping iconsis the
visible surface of a desperate attempt
to deny the loss of ability to analyze.

Perhaps the Chicago people will
like having Joseph stage manage their
research so that all conclusions will
have proper M-L choreography. |
wculd hope not. The ultra-pluralism
aff. rded by e-mail and local auton-
omy provides the best conditions for
contention of trends and therefore their
evolution. There are signs that local
work will eventually provide an in-
creasing political and theoretical sub-
stance to e-mail. This means that a
group the size of Chicago doesn’t need
the ideological/emotional cripples
from Detroit for critical mass.

Joseph has been jettisoned from
the middle section of the x-mlp trends.
The Chicago group would be best
advised to take a lesson from that.
They won’t be able to subordinate
him. On the contrary, they will be
sucked into his diabolical schemes to
build a mutual admiration society,
like the CC was before.

Fred, Seattle

notes:

[1] The long procession of social
development without socialist revo-
lution constitutes a significant refuta-
tion of some of Marx’s views. Once
the mistaken association of the com-
munist revolutions/anti-colonial
struggle with socialism was completely
dashed, the full force of theoretical
crisis on this issue hit Marxism.

With his historical materialist out-
look, Marx saw a close relationship
between “objective and subjective”
factors in social development. Capi-
talism seemed to be developing vari-
ous material conditions for socialism
such as an expanding working class
in the form of dichotomization of
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classes, and this also seemed to be
reflected in the subjective realm in
such things as trade union organiza-
tion and sodialist parties. Buta hundred
years later, with objective develop-
ments undeniably zillions of times
further along, the revolutionary or-
ganization was notably weak. What
could be said? Well, the objective
conditions were over ripe for social-
ism, but the subjective factors were
lagging behind. This view violates
Marx’s view of close relation of objec-
tive and subjective.

Socialists had two choices. They
could throw out Marx’s view of close
objective-subjective development and
maintain Marx’s view that full capi-
talism (in the sense of replacement of
previous social organization) created
the objective conditions for socialism.
Or they could throw out Marx’s view
that full capitalism created conditions
for socialism and maintain the his-
torical materialist view. We (mlp) chose
the former, which tended to make
sense as long as the anti-colonial
struggles appeared as somehow linked
to socialism.

This view of lagging subjective
factor is one ideological framework
for voluntarism—organize the class!
that’s the only thing holding us back.
Voluntarism has been a recurrent
plague of the Marxist left, not least of
all throughout the development of
the MLP. Moreover, the “lagging
subjective” outlook turns one away
from studying the world to try to see
what objective and subjective devel-
opments are really giving rise to. In-
stead, one approaches history and
development, if at all, to verify icons.
Le., to verify the assumed march of
history and therefore the need to make
the subjective catch up. Le,, to verify
the rationale of the organization’s
activity. In other words, h to
inspire and console the faithful.

{2] The point here is not to look
for all the social developments that
shaped Marxism. But I will mention
one general situation that I think
pushed millennial and apocalyptic
features of it.  suspect those features
are reflections in historical science of
the general euphoria of scientific ra-

tionalism that was ushered in by the
European enlightenment processes.
For example, Darwin’s discoveries in
organic science and Newton’s and
subsequent physical scientists’, gave
rise to a euphoria of great compre-
hension of developmental processes.
Compared to Catholicism, there was
plenty of grounds for euphoria. It is
only very recently that accumulating
data in physical and organic sciences
isrevealing the vastunknownand the
errors of the previous “we almost have
it figured out” outlook. For example,
Stephen]. Gould, Ernst Mayr, Robert
Wesson, and others are blowing away
the primitive view that natural selec-
tion is the predominant agent of or-
ganic evolution.

Compared to the serfs and peas-
ants, the 19th and 20th century indus-
trial working class must surely have
seemed competent to rule society. But
history did not verify this theory. Now
the world is being transformed by the
information revolution.

from: Fred, Seattle
3/5/94

CENSORSHIP, IMPERIALISM
AND REVISIONISM

Fred comments on therecent dis-
cussion over imperialism in his new
article “What can be learned from the
bloodbath regarding approaches to
investigation, part one” (Seattle #41).
You would think that, in discussing
views about imperialism, the “bloo-
dbath” would refer to the constant
wars of the twentieth century. The
hope of tens of millions that World
War Il would lead to peace has been
cruelly disappointed by the reality of
an imperialist world order. The hope
of tens of millions that the end of the
Cold War would lead to peace and
prosperity is shriveling as the wars
dragon and the soup kitchens prolif-
erate.

Butno. For Fred, post-World War
Ilimperialismis a new,improved im-
perialism. It does not share the para-
sitism and decay of earlier imperial-
ism. It does not have the tendency
towards reaction. In depicting it, he
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leaves out the growing split between
rich and poor, worker and capitalist,
privileged and expendable human
beings. You hardly think you live in
the same world as Fred when you
read the world as described in Seattle
#41.

No, the bloodbath Fred refers to
is an exchange of theoretical articles.

So, you would think, Fred is re-
ally excited about the content of these
articles. You would think that he rec-
ognizes the importance of comrades
discussing the outlines of the present
world order. You would look forward
to his presenting a detailed picture of
what comrades think, and what the
world really looks like. My articles
Detroit #19 and #22, which he is sup-
posed to be commenting on, raised
the issue of ultra-imperialism. What
is his opinion about this issue, which
is being discussed by comrades in a
number of cities? What is his opinion
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of multi-polarism, the one-time view
of the former CC majority, which they
seem to have quietly jettisoned with-
outmuchdiscussion? Does hebelieve
that there is a political world order of
imperialism or is it just the world
market?

Nope. You won't find him dis-
cussing that.

For Fred, the important thing is
“approaches to investigation”. In his
view, all our differences would be
resolved if we simply agreed on a
common approach to investigation.
Then we would all agree with him
that Lenin was outdated—to be put
on the shelf next to Aristotle, to use
Fred’s comparison. Then we would
all agree with him that there is no
difference between Marxism and re-
visionism, and that the anti-revision-
ist struggle should be jettisoned as
“idealist” and the search for “the Holy
Grail”. Then we would all agree with
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him that imperialism is new and
improved. As to other issues, we would
agree to leave them aside to be re-
solved in future articles by himand a
few other wise people.

Heis puffing himself up withalot
of hot air. And there’s nothing so
dangerous to a hot-air balloon as the
sting of criticism. That's why Fred
wants to rule criticism out of order as
monolithism, censorship, Stalinism,
dialectics (1), younameit. Heanswers
opposing views with somereferences
to “icon-people” and “ROOAHSs”,
sneers, a few cries of “Stalinism” to
add a bit of flavor, and some lies about
the late MLP to add some bulk. After
that, he feels safe to dispose of Lenin
ina paragraph or two, and to enthuse
over modern capitalism.

Fred’s crusade against the right to
criticize

The full content of Fred’s discus-
sion of ultra-imperialism and multi-
polarism in Seattle #41 is as follows:

“The section “From multi-polar
to ultra-imperialism’ in Detroit 22 il-
lustrates how busy Joseph hastobe in
his mission to censor investigation.
First, various CC members went off
the rails in the direction of “multi-
polar world,” then they went off in the
other extreme of "ultra-imperialism.’
Christ, until now I thought the dun-
derheads were only those of us below
the CC level plus Ray. Now it turns
out that it is everyone besides Joseph.
Joseph, has it ever occurred to you
that your outlook is a bit..implausible?”

Now, think over that passage. And
try to answer the question: does Fred
agree with the Boston Communist
Study Group (BCSG) that the present
world situation is basically ultra-im-
perialistic (they are looking into
whetheritisa durable ultra-imperial-
ism or not)? Or does he agree withmy
polemic against ultra-imperialism?
Does he have any opinion about ul-
tra-imperialism at all?

Well, he knows one thing’s for
sure: whatever my opinion is, it’s
wrong. And the reason I'm wrong, is
that I disagree with the CC majority,
as | have disagreed with Fred.

Look over the passage and try to
answer the question: what does Fred
think about whether “the trend to
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multi-polarism” characterizes the
world? Does he say anything?

No, the only issue he puts for-
ward is that I'm wrong, and I'm wrong
because I disagree with the former
CC majority.

Justas Bendenounced “anything
which so stunk up the atmosphere
and attacks Michael, Jim, Joe and Fred”
(Seattle #34, cited in my Detroit #25),
Fred regards it as “a bit...implausible”
that these worthies might be wrong.

Why, he says, Joseph disagrees
with “everyone” on the world situ-
ation, and he implies that this dis-
agreement started with my article
Detroit #19. It shows the depths of
Fred’s elitism that he thinks that I am
the only one who objects to him and
the former CC majority. But very well,
suppose [ were alone. After all, I didn’t
take a poll before sending my criti-
cisms of “multi-polarism” and “ul-
tra-imperialism” out on E-mail. Sup-
poselended up the sole individual—
whether a cranky old man or a coura-
geous pioneer—to criticize the con-
cept of ultra-imperialism. How would
that mean my criticism was wrong?
Let Fred explain to us what scientific
principle allows one to conclude that
the individual is necessarily wrong?

So much for Fred’s concern for
proper methods of investigations. He
asks comrades to judge the issue on
personalities, on “leadership”, on
anything but examining the differing
views. He’s justa petty tyrant upset at
criticism, a big balloon afraid of a tiny
thorn.

For Fred, up is down, and the clash
of views is censorship

No, no, no, Fred shouts. He is not
against criticism. He is only against
the “censoring” of investigation.

But what s censorship? In Fred’s
upsidedownworld, it’s “censorship”
when you disagree with him or with
the chosen elite.

The proof? He says that my ar-
ticle, Detroit #19, was censorship.

How was it “censorship” for me
to write an article about imperialism
for the Chicago Workers’ Voice (CWV)?

Why, it criticizes certain views of
the former CC majority. Isn’t that
enough? Upisdown, day is night, the
clash of views is censorship, in Fred’s
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world.

How was it “censorship” when
that very issue of the CWV Theoreti-
cal Journal (then called the CWV
Theoretical Supplement) also carried
the articles of comrades Jim and Manny
in full?

How was it “censorship” when
the CWV Theoretical Journal, which 1
support, is dedicated to establishing
an open platform for all comrades
who want to take part in the discus-
sion?

But Fred gives a very peculiar
meaning to the word “censorship”—
it means creating an atmosphere in
which his views are subject to critical
examination.

Earlier,inmy article “The right to
criticize, factionalism, and social-de-
mocracy” (Detroit #25) I pointed out
that for Ben and Fred, the issue of
democracy had little to do with the
right to express one’s views. They
both grudgingly admit that the MLP
comrades had such rights. But such
rights are merely “formal” according
to Ben. According to both Ben and
Fred, the real question is the “atmos-
phere”, the “culture of monolithism”.
If someone criticizes Ben and Fred or
those they seek to ally with, that cre-
ates a bad atmosphere, and is there-
fore monolithism and censorship.

Infact, thiscanonly mean that the
“formal” right to criticize must be
sacrificed in the name of creating the
proper atmosphere.

Thus,inFred’s world, if the CWV
Theoretical Journal is open to all sides,
itis presumably an instrument of “cen-
sorship” and “monolithism”. If the
Boston-plan journal forbids most criti-
cism or controversy, it is presumably
fighting against monolithism. (See the
appendix at the end of the article for
more on how Fred disguises his fight
against criticism.)

Imperialism

But after creating the proper “at-
mosphere”, Fred says something about
the world. Not too much, mind you.
First, he assures his readers that no
one has any real disagreements on the
facts of current world development.
He actually writes: “it is hilarious that,
as Boston 5 shows, Joseph doesn’t
even disagree with any of the aspects
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of trends of development that were
noted in the various reports on the
less developed countries, so far as
anyone knows.”

Is Fred for real? Did he bother to
read Detroit #19 and #22, which he is
supposedly replying to? Fred doesn’t
give any answer to the question of
whether imperialism exists and in what
sense; whether ultra-imperialism ex-
ists; whether domination and subor-
dination of countries is a major fea-
ture of the world, or it is just that all
countries are “interdependent”;
whether imperialism is progressive
as a stage of capitalist development;
whether there is an attempt to build a
single world order or just a world
market, etc. Instead he assures every-
one that such questions don’t exist
“sofarasanyone knows”.This means
that, as far as anyone can tell from his
reply, he may not have bothered to
read Detroit #19 and #22.

But while he evades those issues,
he does go into his two passions:
debunking Leninand picturinganew
dynamic, information-era imperial-
ism. He has a paragraph which gives
a number of supposed characteriza-
tions by Lenin of the old imperialism,
and then in subsequent paragraphs
contrasts Lenin’s supposed views,
assertion by assertion, to Fred’s view
of the new capitalism.

Butin this picture of world devel-
opment in this century, Fred never
points to the glaring contradictions of
imperialist development. Instead he
contrasts oppression in the past to
alleged progress today. He can see
misery and oppression in the old form,
but leaves it aside in his descriptions
of the current world.

And he defends reducing Lenin-
ism to cartoon-style caricatures.

Let’s go through some of his as-
sertions.

Ultra-colonialism

a) He says that “Lenin held that
colonial monopoly was the most prof-
itable international form and hence a
direction of development of world
capitalism.” Hereplies that “Colonial
monopoly was replaced with a much
more accessible world market.”

Here Fred contrasts past coloni-
alism to, not the present dependent

3/30/94

and poverty-stricken status of much
of theworld, but “a much moreacces-
sible world market.”. He doesn’t even
attempt to give an overall picture of
the situation facing the independent,
but poor countries. He doesn’t de-
scribe the present gap between rich
and poor countries, and their present
misery. No, he puts things in the best
lightby contrasting colonialism to the
wonderful market. No wonder he
stressed in the past that he has found
the Wall Street Journal a more useful
paper than the Workers’ Advocate
(for example, in the Box, part one,
Seattle #26).

Nor is it obvious why colonial
status should be contrasted toa coun-
try’s position on the world market, as
he does. Puerto Rico is an American
colony; and it definitely trades on the
world market.

In fact, the world market existed
backinthe Lenin’s time, and even the
colonies were part of it. For some coun-
tries, it was precisely the whip of colo-
nial domination that forced them more
and more onto the world market.

But Fred says the world marketis
reformed now: it is “more accessible”.
What does that mean? Simply that the
colonies are independent? If it means
anything else, the accessibility of the
world market depends on how wealthy
acountryis,and on whetheritis seek-
ing to break into monopolized mar-
kets. In fact, with the expansion of
capitalism in the decolonized world,
the gap between rich and poor coun-
tries has grown; the gap between dif-
ferent developing countries has grown;
and the gap between rich and poor
inside these countries has grown.
Meanwhile such key goods as tech-
nology are monopolized.

But Fred doesn’t examine these
problems. The only issue he mentions
about themarket s accessibility. Fred
accuses me of “fitting facts to theory”.
But when the only aspect of the mar-
kethelooksatis “accessibility”, thisis
chopping the facts down to an ab-
surdity. This narrow viewpoint al-
lows him to simply celebrate world
economics following colonialism,
rather than making an overall assess-
ment of what replaced colonialism.

Fred also makes a caricature out
of Lenin’s view on colonialism. He
repeats the view of comrade Michael
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and Jim that Lenin predicted that the
world would develop ultra-coloniza-
tion, so to speak. I refuted this in Detroit
#19: [ showed that comrade Jim had
quoted a fragment of a sentence outof
context, while Lenin had in fact re-
peatedly discussed the wave of anti-
colonial struggle. Fred’s response is
to claim that there are “some views of
Lenin that, from our perspective to-
day, contradict the above views of
Lenin.”

You would think that this meant
that Lenin said in some places that
there would be ultra-colonialization,
and elsewhere that there wouldn't.
But in fact Fred can’t show where
Leninever said there would be sucha
complete colonialization. It's simply
a bald assertion by Fred that Lenin
gave contradictory views on this. Fred
says so, isn’t that enough for any-
body?

Ironically, Fred himself can only
point to where Lenin says the oppo-
site. Fred says, referring to a small
passage in Ch. IX of “Imperialism”,
that “one of the principal predictions
that Lenin made in "Imperialism, the
highest stage,” was that the interna-
tional development of capitalism
would give rise to national movements
throughout the colonies.” Actually,
Lenin could hardly speak of the ac-
tual wave of struggle in “Imperial-
ism”, which was written under war-
time censorship. But in other works
he analyzes the movement repeatedly.

But Fred insists that Lenin gave
both views—of ultra-colonialization
and of the anti-colonial struggle. Then
he says that “these two sides of Lenin’s
views obviously did not appear con-
tradictory at the time.” Why is that,
were people stupid back then? If Lenin
really did stress thatall the semi-colo-
nies would become colonies, and that
more and more colonies would be es-
tablished, and at the same time en-
thused over the prospects of therevo-
lutionary wave—why wouldn’t that
have seemed contradictory at the time?
But according to Fred, it is “only sub-
sequent development that has revealed
them as contradictory to us”.

And this is the same argument
that Fred uses on one view of Lenin’s
after another. He claims that Jim,
Michael etc.didn’t treat Leninismina
cavalier fashion, but simply described
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one aspect of Lenin’s views, while I
described another, contradictory
aspect. But, Fred insists, these directlv
opposed views didn’t really seem
opposite at the time—a mysterious
fog must have enveloped people’s
minds. Only in our present age of en-
lightenment have we discovered that
these views were contradictory.

Monopoly

b) Fred says that Lenin “held that
ever bigger and more encompassing
monopoly economic organization was
most profitable and hence a direction
of development of economic organi-
zation of capitalism.” He replies that
today there is only the competitive
market: “Primitive trusts were bro-
ken up in favor of greater competi-
tion. (The bigincreasein state capital-
ism in the 30s—60s later saw some of
its forms pared back, and the multi-
nationals of the 50s are now having
portions of their form pared into sepa-
rate contractors.)”

Once again we see Fred “fitting
facts to theory”, as he puts it. His
discussion of monopolization is a per-
fect example of closing one’s eyes to
anything that doesn’t fit a precon-
ceived pattern.

First Fred says the monopolies
were broken up; I wonder whether
even the most enthusiastic trust-buster
or free-marketer ever claimed this. In
fact, monopoly has gone through a
process of development. The “primi-
tive trusts” were replaced by the big
orgy of private monopoly in the 20s
and 30s. The monopolization of one
decade grew into that of the next.
And Fred neglects the multinational
corporations except to announce that
they are now being pared down. He
doesn’t, however, give any statistics
about this or any reason to assume
that this simming downmarksa seri-
ous change in their market dominance.

Fred’s thesis is that monopolies
are disintegrating, thus creating a freer
and freer market. So he doesn’t dis-
cuss such embarrassing details as
whether a single multinational cor-
poration can be as dominant in its
field as an entire cartel of the past.
And he doesn’t even stop to think
whether having a series of contrac-
tors dependent on one or a few large
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firms is itself a form of monopoliza-
tion. Nor is his discussion of state
capitalism any more balanced.

He doesn’t give an overall pic-
ture, but simply grabs for for any
argument to say that “look, monop-
oly’s gone”. The old trusts are gone.
Er, well, the new trusts that replaced
them are gone too. Er, well, the giants
of today are becoming leaner and
meaner. Er well, the vast extension of
state capitalism has stopped now. One
rationalization after another.

Meanwhile Lenin described, not
astatic monopolization, butarevolu-
tion of monopoly over time. Nor did
Lenin regard monopolization as sim-
ply domination by a single firm. He
contrasts markets with a few dozen
firms to markets with hundreds or
thousands of firms. In the Detroit
Marxist-Leninist study group we have
started some discussion of the evolu-
tion of monopoly, and we will be trying
to get a better picture of it in the fu-
ture. What we have seen so far doesn’t
go along with Fred’s dogma of the
free market in which monopoly is only
a fading blemish.

Parasitism and decay

c) Fred says that Lenin “held that
increasing monopoly brought increas-
ing decay and parasitism” But, Fred
replies, “Decay and parasitism gave
way to dynamic growth.”

Here Fred comes off like a busi-
ness-club booster. Oh yes, imperial-
ism was stagnant and had problems
in the past, but now it is growing. In
order to present growth as a funda-
mental change in itself, Fred has to
present the imperialism of the past as
economically stagnant.

Actually, as I pointed out in De-
troit#19, Lenin held thatoverall, capi-
talism was growing far more rapidly
than before. But he stressed the un-
even nature of the growth. It’s not
that he talked of parasitism at one
point in the book “Imperialism” and
of growth at another, as Fred would
have one believe. But in the same
passage Lenin showed how both ten-
dencies fit together.

Buteven as he supposedly inves-
tigates parasitism and decay, Fred’s
description overlooks the sore points
of present-day capitalism. Its growth
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has led to an expansion of poverty on
a world scale. There is a growing gap
between rich and poor countries. There
is also the decay of whole cities and
regions in the industrialized coun-
tries. Areas of stagnation and decay
coexist with overall growth; the growth
of capitalism in the third world coin-
cides with greater and greater ine-
qualities between countries and greater
and greater internal inequalities.

In thisarticle, Fred summation of
the world economy makes one think
of his favorite Wall Street Journal—
look at all that growth! Fred ignores
the contradictory part of this growth
whenheis supposedly presenting the
overall picture. As always with capi-
talism, its expansion gives rise to ex-
panding social contrasts around the
world. Poverty, and the growth of the
strata of expandable people, aren’t a
mere blemish ina dynamic economy;
the main source of poverty today is
what results from this capitalist de-
velopment.

A few days ago the reformist ILO
(International Labor Organization) of
the UN issued a report. It claims that
almost one-third of the world
workforce is either unemployed or
underemployed (i.e. workers who are
poverty stricken). It also pointed to
the growth of long-term unemploy-
ment in Europe and elsewhere. Is there
anyone who is willing to say that all
this will just go away by itself with a
few more fiber-optic cables?

So it seems that the contrast be-
tween the technical progress and this
unemployment is characteristic of
modern times. It’s not that unemploy-
ment was zillions of time worse ear-
lier in the century, and things are zil-
lions of times better now.

Fred lays stress on the “informa-
tion revolution” and, elsewhere, fi-
ber-optic cables, computers, etc. Is
technical revolution new to our times?
Ifonelooks furtherinto Lenin’s views
onmonopolization in “Imperialism”,
one finds that he pointed repeatedly
to the issue of technical superiority.
Monopolization gives the possibility
of technical improvements, “the proc-
ess of technical invention and improve-
ment becomes socialized”, etc. Here
is the power of technology and knowl-
edge, but instead of Fred’s view of
“knowledge as capital” replacing other
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capital, knowledge is controlled and
utilized by private interests. The new
technology becomes one of the pillars
of monopoly.

Is there any reason to believe that
today’s new technology will play a
different role from that of the past?
Hasn'’t it put up new barriers to the
poor countries rather than providing
for a democratization of the market?
Hasn’t it become one of the factors
reinforcing the domination of therich
countries over the others? Doesn’t it
threaten, in its capitalist application,
to throw millions of people into the
category of the superfluous?

Class and world dichotomies

d) Fred says that Lenin “held that
thesedevelopments meanta growing
dichotomization of society between
workers and capitalists plus labor aris-
tocrats, and between imperialist pow-
ers and enslaved nations.” But, Fred
replies, “The division of labor devel-
oped a growing middle class rather
than a small labor aristocracy, and
colonial regions notonly gained inde-
pendence but some ad vanced to met-
ropolitan capitalism.”

Here again, Fred plays down the
contradictions of modern imperial-
ism, rather than investigating them.
Thecolonies are mainly independent,
but Fred doesn’t discuss what is hap-
pening to them as a whole, and to the
different classes within them. He
simply says that “some advanced to
metropolitan capitalism”.

But whatis notable about today’s
world is not that a few Asian mini-
dragons are getting closer to Euro-
pean levels, but how few countries
have made it that far, and how di-
vided the world situation is.

If one were to examine this ques-
tion seriously, rather than by adjust-
ing facts to the theory, one would
have to ask: is the situation of poor
countries today easier or harder than
it was in the past? What is their posi-
tion in the world capitalist system?
Can one expect all countries to reach
the same level, or is the contrast be-
tween rich and poor growing?

Fred tries toanswer serious ques-
tions with one-liners: a few countries
have made it. Well, maybe the mini-
dragons will make it. But that’s like
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saying, capitalism is different from
the past: a few workers have become
executives. Well, they did in the past
too. Some former colonies made it to
the rank of today’s rich and privi-
leged, such as the U.S. and Canada.
Japan, an outsider, westernized by
itself and eventually made it into the
ranks of the industrialized countries.
But today, in many ways, it looks like
the situation of a subordinate but in-
dependent country is worse than it
was in the mid-nineteenth century.
The question isn’t whether a few for-
tunate countries may join the ranks of
the rich, but whatis the overall world
situation.

As far as the class relations inside
acountry, Fred also holds that thereis
a blurring of contradictions. What is
the fundamental contradiction of
today’s society? Fred converts this
into the question of “growing dichoto-
mization”, which he seems to inter-
pret as whether the percentage of
workers in a country is always grow-
ing. His answer is that this doesn’t
exist anymore.

The changes in technology and
economy are indeed causing major
changes in the structure of the work
force and of the working class. This is
a time of major, world adjustments in
the capitalist economy. And this di-
rectly affects the organization of the
workers against capitalism.

Nevertheless, on a world scale,
the working class has grown to be a
far larger percentage of the work force
than in Lenin’s day; the number of
peasantshas fallen very sharplyin the
rich countries and the poor; and the
range of class relations has increas-
ingly narrowed towards those typi-
cal of completely capitalist societies.
The middle sections are increasingly
connected to the general capitalist re-
lations of the country.

A modern economy, marked by
the exploitation of labor by the rich,
also hasits middle strata and, as well,
its throw-away people. It will never
be mathematically only two classes,
anditisabsurd to think that Marxand
Engels believed this. In their descrip-
tions of socialist revolution, there is
constant reference to various middle
sections—they never thought that
society would first eliminate all middle
sections and then have a revolution.
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The question is whether the split of
society into two great camps would
proceed far enoughtodevelopalarge
revolutionary working class, and
whether the contradiction between
the workers and their exploiters
underlie the position of all classes in
society.

Present world development is
laying the basis for a dramatic deep-
ening of division along modern class
lines, at the same time as it is reshuf-
fling the technique of production.

Reaction

e) Fred writes that imperialism
used to be “reaction all along the line”,
but “imperialism did not remain re-
action all along the line “ but “gave
rise to unprecedented economic
growth and political and cultural trans-
formation of regions.”

Here Fred waxes enthusiastic
about imperialist growth bringing
political and cultural transformation.
And I don’t think he’s talking about
environmental devastation, the writ-
ing off of millions of human beings as
superfluous people, and the culture
of money-greed when he talks of the
“political and cultural transforma-
tions”. No, it's growth leading to won-
derful consequences.

Hedoesn’tevenhintatgettingan
overall picture of what tendencies block
the reactionary drive of imperialism.
He leaves quite a bit out. He doesn’t
consider, in his historical contrast,
whether theresistance of the working
class and the oppressed might have
had something to do with the defeat
of various reactionary attempts of
imperialism. Did revolutionary move-
mentsand mass struggles undermine
colonialism, help block fascism, and
helpforce culturaland political trans-
formations? Wasn’t this a century
where the working people shed riv-
ers of blood to ensure that they had
some rights. And by doing so, didn’t
they clear the way for the post-World
War II capitalist economic expansion?
Nah, in Fred’s picture, it's just the
new nature of imperialism—say, tech-
nology and the information revolu-
tion—giving rise to growth and cul-
ture.

For Fred, the only experience of
the past revolution is that the “indus-

Chicago Workers' Voice




trial working class” was incapable of
bringing socialism. In the past, com-
rades were trying to judge such fac-
tors as whether there were the neces-
sary domestic economic prerequisites
for socialism in Russia, the effect of
the devastation of the working class
due to war and economic crisis, and
how appropriate were the policies
followed by the Bolsheviks. Now Fred
just says, it shows the industrial work-
ers weren’t capable. But when it comes
to the successes in this century in
maintaining some popular rights, then
Fred forgets about the role of the
workers—it’s the change in the na-
ture of imperialism.

Fred doesn’t even pose the ques-
tion of getting an overall picture of
the conflicting tendencies and class
relations in imperialist society, and
how they affected the “reaction all
along the line” that he recognizes for
earlier in this century.

So Fred simply ignores recent and
current world tendencies that contra-
dict his view of the new imperialism.
In the post-World War II period, when
some say the capitalists decided that
colonial barriers weren’t good for the
world market, there were some of the
most brutal wars in history against
subordinate countries as in Algeria
and Indochina. The spread of capital-
ism through the third world was con-
nected with a number of oppressive
regimes. Western imperialism propped
up a number of the most notorious
dictatorships in the world, while the
revisionist bloc followed a model of
state tyranny. And post-cold war
imperialism continues to show a spec-
tacular level of armaments; contin-
ued research and development of new
weapons; the development of racist
and chauvinist movements, etc.

Fred doesn’t draw a balance-sheet
of world developments,and lookinto
the underlying causes. He just over-
looks reaction and monopoly as things
of the past, and enthuses over imperi-
alism’s brave new world. Now, if he
only could conjure away the world
economic slowdown, therise of right-
wing movements in Europe, the threat
of rogue atomic bombs, etc....But this
would mean conjuring away imperi-
alismitself and taking usrightintoso-
cialism.

Chicago Workers' Voice

Is Leninism a burden or a tool?

Fred’s discussion of imperialism
is part of the section of his article de-
bunking Leninism.

[t can be recalled that the BCSG,
in Boston #5, took up the question of
whether anyone had advocated “that
Leninism,and perhaps Marxismarea
burden not a tool and that we need to
start from scratch to develop class
analysis and revolutionary theory, and
more”. They claimed this is a straw-
man. It would allegedly “be an ex-
treme statement and distortion even
of Fred’s most provocative state-
ments.”

Well, Fred said fine, and entitled
one of the sections of his article “is de-
fending Lenin as an icon a burden on
or a tool for study”. He answers, yes,
it’s a burden. But, hey, that’s suppos-
edly not denouncing Leninism. After
all, the BCSG itself has taken up Fred’s
religious imagery and said that “turn-
ing a theory into an icon is quite dif-
ferent fromnegating the theory.” Per-
haps they should consider calling their
journal “Fred’s figleaf”.

So how does Fred describe the
real Leninism as opposed to the icon?

It is, in his view, a series of “bril-
liant guesses” and of “contradictory
views.” Some of the guesses may turn
out right. Of course, if one believes,
like Fred, that Lenin speaks out of
both sides of his mouth on every is-
sue, then Lenin could hardly fail to be
right part of the time, no?

Here it is in Fred’s words: “Sub-
sequent development may disprove
some guesses yet verify some of the
tendencies that were seen. The bril-
liant insight into developments and
discoveries hundredsand even thou-
sands of years in the future is com-
mon to all great thinkers. In the 4th
century B.C,, Aristotle discussed the
labor theory of value; in the 5th cen-
tury B.C., Democritus discussed the
atom.”

Fred here takes his denial that
theories have a framework apart from
individual propositions to its logical
conclusion. According to him, thereis
just a series of guesses. Lenin talks
about the labor theory of value, and
so did Aristotle.

If thisis all thereis, then Leninism
would be of no more use than ancient
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Greek philosophy. Surely no one would
deny that Aristotle and company are
of some interest? Could one say that
Fred regards ancient Greek philoso-
phy asaburdenon study? Why then,
how could hebe said toregard Lenin-
ism-Aristotleanism as such a burden?

Fred, elitist to the core, hints that
he isn’t denigrating the value of Len-
inism, oh no. Doesn’t he rank Lenin
rightup therealongside Aristotleand
Democritus, as one of the elite? Why,
he would probably agree to putting a
volume or two of Lenin’s in the Har-
vard Great Books of the World series.
Lenin may be a guesser—but a bril-
liant one! Elite guesses, not your
common run-of-the-mill guesses!

Moreover, Fred has departed so
far from the materialist view of history
that he really believes that Aristotle
could have developed the labor the-
ory of value in the 4th century B.C.
What Fred is probably referring to is
that Marx, in volume I of “Capital”,
praises Aristotle’s insight. And more-
over in a section of the book where
Marx is discussing value. Well, that’s
sufficient, isn’tit? Marx and Aristotle
hand in hand among the elite, why
bother to look at what Marx actually
said about Aristotle or what Aristotle
actually said about value? Asit turns,
Marx points out that Aristotle lacked
“any concept of value”, to say noth-
ing of the labor theory of value. Marx
praised Aristotle for seeing that the
exchange of two commodities implied
that there was something equivalent
about them. But, he added, that
“Aristotle...himself, tells us, what
barred the way to his further analysis;
it was the absence of any concept of
value...Such a thing, in truth, cannot
exist, says Aristotle...

“There was...an important fact
which prevented Aristotle from see-
ing that, to attribute value to com-
modities, is merely a mode of express-
ing all labor as equal human
labor,....Greek society was founded
upon slavery, and had, therefore, for
its natural basis, the inequality of men
and of their labor powers.” (Capital,
Volume I, Chapter I, at the end of
Section A3, Kerr edition, pp- 68-9; Inter-
national Publishers, pp. 59-60)

But suppose, for the sake of argu-
ment, that Aristotle had developed a
“labor theory of value”. This would
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be interesting. But it is as unlikely to
forma basis for moderninvestigation
as Democritus’ view of the atom could
form a basis for nuclear physics.
Democritus couldn’t leap nuclear phys-
ics over 2,000 years; it had to develop
on the basis of a much higher science
and technology than that at the time
of Democritus. And the labor theory
of value required a different econ-
omy than existed 2,000 years ago.

Similarly, if Leninism is really noth-
ingbutsuchguesses, itis prettyirrele-
vant whether they are right. It would
just not be a proper basis for revolu-
tionary work. The question is whether
Marxism-Leninism provides a scien-
tific and coherent theory of world
development and of revolutionary
action. And the question is whether
the conditions which Marx and Lenin
analyzed still have something to do
with our current issues. Are we in a
basically new situation, “zillions of
times” more developed than the past,
which has transcended the old class
contradictions and struggles of the
past? Or has the dazzling technologi-
cal development embellished and
accentuated the basic capitalist frame-
work whichcame intoexistence some
time ago?

Fred holds that “Marx and Lenin
only had snapshots of developing capi-
talism to look at.” Apparently he is
saying that there is a basic change to
present-day developed capitalism.
This change, as we have seen, is that
capitalism has supposedly become far
more dynamic, has lost its reaction-
aryedge, and thedichotomizationsin
world society are blurring.

But Fred goes further: “...the snap-
shot limitation was made worse by
the dearth of information on the dy-
nastic societies (this term] use to refer
to the various centralized societies
that existed between preclass society
and capitalism). They lacked data not
only of the future development but
also of the past.”

Clearly anthropology has devel-
oped tremendously in the last cen-
tury. But what has it shown that is
relevant to the issue at hand? What
views has it challenged? As a true
elitist and snob, Fred thinks that sim-
ply referring to a field, like the study
of ancient societies, or to a great fig-
ure of the past, like Aristotle, suffices
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to make a point.

But Fred’s views raisea question.
Suppose we analyze the economy and
politics today. Ten years from now,
future Fred’s will say that we lacked
knowledge of future development and
that we were just guessing. And they
will also say we lacked knowledge of
the past, for anthropology and ar-
chaeology will continue to make prog-
ress. So why bother at all? Why not
just wait and let time tell what hap-
pens to the great powers, the poor
countries, and the class dichotomies?
If the simple passage of time suffices
to undermine the value of any theo-
retical work, if there is no general
framework that this work is contrib-
uting to, then what’s the point of it?

Is there a dividing line between re-
visionism and communism?

But there’s yet another question
about Fred’s supposed Leninism. For
Fred, there is no division between
communism and revisionism. Such a
division would be a “simple good
and evil division at some point or
period” (the Box part one, Seattle ).
He calls it an “idealist view” and the
search for a “pure theory” and the
“holy grail” and “simple icons”. He
says there is just “an 1850s Marxism,
a 1920s Marxism, etc.”

In fact, Fred has denied the value
of the concept of revisionism for some
time. Here | will just give some addi-
tionalillustrations of this. He refersin
his current article to the debate that
has been going on—among Jim, Mark,
myself, etc.—as to whether Leninism
is responsible for the wrong views on
colonialism and neo-colonialism set
forward by three-worldism, Maoism,
etc. But when he discusses this de-
bate, he describes it as “linking fun-
damental views of Lenin with com-
munist views developed in subsequent
periods”. Three-worldism, Maoism,
etc. are, in his view, just communism.

Well, what about Stalinism. I don’t
think he has raised this explicitly yet,
but it would follow that Stalinism is,
therefore,communismand Marxism.
It is simply the communism and
Marxism—and presumably the Len-
inism—of Russia in such-and-such a
decade. He can denounce Stalin as a
person, but according to his view-
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point, Stalin must presumably be just
a communist of such-and-such a pe-
riod.

This should also apply to most of
social-democracy. Social-democracy
is descended from the communism of
much earlier days of the working class
movement, and some of it still talks in
terms of Marxism. It simply devel-
oped into the first or earliest revision-
ism. If it doesn’t make any sense to-
day to distinguish communism from
revisionism, why should it have made
sense earlier in this century?

Perhaps this has something to do
with why Fred, who likes to talk so
much about what he calls “black hole”
materials, never proposed the print-
ing of any of it in the IB or the Supple-
ment. Most of itis based firmly on the
“holy grail” of distinguishing com-
munism fromrevisionismand social-
democracy. Fred has gone way be-
yond this.

In line with his denial of a divi-
sion between communism and revi-
sionism, Fred doesn’t talk of the revi-
sionist or state-capitalist regimes, but
of the “communist regimes”. In Se-
attle #41 he writes that “The experi-
ence of the communist regimes was a
revolutionary development of those
societies, but not socialist. I would
assert that this was not due especially
to deficiencies of ideology, but the
fact that overall conditions were not
sufficient to build socialism.”

Here Fred confuses the question
of whether, say, the Russian commu-
nists could have built socialism if their
orientation had been better, with an
assessment of what the Russian re-
gime began and of what the Russian
ruling party became. In Fred’s de-
scription, there are no tyrannical state-
capitalist regimes, but only regimes
of “the revolutionary development”
of those societies. The only criticism
he maintains is that these regimes were
not socialist, only communist.

And it is the same with the views
set forward by the Revolutionary
Socialist Study Group of Seattle in its
first pamphlet. (The RSSG of Seattle
replaced the MLP, Seattle. A number
of copies of aleaflet or mini-pamphlet
by them was distributed at the Fifth
Congress by Ben. It contained a re-
vised form of Frank’s timber article,
altered in some ways Frank disagreed
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with. Near the end of the article ap-
pears the RSSG’s view of the “social-
ist alternative”.) In referring to the
various regimes that aren’t socialist,
the RSSG doesn’t describe them as
revisionist or state-capitalist. Also,
despite Fred’s charge that others are
soft on Stalin, the leaflet does not
denounce Stalin or any other revi-
sionist, or any form of revisionism.
(The original version of the article,
published in the Supplement, de-
nounced the “state capitalist” regimes
including that “consolidated under
Stalin” and denounced their pretense
to be socialist or communist.) It refers
instead to the need for a “study of the
failures of the Russian and Chinese
revolutions to achieve socialism”. This
even leaves open whether these re-
gimes ever became tyrannies or were
“a revolutionary development”.
Fred and the RSSG do say that
these regimes didn’t achieve social-
ism. But in fact, once one abandons
the concept of revisionism, what
grounds does one have to say that
these regimes weren’t socialist? It's
utterly illogical. If the regimes can be
called communist—the communism
of a certain decade and country—
then why can’t the societies be called
socialist—the socialism of a certain
decade and country? If distinguish-
ing communism from revisionism
means searching for the Holy Grail,
why isn’t distinguishing socialism from
“socialism” (socialism in quotation
marks), as the RSSG does, also a search
for the Holy Grail? The overwhelm-
ingly majority of those who Fred re-
gards as the communists of a certain
decade, believe that state-capitalist
economies are socialist. The over-
whelming majority of “Marxists” or
“socialists” of any recent decade, be-
lieve that such societies are socialist.
They may distinguish betweenrepul-
sive or totalitarian or other undesir-
able forms of “socialism” and the
socialism they advocate, but they
believe that the USSR (before it dis-
solved), Cuba, China, Albania (in the
old days), etc. are socialist (and maybe
even some West European welfare
states too). On what basis can one
deny their views, if every “Marxism”
or “Leninism” is equally legitimate, if
it is idealism to distinguish between
them and revolutionary Marxism? On
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whatbasis can one preserve the “holy
grail”, the “icon” of Fred’s preferred
form of socialism while denouncing
the others?

Formyself,lamnotacommunist,
a socialist, a Marxist or a Leninist in
the sense Fred talks about—that is,
simply a member of the communism
of this decade. I would regard it as
immoral and the worst treachery to
the working class to uphold the trend
of the state-capitalist tyrannies and of
similar oppressors of the working class.
Iregard drawinga line between com-
munismand revisionismas one of the
most fundamental of our tasks, one of
the key points of significance of the
work of the late MLP and its prede-
cessors. And I regard the erosion of
this orientation as one of the main
features of the collapse of the MLP
and the shattering of its trend.

The MLP and its predecessors sup-
ported some of the revisionist regimes
and Stalin’s regime when it didn’t
know the truth about these regimes.
But this wasn’t what characterized
us: it was our adherence to revolu-
tionary Marxism-Leninism, with
which we cut through one layer after
another of the revisionist dead weight
that pressed upon us and other activ-
ists around the world. Once our re-
search had shown the truth about the
various regimes, it is reactionary and
absurd totalk about beingin the same
trend as Stalin or these regimes. Yet
Fred says that the MLP was a “Stalin-
ist trend” (Box #1). I think that, if he
really believed, after he knew what
Stalinism was, that we are a Stalinist
trend, then it was immoral to remain
in such a party or trend. I don’t have
the same flexible morality, the same
flexible theory of factional maneuver-
ing that seems to have become an
epidemic. Ithink that one should take
part in the trend that stands for revo-
lution, for the new society, not the
trend of state-capitalist tyranny. I think
these aren’t the same trends; [ am not
interested in having some personal
flavor of “communist” trend cohabit
ina “trend of trends” with these other
trends, butin rallying the activists for
revolutionary communism and against
the anti-working class trends.

In my view, it’s anti-revisionist
Marxist-Leninism that is needed for
the workers” movement. The signifi-
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cance of our party was not that it was
another reformist group, but more
militant than the others. Its signifi-
cance was its revolutionary work, and
itsattempt tobuild ananti-revisionist
movement among the working class
and to revitalize Marxism-Leninism
on the anti-revisionist basis.

To me, words in themselves are
not the issue. Whether someone says
they’re Leninist or not—because Lenin
was such a good guesser—is of little
importance. If one believes that com-
munism is the same as the state-capi-
talist regimes, as the three-worlders,
as Stalin, etc., then one shouldn’t be a
communist or a Leninist. Not after
onehasfound out whatthese regimes
were. Only that Marxism, that Lenin-
ism, that has a cutting edge against
state-capitalist tyranny as well as
Western capitalism, is of value; only
such a theory is worth defending; only
such a theory can guide the cause of
the working class.

Appendix: More on censorship

As we have seen, Fred declared
that my article Detroit #19 was cen-
sorship of investigation. Turning logic
on its head, Fred declares he is fight-
ing against censorship when he is
denouncing me and others for utiliz-
ing our right to criticize, discuss is-
sues, put forward their analysis, and
express their opinion.

But Fred blows a lot of smoke to
prove that maintaining the correct “at-
mosphere” requires suppressing his
critics.

For example, he delves back into
history. He tries to show that I sup-
pressed discussion in the past. Of
course, even if this were true, it
wouldn’t justify him suppressing
discussion now. However, it’s not true.
I was the comrade who, when the
crisis became evident, wanted the CC
to put forward the full extent of it to
the MLP membership asa whole,and
who suggested that both sides be
treated as serious activists. This docu-
ment of August 1991 is available in
Detroit #6. Joe thinks this proposal
was “a step backward” (Boston #4),
and Benand Fred spitat it. But search
through that document, and try to
find the cursing and disregard for
others that you find in the work of the
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BCSG and Ben and Fred. There is no
complaint that the other side is just
full of distortions and would agree
with me if only it listened. There is no
attempt to deny the differences that
everyone sees.

But Fred says that I supposedly
“tried to block the discussion of
Manny’s report at the congress.”
Really? Well, I wrote a letter to Manny
before the Fourth Congress express-
ing my views on some issues of the
international situation. Since it dis-
agreed with some of the views Manny
eventually put forward, it must, in
Fred’s view, be an attempt to “block
the discussion” of Manny’s report.
And if Manny had agreed with these
views, this would have been “censor-
ship” in Fred’s views. I will release
that letter soon after I finish working
on this article, as part of reference
material on the question of ultra-
imperialism, and you can then see for
yourself what Fred’s calls an attempt
to block discussion.

Collective work

Ingeneral, Fred describes the fact
that the CC worked together to pre-
pare speeches for congresses and
conferences and for subsequent pub-
lication, as “censorship”. Sometimes,
especially with articles for publica-
tion, several comrades would workat
the same speech, article, or other
materials. Of course, the Seattle group
led by Fred also collectively discusses
articles. But I'm not in the Seattle group,
so that’s good discussion. ButI wasin
the CC and the NEC, so that’s bad
discussion.

So underneath Fred and Ben’s
rhetoric,and that of the BCSG too,isa
lack of any objective standard to judge
the actions of the various sides in the
debate. They just paint anything I or
the present minority do as sinister,
and anything they do as serious and
scientific. An objective standard of
who is for discussion and who isn’t,
of who is distorting and who isn’t,
would raise the issue of who stands
for public discussion, who wants the
material of both sides tobe published,
etc.

Asfar as the collective discussion
in the CC versus that in the Seattle
group, the only difference I see is that
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the CC was more scrupulous to re-
spect the wishes of individual authors
and historical accuracy. If something
was published in the Supplementand
attributed to an individual or to a
group, then nothing could be changed
unless it was either done by the au-
thor or with the author’s consent to
thechange, or unless it was marked as
done by someone else. And even slight
changes required the speech to be
marked as edited for publication. The
more differences appeared, the more
attention was paid tothis, and theless
editing was done.

On the other hand, take the revi-
sion of Frank’s timber article that was
done under Fred’s direction by the
Revolutionary Socialist Study Group
(which replaced the Seattle Branch of
the MLP). The leaflet consisted of a
new version of Frank’s timber article;
among other things, the end of the
article was converted into what was,
in effect, the RSSG’s declaration of
principles. But various changes in this
article did not meet with Frank’s ap-
proval; the RSSG didn’t note that the
article was revised from the original
form in which Frank had made it public
in the Supplement. And the RSSG did
not discuss with others the differences
which arose in their revision of the
article or even give a hint of them.

Meanwhile, as far as the CCof the
MLP went, the CC members not only
had collective work, but also individ-
ual expression. The CC members cir-
culated reports as they wished to; could
write opinion pieces for the Informa-
tion Bulletin or Supplement as they
wished to; and also set forward their
views locally in publications and in
party meetings. Nor were theserights
restricted to CC members.

What do Fred and Ben havetore-
place such methods with? Fred has
been the leading figure in the Seattle
group for some time; and he led its
transformation—which he describes,
after the fact, in his proposal of April
25,1993 (see Information Bulletin #81,
June 15,1993). Yet Fred and Ben have
been unable to maintain the “trend of
trends”, where everyone finds a
friendly and encouraging atmosphere
to develop the most diverse views
and all differences are brought for-
ward and discussed. We have already
taken a look at the editing of the RS5G’s
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first leaflet. Now consider what hap-
pened in another case of differences
inthe group.Phil, another comradein
Seattle, expressed his worries about
the atmosphere in the group and
developments in general in the MLP
inhisletter of July 15,1993 (see IB #83,
August 22, 1993). What was Ben's
response? Ben denounced Phil in his
article Seattle #9 (September 15, 1993).
He was furious that someone from
the Seattle group had criticized it,and
he ridiculed Phil bitterly. He also
jumped with joy at the thought of
discrediting Phil over differences on
agitation for gay rights; but he was
unable to explain anything to Phil about
this and instead just told Thil to go
talk to Patrick Buchanan, just as he
has now tells me to go to hell. (Ben's
Open Letter to the CWV Group, Se-
attle #40) To my estimation, going to
Patrick Buchanan and going to hell
are about the same thing.

With this type of atmosphere, it’s
not surprising that the group split.
Perhaps the differences were so deep
that, no matter what type of “atmos-
phere” existed, a split was inevitable
or even beneficial. But if so, that too
would show the falsity of Fred and
Ben’s theories. In either case, it's a
fraud when Fred and Ben pretend
that they have found a way to unitea
“trend of trends”, to foster differing
views, etc.

Half-baked

But Fred has yet another argu-
ment. He says that [ was opposed to
the “free circulation of any views”
because I denounced Jim, Manny and
Michael for wanting “to impose the
resulting half-baked ideas on the party
without even a clear discussion of
what was at stake.” As usual, Fred
turns things on their head. I was not
complaining that Jim, Manny and
Michael had circulated their ideas,
but that they hadn’t. My proposal
wasn’t to ban discussion, but to pro-
mote it more widely, to take it public,
to have it cover more subjects, and to
have comrades write up their views.
FromIB#62in1991; to the proposal of
a temporary journal; to my support
for the CWV Theoretical Journal, that
is the view I have followed with re-
spect to the latest round of differ-
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ences. I advocated from before the
Fourth Congress that the discussion
go from the IB into the Workers’
Advocate Supplement; the CC turned
itdown. I could give more examples.

Meanwhile Fred himself still de-
nounces the CC as having been a
“mutual admiration society”, pre-
sumably indicating that he didn’t think
the differences had come out. Ben, in
his articles Seattle #13 and #39, pro-
fesses to believe that there are “dis-
agreements [that] have been kept
private to the CC” and that this was
“an essential component of our dys-
function”. But when I say the basic
issues behind the differences weren’t
clear, then suddenly Fred and Ben
change their mind. This is suppres-
sion, this is censorship, they shout in
unison.

In brief, Fred and Ben are engag-
ing in hypocrisy. When they say that
differences weren’t clear, they claim
that this is profound and deep and a
sign of their valiant struggle against
monolithism and for scientific cul-
ture. If I say the differences weren't
clear—and worse yet, if [ actually do
something about this by discussing
the differences—it is suppression,
Stalinism, censoring investigation, and
maybe even “dialectics”.

But Fred and Ben can’t go too far
these days in denouncing those hid-
den differences in the CC, because
they now have something of an alli-
ance with the BCSG and the former
CC majority.So, based ontheneeds of
this alliance, they have now discov-
ered that the majority of the CC were
really democrats after all. At least for
this last period when they were put-
ting forward ideas that Fred and Ben
found interesting.

So Fred and Ben have resorted to
the devil theory of politics: the prob-
lem of the MLP was a single individ-
ual, myself, who “stage managed” the
whole party apparently (Box #1).This
somehow allows Fred to eat some of
his words and discover that “every-
one (was) free todiscuss” the ideas of
Jim, Manny and Michael in the past.
Oh? What happened to the “culture
of monolithism” that Fred and Ben
were supposed to be criticizing? Well,
Fred has to twist and turn. He now

declares that the last year or so was
the first time there was freedom of
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discussion in the MLP. But appar-
ently the freedom didn’t go far enough
to fix the overall atmosphere in the
MLP, though—probably because not
everyone agreed with Jim, Manny and
Michael.

Fred has it backwards. Yes, there
was freedom in the MLP. But it was
hard to discuss the ideas of Jim, Manny
and Michael when many critical ones
being pondered by these comrades
were hardly put forward. How was
one supposed to discuss Jim, Manny
and Michael’s views on imperialism?
What documents were they? Reports
that are hints and obscure statements?
Take Manny’s statement that imperi-
alism is an “appearance” of the “es-
sence” that is capitalism. Does that
mean that imperialism does or does
not exist? Take Jim's statements against
the concept of neo-colonjalism—are
they supposed to apply to imperial-
ism or not?

And when discussion started de-
spite this vagueness, suddenly Fred
and Ben and the former CC majority
began to oppose this freedom, which
Ben calls merely “formal”.

So now we have a situation where
Fred says there is freedom to discuss
the ideas of Jim, Manny and Michael.
Except for me of course. My Detroit
#19 doesn’t fall into that realm of free-
dom, and he denounces it as censor-
ship.

Except for Mark of course. When
he wrote something critical of the
former CC majority in the pre-disso-
lution discussion, Jim, Joe, and Mi-
chael mobilized to stamp him down.

Except for the CWV Theoretical
Journal. The BCSG denounce the Chi-
cago comrades for saying that differ-
ences exist, and want them to stop
publishing their journal.

Except. Except. Except. You're free,
in the world of the Fred-Boston alli-
ance, so long as you don’t exercise
that freedom.

How factional maneuvering affects
theoretical discussion

So let’s see Fred give a proper €x-
ample of how to discuss the views of
Jim, Manny and Michael. How can
one do this correctly, avoiding the
methods used by me, Mark, the CWV,

etc.
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Well, Fred has nothing to say him-
self about ultra-imperialism or multi-
polarism, but says instead that:

“Boston 5 lists many of the trends
of development noted in Jim’s and
Manny’s reports, and a couple from
Michael’s. Every one of these obser-
vationsisimportant for further study
of the LDC issues. They’re all impor-
tant for learning about the "big pic-
ture’ thatJosephalleges he would like
us to understand.”

Thisisnot science, but Fred suck-
ing up to the BCSG, and “every one”
of their observations. Mind you, he
doesn’t discuss what these valuable
insights are. Does he care? Appar-
ently not. But they come from Jim and
Manny and Michael! Please, please,
please, Fred begs the BCSG. Accept
my views as in the ballpark—I will
kiss your feetingratitude, | will strike
down your critics as icon people and
Stalinists, I will absolve you of reli-
gious deviations—until the factional
balance of strength changes.

Of course, there was a time when
Fred was upset with the CC. That’s
why he sneers at “diabolical schemes
to build a mutual admiration society,
like the CC was before.”

But now Fred sees things he likes
in the former CC majority. He thinks
that they are moving in the same
general direction as he is—time will
show how far—and there’s good rea-
son for his belief. So now he himself
joins the “mutual admiration society.”
He fawns on them. Why, “every one”
of these unnamed “observations is
important for further study”. Why,
they are so important—each and every
one—that he doesn’t bother to dis-
cuss any of them.

When Fred was in the minority,
he tried to present himself as the fighter
for freedom of discussion, uncover-
ing the views that were suppressed
by the horrib! CC. But back then, the
party existe . ind I was secretary of
the CC. So t:.d had full right to put
his views in the IB and the Supple-
ment, and he did so. (And Fred had
full right to presentany of the unpub-
lished documents he wished for pub-
lication;and hedidn’t presenta single
one. Not one.)

Now Fred is aligned with the
former CC majority. And it turns out
that he is fighting to suppress criti-
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cism. This is what his fight was forall
along. All his words about the “cul-
ture of monolithism” and “censor-
ship” are now used by him for the
purpose of—denouncing criticism.

Elitism

This factional maneuvering goes
hand in hand with Fred’s elitism.

Fred for example ridicules that I
am alone in my views critical of the
former CC majority and Fred. This is
an obvious lie. Even his own article
talks of other comrades with similar
views, in order to warn them against
me.

So what could he mean?

Let’s see. In this article, Fred re-
fers back to his past article, the Box,
parttwo.In the Box, he was upset that
my articles supposedly incited the
“peasants” to riot against him. He
wrote off the independent thought
and individual convictions of the
“peasants”. (The BCSG repeat this in
more refined fashion, saying that I
have “played a role of fueling the

An Appeal

Dear Comrades,

In am directing this appeal to all com-
rades of our trend but I am also directing it in
particular to supporters of the Chicago Work-
ers’ Voice Group because these comrades are
more closely associated with comrade Jo-
seph.

Eight days ago comrade Joseph wrote a
letterin which he replied tomy recent letter to
comrade Mark. I am requesting that everyone
who is not too overwhelmed by their respon-
sibilities, both political and personal, take the
time to either read or at least become some-
what familiar with Joseph’s letter and the
associated series of e-mail exchanges that |
have had with comrades Gary and Mark con-
cerning whether agnosticism-about-Lenin is
consistent with scientific methods or is con-
sistent with anti-Marxism. [ realize that this
may take some time and I am aware that com-
rades have many demands on their time.

) What is at stake, in my view, are issues
whxch are central to the development of the
unity of our trend.

Unfortunately. I have been unable, to
date, to complete my reply to comrade Jo-
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vulgar extremes of the others”. Oh,
those vulgar commoners—they speak
freely and disrespectfully.) Now he
has gone a step farther. From his elit-
ist point of view, these comrades don’t
count. For him, what counts are the
elite. The alliance between him and
the BCSG count. The “peasants” should
simply sit back and applaud the ef-
forts of their betters.

What if you object to the views of
the elite?

You will be told you are alone.

If that doesn’t stop you, there is
another obstacle. Fred waxes indig-
nant that [ dare criticize him and the
CC majority, when I supposedly didn’t
do any of the work on imperialism.

In fact, I am the one who pushed
the discussion on the single world
political system of imperialism; who
initiated the current round of discus-
sion of multi-polarism; and who be-
gan the polemic against ultra-imperi-
alism. Even the BCSG grudgingly give
me a bit of credit for this, although
they distort my views in the process.
(I guess Boston #5 did, after all, make

at least one observation that Fred
doesn’t think is valuable.)

Butsupposel hadn’tbeen theone
to do the spade work on one or two
aspects of the controversy onimperi-
alism. So what? Since when has it
been a principle of science that you
can’t criticize something unless you
are the one who first thought of it? Or
unless you are one who did all the
work? What does this meanabout the
material that will come from the Bos-
ton-plan theoretical journal? Comrades
are presently being held back from
criticism of the ideas of Joe, Michael,
Manny and Fred on the grounds that
the “serious” work hasn’t been done
yet. And after the journal is published,
will they be told not to criticize be-
cause they aren’t the ones whodid the
work?

Down with this elitism—it’s time
for a plebeian revolt right in our own
theoretical discussion!

From: Joseph Green
March 11, 1994

to Comrades of the xmlp trend

seph. Partly this is because he has brought up
a number of important issues and it is diffi-
culttotreat these issues with all the thorough-
ness which they deserve in a manner which is
concise. I will, with luck. be able to complete
my reply within a few days. I hope, when it is
complete, that comrades may be able to find
the time to read or at least review it briefly.

In the meantime I will state the essential
issue concisely:

1) Is agnosticism-about-Lenin
(a) a scientific attitude and method for
dealing with an important scientific

question not yet completely resolved
--Oor --

(b) anti-Marxism ?

2) This is the issue that threatens the unity of
our trend.

3) "‘I‘hosc who equate agnosticism-about-
I.;mn with anti-Marxism are equating scien-
tific methods of analysis with anti-Marxism.

fi) Those who equate science with anti-Marx-
ism are:
a) attacking our scientific revolutionary
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culture

b) inciting comrades against each other
¢) undermining the development of the
unity of our trend

5) Some comrades who are not clear on the
real issues are being manipulated with highly
misleading arguments and methods which
are less than worthy of the magnitude of the
tasks which we have set for ourselves.

To these comrades especially I address
the following appeal:

Think matters over carefully.

The development of the genuine unity of
our trend is at stake.

6) Joseph is objectively defending
Mark’s attempt to equate scientific methods
with anti-Marxism.

~ T)Josephis utilizing this fraud to under-
mine our unity.

8) Joseph should be told to g0 to hell.
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Mark Replies to Ben on Materialism vs. Agnosticism

Ben has attempted to reply to my
letter of Jan. 11, 1994. In my letter, |
raised that there are those who still
deny there were differences of frame-
work within the CC of the MLP. Asan
example, I pointed out that comrade
Michael had raised that he felt Marx-
ism-Leninism was similar to religion
and that Leninism had given rise to
nationalist-type views among some
comrades in Chicago. And in since
November 1993, Michael has further
identified himself as part of a ideo-
logical trend that does not want to
defend a Marxist-Leninist framework
since this is a trend of those who
consider themselves merely “essen-
tially” Marxist and others who pre-
sumably don’t even consider them-
selves Marxists in any sense.

Ben considers this to be “intoler-
ance” and “opposition to scientific
inquiry”. And in his usual tolerant
fashion he hurls one non-political
putdown after another as if mere
huffing and puffing will blow my
arguments down.

What has gotten Ben in such a
lather? Does he dispute whether my
characterization of Michael’s views
are true are not. No. Does he make
any effort to show whether or not |
have somehow distorted Michael’s
views.No. Does hecommentone way
or the other about whether he agrees
with equating Marxism-Leninism with
religion or whether Leninismleads to
a nationalist perspective for the
struggle in the dependent countries?
No.

For Ben, the main issue is that I
said that disputes over the theoretical
framework came up in the inner-party
debate. Why thisis “filth” cries Ben; it
is “insinuation,” “bullying” and “in-
timidation.” Then Ben goes on to
announce that “the verdict is not yet
inon Leninism” and all its supporters
are blind religious bigots. Oh, I see. If
I raise that the theoretical framework
of Marxism-Leninism was anissuein
the inner-party debate, it is wrong
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because, according to Ben, whether
or not Marxism-Leninism is valid is
an issue! Brilliant, Ben.

Ben thinks that supporting Marx-
ism-Leninism means being opposed
to a serious examination of this the-
ory. This is completely wrong. It may
come as a big shock to Ben, but those
of us who have not jettisoned this
theory have alsobeenlookinginto the
questions of Soviet history and other
controversies. I have found that look-
ing into the questions has deepened
my understanding of the issues in-
volved in making the transition to
socialism. What I have not seenis any
good argument that Leninism should
be discarded because of what hap-
pened after the Bolsheviks took power.
Maybe someday such an argument
will be put forward. Then I will change
my mind.

My attachment to Leninismis not
based on sentimentality or the notion
thathe wasinfallible.Itisbased on the
fact that for the last 20 years or so, |
have found his body of work to be an
invaluable guide in trying to build up
a trend for proletarian revolution in
this country. I still believe in Marxism
and I consider Lenin the most consis-
tent defender of the Marxist theory.

Ben has some questions about
what happened in 1921 in the Soviet
Union. Fine. This is a question the
MLP was investigating before it died
and I think the investigation should
continue. From what Ben has written
on the subject, he seems to have no
definite answer on whether certain
measures supported by Lenin were
correct or not. He demands to know
whether Lenin was for democracy,
but he actually supports measures he
thinks were undemocratic. So it is
hard to understand what principles
he would base his evaluation of Lenin
on. Sorry, but a bunch of muddled
questions is not much of an argu-
ment. Yet on this flimsy basis Ben
declares “are we really ready to pro-
claim to the masses that we are Lenin-
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ists?” (see Seattle #33, 1st paragraph
under the subhead “Don’t do it Tim
— it’'s a trap!”)

Then again, it doesn’t take much
for Ben to discard Marxism-Lenin-
ism. Why, he pontificates, the term
“was coined under Stalin.” What a
scientificargument. “Under” Stalin, a
phrase was used so it is suspect. Of
course, “proletarian revolution”
“socialism” and “communism” were
also used under Stalin. Hmmm. [ knew
there was something wrong with these
ideas!

Ben goes on to lecture that since
“the architects of counter-revolution”
talked about Marxism-Leninism, “it
seems natural and inevitable that as
our knowledge of the roots of revi-
sionism deepened that we would need
to take an agnostic attitude towards
this framework while we, so to speak,
separate protein from poison.” Any-
one who has been paying attention
knows that all sorts of basic Marxist
ideas were given lip service by the
Soviet leaders until a couple of years
ago. And if one forgets there is a dif-
ference  between  revisionist
phrasemongering and revolutionary
Marxism, it is natural and inevitable
that Marxism-Leninism will be casu-
ally tossed away.

Ben likes to lecture about scien-
tific methods. Let’s “separate protein
from poison” he says. And he then
proceeds to systematically ignore his
own advice. Is Marxism-Leninism
valid? Who cares, Stalin used the
term. On the question of revolution-
ary organization, Ben thinks he brings
enlightenment by proclaiming the 2nd
and 3rd Internationals both failed so
we should embark on a new path.
Quite a scientific analysis, eh? Really
separates the protein and poison!
Meanwhile Ben’s “new” path, his
“trends within trends” ideas actually
revives those organizational practices
and viewsof the Second International
which were provenbankrupt in prac-
tice. It took a “heretic” like Lenin to
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break away from the officially ap-
proved dogmas of the Second Inter-
nationaland develop different,and in
my view, superior, methods.

Our dear Mr. Science keeps yap-
ping “what is Marxism-Leninism” and
says those who say they are Marxist-
Leninist won’t even defend the the-
ory. Meanwhile all the basic ques-
tions of Marxism-Leninism are being
debated right under his nose. For
example, Joseph and others have
written time and again debunking
Fred’s views on political economy,
organization, “democracy”, approach
to the masses, etc. from the stand-
point of Marxism-Leninism. A debate
is under way involving Lenin’s the-
ory of imperialism. Indeed, on ques-
tion after question, the MLP defended
Marxism-Leninism against all com-
ers.Onecould look back over 20 years
and argue that the MLP made mis-
takes or did not fully understand
Marxism-Leninism. But 1 remain
convinced that the better we learned
toapply this framework, the stronger
were our political stands.

But all these debates are of little
concern to Ben. For him the real issue
is that “the ideological split in the
party ... is between religious and sci-
entific methods of thinking and in-
vestigation.” Ben then gives a brief
“history of science” ala Ben. Welearn
that sometimes old theories are shown
to be weak and have to be supple-
mented or replaced. True enough. And
precisely for this reason, we have to
carefully examine the arguments being
put forward for or against various
theories. However, this is what Ben
hates about the so-called “religious”
trend. They actually present theargu-
ments of their opponents for exami-
nation.

Ben says sometimes a theory is
outdated buta replacement is not yet
ready. But we Marxist-Leninists have
not even seen a good argument as to
why the old framework is outdated,
or “unworkable” as Ben would have
it. Oh, I forgot, Stalin uttered the he-
retical phrase “Marxism-Leninism”!

In Ben science, however, proving
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anything doesn’t really matter. We
learn “the bulk of the useful theories
and ideas in most fields is not stuff
that is “proven.”” And “the theories
that are “proven’ are only a tiny core,
a small fraction of what is useful.”
And “often the material that is “proven’
is no longer even on the cutting edge
of what is useful.” Don’t take Ben’s
word for it, he claims this is what
Engels argues in Anti-Duhring.

If Ben wants to promote such
idiocy as the last word in science he
should at least have the decency to
claim authorship and leave Engels
out of it. In this work, Engels argues
against Herr Duhring’s notion of
eternal moral truths good for all times
and conditions. Engels is not argu-
ing that there is little point in verifi-
able theories or that theories cannot
be verified. He is arguing that human
knowledge can only approach com-
plete knowledge unless we are talk-
ing about the accumulated knowledge
of an infinite succession of genera-
tions.

Commenting on human knowl-
edge, Engels remarks: “Itis sovereign
and unlimited in its disposition, its
vocation, its possibilities and its his-
torical goal;itisnot sovereignand itis
limited in its individual expression
and in its realization at each particu-
lar moment.

“It is just the same with eternal
truths. If mankind ever reached the
stage at which it could only work
with eternal truths, with conclusions
of thought which possess sovereign
validity and an unconditional claim
to truth, it would then have reached
the point where the infinity of the
intellectual world, both in its actual-
ity and in its potentiality had been
exhausted, and this would mean that
the famous miracle of the infinite series
which has been counted would have
been performed.” (see Anti-Duhring;
ch.9 “Morality and Law, Eternal
Truths”)

Engels goes on to cite examples
even in the “exact” sciences where
various theories are incomplete and /
orconditional. Butcontrary toBen, he
does not do so to say that proven
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theories are of little value, but to show
that proven theories may have limita-
tions but are nonetheless of great value.

Forexample, hecites how Boyle’s
law of gases was shown to hold only
under certain conditions by Regnault.
But because Boyle’s law was not an
absolute truth under all conditions,
was it thereby some useless “proved”
theory. No. Engels says that if Reg-
nault had tossed out Boyle’s law be-
cause it was not “pure truth” “he would
have committed an error far greater
than the one that was contained in
Boyle’s law; his grain of truth would
have been lost sight of in a sandhill of
error; he would have distorted his
originally correct conclusion into an
error compared with which Boyle’s
law, along with the little particle of
error that clings to it, would have
seemed like truth.”

It should also be noted that Reg-
nault’s additions to Boyle’s law were
themselves “proven”.

If Benagrees withanyonein Anti-
Duhring it is not Engels but Duhring,.
By Duhring’s standards of eternal
absolute truth, all proven theories are
not of much use. Sound familiar?

From: Mark (Detroit)
Feb.9, 1994

Chicago Workers' Voice



Editorial Statement continued

Manny, Jim and Michael onimperial-
ismand therevolution in the depend-
ent countries were the line of the MLP?

We are not against comrades rais-
ing their views. We think these are
serious issues facing not only activ-
ists who were in the MLP but the
revolutionary movement as a whole.
We think it is important to study and
discuss these questions. But the views
expressed by Manny, Jim, Michael,
Ray, Fred and Joe on various issues
are different from what the MLP his-
torically held. And documents writ-
ten by these comrades were only dis-
cussion documents at the time. It is
simply untrue to call opposition to
these views opposition to the line of
the MLP.

But there is another issue. It is
implied in their statement that it would
be wrong for anyone to criticize the
“line”. When the MLP existed com-
rades had therighttocriticizeastand,
line, tactics, issues of how to agitate
and/or individual comrades. While
the MLP was alive there was an inter-
nal press, the Information Bulletin,
the WA Supplement, and communi-
cations through a variety of local,
regional, and national bodies to raise
issues. For example there was a fairly
active discussion about the material
basis for socialism

At the same time, a large part of
the political and theoretical contro-
versies which came up inside the Party
were not submitted to critical discus-
sionby the whole party. It seems tous
that the Party was notup to the task of
sharply delineating the controversies
and it underestimated the depth of
the crisis. But there were means to
carry out such a discussion.

In regards to the debate in 1991-
92 over the agitation on the war in the
Persian Gulf and other questions,
various comrades in Chicago certainly
feltthatthey weredutyboundtoraise
their views. They did so through the
Information Bulletin and meetings with
comrades. And through other chan-
nels. But the Boston comrades seem
to imply that any questioning of the
“line” is wrong.
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Further, now thatthereisno MLP
there are no more party channels for
discussing line and stand. Many
comrades still think it important to
study, discuss and debate the contro-
versial issues which tore the MLP apart.
The CWV theoretical journal is ad-
dressing that need. It has said that it
will be a forum where all comrades
can discuss their views. But appar-
ently, now that the MLP no longer
exists and the various Party channels
for discussions of issues also no longer
exist, the Boston comrades want to
stop discussion of controversial is-
sues. By fait accompli, they seem to
wanttodeterminealine foreveryone.
To determine a “line” in this fashion
was not the way the Party operated
when it was alive. Nor was it a right
that the Central Committee had when
it was in existence. But now the BCSG
wants such a right.

Anyway for the Boston group the
CWYV is just a matter of people in
Chicago and presumably of others
“‘proving’ that we were ‘right all
along’”. And they call on those who
support the CWV to face up to the
hard facts of their similarities and
differences. We think this is a good
idea. We've called for a debate. But
apparently comrades in Boston don’t
want anyone to face up to the hard
facts of their similarities and differ-
ences with the views the BCSG wants
to defend. This would be “sloganeer-
ing and sophistry against imaginary
targets.” But comrades “what’s good
for the goose is good for the gander.”

Regarding investigation

There is another straw man. The
claim that comrades in Chicago are
against investigation. We would not
like this debate to degenerate into
counting the number of pages of work
produced by various comrades. But
Boston well knows that Chicago have
produced a sizable body of theoreti-
cal investigation for the MLP. The
fruits of this work were either pub-
lished in the WAS or given as reports
to party meetings or produced as
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reports to the central bodies. If they
want tosay that this was somuch less
than anyone else or of no value, well
then just say it and we will make our
case but we have yet to see any spe-
cific critiques from our ex-comrades
in Boston about this work. So what is
your complaint about being against
investigation? It boils down to this:
youdon'tlike the views expressed by
comrades in Chicago and you don’t
like that these comrades have dis-
agreed withand opposed your views
and the views of those you defend!
That's the real issue. So please, don’t
cloud it over with this nonsense.

Further, the BCSG seems to hold
that there can not be any debate until
further investigation is done and that
there can be no debate at our present
level of knowledge. This just isn’t the
scientific method. Natural and social
scientists are constantly debating views
at their current level of knowledge.
Far from stifling investigation, this
frequently illuminates the path that
future investigations should take.

Furthermore, the issues that face
us are not just a matter of further
investigation. There are different views
on what the investigation already done
shows. Thereare different views as to
how investigation should proceed. This
too is an issues of debate.

In regards to the issues that the
Boston comrades say are under study.
We hope that the comrades involved
will persist in their study, will be able
to work the material up into a form
that can be studied and discussed and
will be open to having their work
discussed, evaluated and debated and
will not close their minds off to the
views of comrades whom the BCSG
has already counted out.

Chicago Workers’ Voice Theoretical
Journal is a forum for science. Investi-
gation, discussion and debate are all
part of science. We pledge to carry
through our work, to finish publica-
tion of theoretical work undertaken
by the MLP, to investigate, discuss
and debate issues behind and the
reasons for the collapse of the MLP.
We ask all former MLP members and
supporters to join us in this project.
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BCSG Statement

countries in order for a small poor
country to successfully build social-
ism. (“A number” is a long way from
“all”. “A number” implies a major
breach in the capitalist world order.
“All” implies a rigid and impossible
formula.) This is a long way from
Chicago’s characterization of his view.
Manny expressed very similar gen-
eral views in his report “On the revo-
lutionary struggle in the dependent
countries” (See IB 80 page 7.) We
agree with these general views. We
also do not believe that these assess-
ments violate any principle of Marx-
ism—Leninism unless you take your
Leninism from Stalin’s polemics with
Trotsky and then read even that
through Albanian or Chinese lenses.

c.”That Leninism, and
perhaps Marxism are a burden
not a tool, and that we need

to start from scratch to
develop «class analysis and
revolutionary theory, and
more.”

This would be an extreme state-
ment and distortion even of Fred’s
most provocative statements. But it
definitely does not apply even witha
very big stretch to anyone else from
the former MLP. Perhaps Chicago is
referring to Michael’s statement that
he was concerned that the term
“Marxism-Leninism” was coined by
the post Lenin leadership in the So-
viet Union as part of turning Marx
and Lenin’s theory into a religion or
something akin to religion. But Mi-
chael was actually concerned about
turning Marxist theory into a dogma,
ossifyingitand hangingit on the wall.
Opposing turning a theory into an
icon is quite different from negating
the theory. Or perhaps you are refer-
ring to Joe’s statement that we must
take Marxism Leninism, the history
of the communist movement and our
own history critically but seriously. If
you are you grossly misunderstood
it. Joe meant that we must start from
the Marxist Leninist views and the
historical positions of MLP, but that
we do not hold Lenin’s views or Marx’s
for that matter beyond question, be-
yond criticism, but when we believe
that the facts call these views into

continued

question we must seriously explain
how those views apply in a new way
or where those views are wrong and
why new views are superior. Were
not Lenin and Marx critical of their
own views going back repeatedly
questioning them and correcting their
own errors and one sidedness? (Lenin
for example advocated trade union
neutrality in What Is to Be Done? but
after the Stuttgart Congress in “Notes
of a Publicist” he says this was wrong.)
An attitude that is critical is abso-
lutely essential for scientific analysis.

It is understandable that in the
heat of debate people would some-
what distort their opponents views,
but the statement of Chicagohas gone
to extremes. In fact it is not only the
Chicago statement which has fallen
into this, but also Tim and Gary and
Jakeintheir personal statements have
taken things even further. Youdo not
have to deal with people’s views seri-
ously. You just distort the hell out of
their views, pina liquidator or social
democratlabel on themand tell a joke
or two and that’s it. And this from
people who were complaining that
Boston is opposed to ideological
struggle. It should alsobe noted thata
more sophisicated distortion and
exaggeration of others views has been
a major feature of Joseph’s polemic
and has played a role of fueling the
vulgar extremes of the others. (We
have just received on E-mail Joseph’s
new polemicinthe Chicago journal. It
is a marvel of sophistry, subject chang-
ing and distortion eg. He takes Manny’s
statement that imperialism is histori-
cally progressive with respect to pre
monopoly capitalism in that it better
prepares the conditions for socialism
and the socialist revolution [ a view
which Lenin held too] and shifts it to
make it look like Manny was saying
that imperialism does not mean reac-
tion all along the line or that it does
not tend to decay or that we should
not oppose imperialism. He tries to
make it look like Manny was arguing
like Cunow the German socialist co-
lonialist when in fact Manny specifi-
cally warned against such an approach.
Joseph responds to Manny’s attempt
to raise a theoretical discussion with

pages of distortion and demagogy and
a ton of quotes from Lenin demolish-
ing a straw man he has created.)

We in Boston have felt it neces-
sary to oppose these distortions which
are repeated over again like the big
lie, lest people start to believe them
out of sheer repetition.

II

Some views on the theoretical
work

Now on to some views on the
questions that need to be answered
by our theoretical work. The theoreti-
cal investigations of the MLP and the
debates preceding its 4th and 5th
congresses have brought to the forea
number of theoretical questions that
are raised by this juncture in history
as well as some questions that have
been around for some time and we
just realized they were really press-
ing. The debates have stimulated a
certain amount of thinking and in
reviewing them the Boston comrades
have developed some thoughts on
where some of the investigation needs
to go.

1.Questions related to imperialism.

a. The debate on colonialism,
neocolonialism and territorial divi-
sion of the world.

A lot of heat was generated on
this question between Jimand Manny
on one hand and Joseph on the other
since the 4th congress. But basically
all the participants in this debate agree
that the situation in most countries
cannot be characterized as either co-
lonial or neo colonial and that a terri-
torialdivision of the world among the
great powersin the sense that you can
point to the majority of countries and
say that they are under the exclusive
or evenoverwhelming political influ-
ence or control of this or that power.
There are of course as all agree areas
where one power or another has pre-
dominant influence. Jim and Manny
were writing to oppose painting in-
dependent countries as colonies or
neo colonies to oppose painting the
struggle in most third world coun-
tries as a national independence
struggle and thus clouding over the
class issues with national rhetoric. They
wanted to show that countries were
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not colonies anymore and that once
political independence is achieved
there is a change in the nature of the
struggle. Joseph objected that these
comrades did not deal with the issue
of political domination of these coun-
tries. Actually they were concerned
about that question but only touched
on it. Nevertheless there is an impor-
tantissue here. Notonly are people of
the less developed countries faced with
the bullying by US imperialism such
as the invasion of Panama, bombing
of Libya or the embargo of Cuba but
more frequently local governments
impose austerity programs on the
masses in response todemands of the
IMF or Western banks.

The first three cases arerelatively
clear-cut. They are clear cut political
attacks on the right of the people of
these countries to determine their own
destiny, to settle accounts with their
own rulers in their own way. But the
case of debt strangulation is more
complicated. It basically it is a case of
economic dependency which unlike
the demand for political independ-
ence is not realizable under capital-
ism or at least not on any short term
basis. At the same time this economic
dependency leads in case of debt to
leverage of the creditors to demand
changes in state policy to the detri-
ment of the toilers, thus undermining
soveriegnty.

How do we deal with thisissue of
debt strangulation and austerity pro-
grams? From the angle of the prole-
tariat in the rich countries, it is fairly
simple we oppose the imposition of
austerity programs by our bourgeoi-
sie, we demand cancellation of the
debt, we show solidarity with the
struggle of the toilers against bearing
the burden of this debt. However, the
issue is more complicated for the
proletariat inside the poor countries.
Thelocal governments, large sections
of thebourgeoisie and petit bourgeoi-
sie make a big noise about the banks
and IMF impinging on the national
sovereignty. And that is true. But
because the bourgeoisie is tied into
the world market itis not going tosay
to hell with the debt. It has to deal in
the world market. Such economic
dependence is inevitable under capi-
talism. Thus the bourgeoisie is going
instead to make the masses pay. In
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fact a great deal of the debt was run
up by the scams and misadventures
of the bourgeoisic « nd ruling cliques.
Furthermore the bourgeoisie is driven
by the profit motive and the world
market to exploit the masses to the
bone anyhow regardless of IMF pres-
sures. Does the proletariat in the poor
countries want to deal with this ques-
tion as a question of national sover-
eignty? Or does it need to deal with
the question as matter of fighting
against the bleeding of the toilers by
the local and international bourgeoi-
sie? How does proletariat deal with
the external pressures in a way that
cuts against local bourgeoisie and
develops class and socialist conscious-
ness. Our understanding of the intri-
cacies of these questions would be
greatly advanced by looking at a
number of concrete cases of IMF or
bank imposed austerity programs and
the movements against them.

Another question raised in the
debate over territorial division of the
world is Joseph's theory that the world
imperialist system today would look
like ultra imperialism to an observer
from Lenin’s time. Joseph at the 4th
Congress and in his pre 5th Congress
polemic raised that the imperialists
are jointly exploiting the world on a
bourgeois democratic basis among
themselves and using such institu-
tions as IMF, World Bank and UN to
enforce this exploitation. Although
Joseph says that the world system
looks like ultraimperialism butis not,
the questionisbegged: have we really
entered an era of ultra imperialism.
And it is begged not only by Joseph
raising the term, but by real life. How
do you explain 50 years of peaceful
relations among the Western imperi-
alists. How do you explain the rela-
tive lack of territorial divisionamong
the big powers today? How do we
know that this situation is not stable?
For this answer we must look at the
dynamics.

Of course it is not as though we
have no ideas on this. Michael’s re-
port to the 4th congress lays out cer-
tain elements of the answers. The
predominance of USimperialismand
its military machine (which had few
colonies to speak of coming out of
WWII and was eager to break down
colonial barriers to make full use of its
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economic superiority and thus became
a champion for a single world mar-
ket.) The contention with the Soviet
Bloc which held the Western imperi-
alists and a number of third world
regimes together in an alliance. The
victory of the national liberation
movement which broke down the
colonial system and made its re-im-
position extremely difficult. Within
these factors we can see the seeds for
turning the current relatively peace-
ful period of interimperialist relations
to more bitter contention. Buta closer
examination of the Post WWII history
is in order to clarify the question fur-
ther. Inaddition it is also necessary to
get a better understanding of the
operationof the IMF, World Bank, G7
etc. to see how they work and if they
serve quite the bourgeois democratic
institutional role Joseph says they do
or are things still settled by direct
back room deals of the various gov-
ernments and central bankers. Articles
examining any of these questions in
whole or part would be of great help.

Do NAFTA, the European Eco-
nomic Union and various moves
toward regional trade blocs or
strengthening existing ones and
making them more exclusive repre-
sent a beginning of a new territorial
division of the world around the big
economic powers and also among
regional economic and political pow-
ers that takes into account the reality
of the political independence of the
Less developed Countries? Or will
this form be stillborn? Articles fol-
lowing thesedevelopments would be
of great assistance.

Finally there is the question that
Michael raised on the relationship of
imperialist plunder of the third world
to the bribery of the upper strata and
to reformism in the working class
movement. Here an examination of
all the quotes from not only Lenin but
Marx and Engels would be in order.
Also an examination of the role of
profits from third world countries in
European or Japanese economies
would be helpful. In addition an ex-
amination of the history of reformism
in the workers movements and the
strata attracted to it in a third world
country or two would be helpful.

There are of course other ques-
tions such as Russia as the interna-
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tional wild card, the national move-
ments in the multinational states that
deserve attentionbut we feellessable
to put forward ideas on how to go
about investigating them.

One last thing is the need for a
deeper understanding of Lenin’s think-
ing on the issue of imperialism.
ComradesinNY are currently study-
ing Lenin’s imperialism as well as the
books by Bukarin and Hobson which
served as a basis for Lenin’s book. A
report on this study would be most
useful to everyone working on spe-
cific issues on this front.

Questions of Class structure.

At the 4th Congress Joe presented
a report based on our local research
which raised a number questions about
changes in class structure in the US
and other advanced capitalist socie-
ties in Europe and Asia.

One of the most troubling issues
raised in this report is the growth of
the professional/managerial strata.
Together these two strata make up 25
per cent of the workforce in the US
and slightly lower percentages in
Canada, Europe and Japan. This is
more people than all the production
workers in manufacturing, all the
transport workers and all the unskilled
and semi skilled manual workers in
the service industries such as restau-
rants, hospitals etc. put together. And
the professional/managerial strata are
growing faster than any other section
of the workforce and have been for
decades. Historically we have con-
sidered the professionaland manage-
rial strata as a petit bourgeois strata a
part of a middle stratum in society,
different from the small proprietors
in that they do not own the means of
production, but a middle strata nev-
ertheless. Such an assessment of this
strata leads us into contradiction with
Marx’s view in the Manifesto that
society is dividing up into two hostile
classes with the classes in between
disintegrating. Actually Marx’s assess-
ment that the old small producer petit
bourgeoisie was disintegrating was
correct. Butcapitalism has developed
a new large middle strata based on
wage labor, the engineers and profes-
sionals and managers who play a
middle role for the most part. Marx
only made a few comments on this

3/30/94

strata which indicated he saw bothits
wage labor aspect and its middle force
aspect. But it has developed
enormously since his time. We must
deal with this fact of life. There are
factors at work tending to proletari-
anize sections of this strata while other
factors continually raise up new sec-
tions closer to the bourgeoisie. We
cannot say where things will go with-
out deeper analysis of the forces at
work and the various strata within
the professional/ managerial stratum
as well as possibly more social devel-
opment.

At any rate debate on this issue
began in the WAS with Comrade Pete’s
criticism of the 1991 Seattle May Day
speech. Pete objected to what he called
the speech’s tendency to “wax eu-
phoric about the technical stratum of
workers and to discount or under-
play the more downtrodden sections
of the class.” Pete goes on to say, ”
First of all there is a mistake here in
restricting the issue of class divisions
to level of pay. Many engineers, ac-
countants, and technicians do not make
millions. But they have a conserva-
tive outlook, an outlook of quietly
serving their masters. They have a
privileged position; they know it;and
they are uncomfortable with sugges-
tions about changing society. Even if
they aren’t paid a lot more than some
blue collar workers (and its hard to
find an engineer whois not paid quite
a lot more than any blue collar worker),
they don’t have to work like blue col-
lar workers.” Thus Pete was putting
forward our classical view although
some of his criticism may actually
apply more to Fred’sreply than to the
Seattle speech. It would seem from
Pete’s statement that he regards pro-
fessionals and technicians as either a
part of a separate class from the pro-
letariat or part of separate stratumbe-
tween the proletariatand bourgeoisie
that serves the bourgeoisie or part of
the working class that has separated
itself off from the lower workers even
more so thanthe aristocracy of skilled
laborers and is in more direct collabo-
ration with the bourgeoisie. And that
probably covers the range of our tra-
ditional characterizations of the pro-
fessional strata. Since we never really
developed our analysis of this strata
before, our views were somewhat
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amorphous.

In his reply Fred raised the issue
of the growing socialization and regi-
mentation of white collar work in-
cluding of engineers and the narrow-
ing of wage differential with the blue
collar workers at Boeing. In a word
Fred emphasizes the proletarianiza-
tion of the white collar workers ( Both
Fred and Pete use the rather loose
terms white collar and blue collar, but
the issue of contention is the assess-
ment of the professional workers. Pete
would almost certainly agree that the
proletarianization of clerical work has
gone very far). To Fred the division
among white collar workers is be-
tween those who manage/appropri-
ate value and those who create it.
Fred introduces some confusion here
on the relation of value creation and
class division, but for Fred the basic
divisionisbetween managersand the
rest. Thus the majority of engineers
and professionals are seen as being
proletarianized although some more
than others. Fred questions whether
the mass of unskilled manual work-
ers have a greater sense of class soli-
darity than the mass of white collar
workers which includes at least the
lower professionals and technicians,
but might concede it. Fred's problem
inthisis thathe actually compares the
lower professionals and technicians
to aristocratic, chauvinistic skilled
workers at Boeing rather than to the
lower unskilled workers. In addition
Fred does not look into whether or
not there is a social basis for the
“prejudice against blue collars” that
“pervades the white collars”. [s this
just the result of bourgeois propa-
ganda. Is this the result of rubbing
elbows with the managers? Is there
something in the nature of their work
that brings them into contradiction
with the blue collar workers?

No one can deny that the sociali-
zation and regimentation of office work
and of technical and engineering work
greatly facilitate the building of so-
cialism. And the lowering of pay and
status of office workers and profes-
sionals relative to production work-
ers can facilitate rallying them around
arevolutionary core that has nothing
to lose but its chains, that is forced to
confront the relations between hu-
man and human. Proletarianization
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of lower sections of engineers and
professionals may appear t© have gone
much further if you look at Boeing
where you have such a huge concen-
tration under one employer in one
locale. But the vast majority of engi-
neersand professionalsin society still
work in much more autonomous set-
tings. And a very large section if not
the majority play an advisory role if
not a semi-management role for the
capitalist decision makers. Can we
say that the professionals have reached
the level of alienation, job insecurity,
breakdown of craft idiocy of unskilled
and semi-skilled workers? We don't
think so. Fred was overly optimistic
about the pace of proletarianization
of this strata. On the other hand Pete
in giving our traditional views did
not see that the professional manage-
rial strata has been growing faster
than the lower strata and that thisis a
major problem of our social revolu-
tion.

It is our sense that the growth of
the professional managerial stratas
has been much more rapid than the
process of proletarianization and thus
this growth has had the objective ef-
fect of undermining the lower mass’s
sense of being a force in society of
confidence in its own strength. In
addition the rapid growth of these
strata has provided opportunities for
millions of industrial working class
youth to move up and thus stripped
the lower mass of many of its poten-
tial leaders.

It is doubtful that the professional/
managerial strata can keep growing
forever without a split and massive
proletarianization of its lower sector
developing (Of course that tendency
already exists within this strata, but it
is not near as developed as Fred would
seemtobelieve fromhis polemic.) But
in order to speak intelligently about
the problem of this strata we need a
better understanding of why it has
grown so large, do these factors con-
tinue to operate, what is the basis for
the political stands of different sec-
tions of this strata, what are the fac-
tors for proletarianization of this strata?
How should we approachi it or differ-
ent sections of this strata?

When Fred stated at the 4th Con-
gress that there has never been a plebian
revolution and the proletarian revo-
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lution cannot be one either, he was
departing from Marxism. The Marx-
ist conception of the proletarianrevo-
lution is a “plebian” one. Fred may
have simply wanted to shock and to
draw attention to the necessity to win
over, draw in, the professional / tech-
nical strata that carries the technical
knowledge that is necessary to build
socialism. In fact given the size of the
middle strata today even to begin a
revolution a major portion of this strata
must be kicked out of its rutand won
to the side of the proletariat. But what
Fred said wiped out the central, driv-
ing and leveling role (in the sense of
abolishing privilege, classes, differ-
ence between mental and manual labor,
or higher and lower [routine] mental
labor) of the lower proletarian mass.
There is a tendency in Fred’s type of
statement to promote a view of acco-
modating thelower mass to the preju-
dices of the middle strata rather than
winning over the middle strata to the
goal of the proletarian lower mass.
On the other hand much of what was
said inopposition to Fred negated the
question of the need to deal with the
professional/technical strata. Going
lower and deeper is essential for pre-
paring the socialist revolution. But
that is not all there is. The socialist
revolution needs both the “plebian”
class instinct and driving force that is
so far concentrated in todays lower
mass and the technical knowledge that
is concentrated in the professional/
technical (and managerial) strata. So
far this century optimistic assesments
of the ease of acheiving a correct
marriage or any marriage between
these two aspects or optimism about
the proletarianization of the profes-
sional/technical strata have been
proven wrong.

We have gone on at some length
giving some tentative views on the
debate on the professional /technical
strata that occurred at the 4th Con-
gress and in WAS only to illustrate
some of the complexities of this issue.
Our views on many questions may
well change as the research progresses.

At any rate we in Boston are car-
rying out as one of our continuing
projects investigating the changes in
class structure and an examination of
the professional /managerial /techni-

ey

calstrata. Atthis point we arelooking
into the history of the views of Marx,
Engels, Lenin and the debate inrevo-
lutionary and academic circles since
Bernstein’s time on the assessment of
these strata.

We expect to have a report by
May. After that we will look further
into current literature on the condi-
tions and motion (what little there is)
of this strata. It would be very helpful
if Seattle comrades would summa-
rize their experience with the engi-
neers and other professionals at Boe-
ing, why they adopted various tac-
tics, what they see as the social basis
for both positive and negative ten-
dencies among the engineers and
technicians, what makes one section
of this strata more radical or suscep-
tible to class/socialist agitation than
another, how and why they formed a
trade union and so on.

Anotherissue we arelookinginto
is the transformation into a service
economy and the effect this is having
on the workers movement. One of the
comrades here is working on a his-
tory of the struggles 2nd organizing
drivesof thehospital workers and the
various strata thereof. This should
also be ready around May. Hospital
workersarealarge pairtof the service
sector, but they are not even the ma-
jority of health care workers. The
service sector is much larger and
conditions vary widely and most
service workers are not concentrated
in such large places. Any reports on
any section such as cleaning service
workers (there are 3 million janitors
in the US) hotel workers, auto repair
workers, nursing home workers, fast
food workers and so forth would also
be helpful even if not included in a
thorough history.

Another thing we started to look
into is the history of the workers strike
movement since WWIIin the US.One
thing we discovered was that since
WWII there has been a steady decline
in the percentage of the workforce
involved in strikes. Even the peak years
of the 60’s early 70’s the participation
rate does not reach the level of the
early 50’s let alone the late 40’s. We
hypothesized that this is a reflection
of the declining weight of the indus-
trial proletariat in US society, the
growth of the professional manage-
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rial strata and the weaker position
and fragmentation of the non indus-
trial proletarians. However we found
that the trend was not the same in
Canada where the same social trans-
formations have been going on. This
leads us to suspect that labor legisla-
tion may have played an important
role. Anexamination of the history of
USand Canadianlabor law may be of
considerable help and if anyone in
another areacan carry out this project
and reportin the theoretical journal it
would be of considerable help.

The Party.

a. We have been accused of op-
posing summation of the history of
MLP. This is false. We have given our
viewsonthis historyas muchor more
than anyone else. Moreover we do
not propose cutting off discussion of
it. We think that most of those most
clamoring for debate on this subject
are quite subjective and still stuck in
the what Ben calls the germ theory
mode of thinking. But we donotdeny
their right to put forward their views.
At this point we feel the proper place
for the discussion that is going on is
the E-mail. If someone wants to pub-
lish that, that is their perogative. What
we are opposed to is printing the
current very partial and frequently
subjective stuff as any kind of theo-
retical paper in the journal we are
proposing. We do not want to turn
our journal into the center for such
debate but wantit to serve a different
purpose.

b. But there is an issue of where
we put the MLP in history. There is
also an issue of summing up what is
generally applicable to the future from
our experience. We think that it would
be extremely helpful to view our party
experience from quite a broad per-

spective so that we can be of most use
to a future movement that may be
quite different from anything we have
experienced so far. To this end we
think that an examination of the views
of Marx, Engels and Lenin on the party
and party building as well as an ex-
amination of the experience of the
proletariat in building parties from
the Chartists to today including the
role of small socialist, communist or
ML groups such as socialist groupsin
the US in the 19th century, Quelch’s
SP in Britain, and MLP in the US,
would be most helpful.

When Fred firstcame out with his
views on pluralism, the CC of the
MLP was stimulated to broaden its
investigation of Boshevik history. It
took a decision look more into what
the bolshevik conception of the party
was, what it was an evolution from
and if it was linked to the revisionist
bureaucratic model that followed. One
concern was that in repudiating the
revisionist model we could fall into
social-democratic conceptions and the
other was whether there was some-
thing in Lenin’s views and or in Bol-
shevik practice (in their best of times
and which may not even then corre-
sponded to Lenin’s writings) that led
to bureaucratic model of Stalin and
company.

In light of this our local area was
assigned to look into the history of
German Social Democratic party, the
views of its leaders and especially of
the left wing on party concept, rela-
tions to the masses, organization etc.
Detroit was assigned to look at Marx
and Engels views on the proletarian
party, organization, relation to the
masses, etc. We in Boston wrote up a
chronology of the history of German
SD and began looking into the views
of Kautsky, Rosa Luxembourg, their

debates with Lenin,and Engels views
on the problems in the SPD. The work
in Detroitdidn’t getas far. Pete wrote
up some brief notes on some reading
Marxand Engels but was interrupted
by the press of WA work (a symptom
of the problems of an overly agita-
tional national press.) Then this whole
work was dropped when the debate
with Chicago broke out in order to
push forward some work on the is-
sues raise by Chicago such as bribery
of the American workersand so forth.
We found this historical investigation
to be extremely helpfulindeveloping
a deeper understanding of party build-
ing issues and how they are condi-
tioned by historical circumstances. We
do not have the forces locally to res-
ume this study at this time. But if
some comrades out there have the
time and energy todothisit would be
a great help. We would be willing to
send all our work and references to
you and we are putting our chronol-
ogy of the SPD on the E-mail. We
realize that this work is a long-term
project but pieces of it could be printed
in the journal as they are completed.

We have not put forward views
on how to proceed further on the Soviet
history questions and socialism ques-
tions as we are not so familiar with
that front of research. We have also
not put forward views on further
research on the controversy over so-
cialism in one country.

But we have given our views at
length on some of the issues involved
in a number of the theoretical ques-
tions to give people an idea of the
kind of work that can be published in
the theoretical journal we are going to
produce.

2-5-94

Against Sectarianism continued

ama, the bombing of Libya and the em-
bargo of Cuba “are relatively clear-cut.
They are clear cut political attacks on the
right of the people of these countries to
determine their own destiny, to settle
accounts with their own rulers in their own
way. But the case of debt strangulation is
more complicated. Itbasically isa case of
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economic dependency which unlike the
demand for political independence is not
realizable under capitalism or at least not
on any short term basis.”

Now, political independence is theo-
retically realizable under capitalism. For
one country to be independent of another
does not contradict the basis of capital-
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ism. For any particular country, it may be
more or less likely that this independence
will take place, or take place sooner or
later. But this is a matter of judging the
particular conditions.

But the same thing is true of debt
strangulation. It is theoretically realizable
for a country to get out of debt strangula-
tion. It may not be very likely. Butit does
not contradict the basis of capitalism for
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any particular country to become wealthy,
or for its debts to be canceled. Some
countries do prosper. It may be more or
less likely, or more or less unlikely, but
this is a matter of judging the particular
conditions.

Comrade Manny himself never said
a country couldn’t get out of debt stran-
gulation. He said that “Abolition of the
domination of finance capital, however,
can only signify socialist revolution.” (p.
41, col. 1) This is undoubtedly true: abol-
ishing the domination of finance capital
means overthrowing all present-day capi-
tal in the country, both foreign and local
(the local capital may well be part of world
capital, as Manny points out (p. 40, col.
1).

But the Boston comrades got confused.
Manny’s reportled them to think in broad
and vague generalities. What came across
to them was simply the contrast between
economics and politics. So they confused
a particular chain forged by foreign fi-
nance capital with the question of the domi-
nation of finance capital in general. But
any particular tentacle of finance capital
could, theoretically, be cut off.

Well, the Boston comrades leave an
escape hatch. They imply that maybe you
could eliminate debt strangulation, but not
“on a short term basis.” But whether it
will take a long time or a short ime to
overcome debt

strangulation depends on the circum-
stances. The same thing can be said of
independence. Although national inde-
pendence is theoretically achievable, it
may, in any particular case, be impossible
to achieve “on a short term basis™. Add-
ing the phrase *“on a short term basis™
doesn’t help anything here—it still leaves
independence and debt strangulation in
the same boat theoretically.

Meanwhile, I don’t know what was
so clear cut about the examples given of
invasions and embargoes. Yes, they were
political acts—but dealing with them
involved a number of complexities. These
complexities are hidden by reducing
everything to these stale generalities about
economics in general and politics in
general.

So in trying to help Manny out, the
Boston comrades inadvertently showed
the problem with his cardboard contrasts
of economics and politics. The way they
contrast debt strangulation with invasion
was theoretically wrong (which they ap-
parently had some suspicion of themselves,
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which is why they added the phrase “ona
short term basis™).

The BCSG statement continued by
discussing the question of IMF or bank-
imposed austerity programs. But here they
didn’t introduce any more clarity on the
question than before. They talk about
whether to deal with IMF pressures “as a
question of national sovereignty” or “ina
way that cuts against local bourgeoisie
and develops class and socialist conscious-
ness.” But they didn’t go a step beyond
anyone else in saying what this means con-
cretely. Indeed they are more categorical
than Manny, who suggests that perhapsin
one case out of 10 it should be dealt from
“anational angle”, whatever that means.
(p. 42, col. 1) But in those cases too,
shouldn’t the demands “cut against local
bourgeoisie and develop class and social-
ist consciousness”?

In these discussions, it is notable how
narrow the issues become. The agitation
against the IMF is discussed independent
of the general strategy of the revolution in
a particular country. Moreover, the issue
of imperialism gets reduced to the example
of finding an overall, global pattern for
agitation against IMF-dictated austerity
programs. I think this is a narrow view of
the role of imperialism and its effect on
revolutionary tactics. First one needs a
picture of the world, and then one will see
what the overall struggle in a country is
and how the world situation affects it.

The territorial division

But back to the question of world
politics in today's world.

For comrade Jim, the key to the world
political order s the territorial division of
the world. In the Fourth Congress discus-
sion Jim insisted that the political domi-
nation had to be through a territorial divi-
sion of the world into colonies or areas
dominated exclusively, politically and eco-
nomically, by a single power.

The BCSG can't altogether deny that
Jim said this. After all, it's only the main
theme of his articlein IB#77. Sofirstthey
admit it, and then they conclude that he
left it an open question.

Let’s see how they do this conjuring
trick.

Firstthey saw that “Jim raised thathe
does not believe that imperialism oper-
ates by a territorial division of the world
based on colonies or neo-colonies today.”

They then say he “was opposing trying
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to force the present world into the S point
definition of imperialism which Lenin used
to describe imperialism in his day™ but
that Jim stated that the “basic substance
of Lenin’s analysis was still true”. But
that’s not what Jim said. Jim said that “the
heart of his [Lenin’s] critique of the na-
ture of monopoly capitalism’ remains true.
(p- 38, col. 3) The BCSG have made a
minor substitution. They have substituted
the word “imperialism™ for Jim’s phrase
“monopoly capitalism”. That’s a big
change. Jim had been talking aboutimpe-
rialism, and then pointedly says that the
critique of monopoly capitalism remains
true.

But there’s more to come. Next the
Boston comrades gave their own idea of
what the basic substance of Lenin’s analy-
sisis. That'sareasonable thing to do. But
then they go on to conclude that Jun “does
notchallenge thistendency™ that they are
describing. And lo and behold, Jim now
becomes someone who “leaves open’ the
question of the territorial division.

Here goes:

The Boston comrades say that “The
dynamics of world development behind
Lenin’s views on territorial division of
the world are not that there are colonies
and semi-colonies, but that impernialism
is not one world monopoly but a number
of monopoly bourgeoisies contending with
each other that are primarily based in their
national states. That these imperialist
national states (Great Powers) strive to
win political advantage for their bourgeoi-
sie through alliances, through entangling
weaker states in agreements which give
them special privileges over their com-
petitors, striving to dominate weaker states
for maximum privilege and security of
interests.”

Very well. That's part of the picture,
but as we shall see in a moment, it leaves
openan assessment of the very question it
is supposed to be answering: is there still
a territorial division of the world?

The BCSG then say that Jim “simply
describes the present situation where the
former colonies are independent and [the]
interests of the various imperialists roughly
balance in most countries. The question
is left open.”

You see, the BCSG statement shifts
from apparently stating that territorial
division exists, to saying that there is a
rough balance among the imperialists in
their influence over most countries. In-
deed, afew pages later the BCSGrefer to
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“the relative lack of territorial division
among the big powers today™. So the BCSG
actually believe that there isn’t much of a
territorial division today. But they do leave
the question open—not for today, but for
tomorrow. They think that perhaps there
might be a territorial division in the fu-
ture.

They then ascribe their own views to
Jim, stating that he leaves the question of
the territorial division open.

But territorial division is not such an
open question for Jim.

Here are Jim's statements:

Jim argued that “Colonialism and
semi-colonialism has collapsed as a world
system. Neo-colonialism, at least as de-
fined over the past 30 or 40 years, has
been proved a one-sided and superficial
analysis....where does that leave Lenin’s
analysis of the colonial and territorial
division of the world?” (p. 34, col. 3)

Jim then goes into a lengthy com-
parison of the world today and yesterday,
in order to step by step conclude that the
territorial division of the world doesn’t
existanymore. Atone pointhe writes: “In
short, the concept of territorial division
comes closer to the reality of the Philip-
pines, than to Bangladesh, or Vietnam, or
most of the former colonial world. But,
that only underscores the outstanding issue
that when one speaks of territorial divi-
sion, one must ask “territory of what
power'? And, even in the Philippines, that
is no longer an easy answer.” (p. 36, col.
3)

He goes on and concludes that:

“This brief survey is admittedly in-
complete, yet it should establish the es-
sential point: there is nothing static about
the former colonial and semi-colonial
world. Much has changed since Lenin’s
time. The colonial slaves of his day, or
countries he saw as descending into colo-
nial slavery, have emerged into a patch-
work of independent capitalist regimes,
stronger and weaker, richer and poorer,
more and less closely bound up with dif-
ferent imperialist powers. And, in gen-
eral, even with regard to weaker countries,
one does not find the political subordina-
tion that would correlate to the territorial
division of the globe that Lenin spoke of.”
(p. 37, col. 3, emphasis added)

So Jim directly denies the existence
of the territorial division; he also directly
says that he is denying Lenin’s descrip-
tion of territorial division; and nowhere
does he suggest that any other view of
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territorial division would be a useful
concept. Moreover, he raises the question
of political subordination and casts doubt
on it too as a useful concept.

And beyond that, at the Fourth Con-
gress discussion, Jim objected to every
reference by me to the facts about the
political side of the present world order
by saying that this wouldn’t suffice to
establish the territorial division of the world
according to Lenin. For him, the only
political side that mattered would be a
territorial division with exclusive domi-
nation by a single country.

So basically what the BCSG did was
redefine the concept of the territorial
division of the world to something that
leaves open whether a territorial division
actually exists. Then they suggest that
everyone really agrees on this concept.
Essentially, they make it irrelevant whether
a division exists or not, thus hoping to
encompass everyone, whatever their
opinion. However, they do differ with Jim:
they leave open whether aterritorial divi-
sion might exist later, while Jim denies
outright the value of this concept. More-
over, they slur over the question of what
would a territorial division mean—does
it require the exclusive possession by a
single power that Jim suggests, a concept
that didn"t describe the world at any time
in this century at all?

[ think that the result of their slipping
and sliding is a mish-mash that wouldn’t
be useful to someone investigating the
situation today. Jim's emphasis on the
exclusive possession by a single power is
useless for serious work, and they man-
age to avoid expressing an opinion on it.
Meanwhile the BCSG apparently don't
see the point of looking into the role of
domination and subordination between
countries today, because they believe they
already have apicture of thisaspect of the
present world.

Moreover, their stretching of Lenin’s
views on territorial division to encompass
anything, even their concept of an essen-
tially ultra-imperialist situation (we shall
come to this in a moment), is pretty use-
less. As far as the question that was raised
of Lenin’s views on territorial division
and of the situation earlier in this century,
I think we need to get a better feel for
what was regarded as domination and
subordination in those days, and what
conclusions were drawn from its existence.
This I think would be useful in judging
things today, in seeing what relations
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between independent countries are essen-
tially the same and what are fundamen-
tally different, and in helping outline what
are important factors to look into when
doing a study of today’s conditions.

Is imperialism progressive?

The BCSG are quite upset at the
discussion of progressive imperialism in
my article.

But the issue of whether, as comrade
Manny says, imperialismn is progressive
“when taken in the sense of a stage of
capitalist development”, is an important
one. The fight against U.S. imperialism
was one of the strongest fronts of the late
Party’s work; and itis one of the strongest
motivating forces for activists in this
country. If imperialism is progressive in
some sense, it is something that atfects
everyone, and everyone will have to be
clearon exactly what this means because,
among other things, they are going to meet
a lot of flak from left activists.

Well, let’s see, Manny argued on the
basis that imperialism is finance capital,
which is better able to develop the econ-
omy than capitalism previously.

I argued that the development of
production is not the same as the charac-
terization of the social and political order
of impenialism, and that charactenizing this
order is essential to judging whether
imperialism is a progressive stage of
capitalism.

Do the BCSG agree or disagree with
my argument? They don’t say directly.
Presumably they didn’t think it necessary
to deal with the theoretical point at stake.

Comrade Ray (Seattle) said at the
Fourth Congress that imperialism being
progressive in some sense is the ABCs of
Marxism. In contrast, in my recent article,
I sketched a bit of the past theory of
Marxism-Leninism on whether capital-
ism is progressive. Then [ asked whether
there was any reason to change the the-
ory.

Do the Boston comrades have any
views on my sketch of past Marxist the-
ory on this question. They don’t say In
my article, I say “I've only had a chance
1o start examining some references on how
communists of the part approached the
question of whether capitalism was pro-
gressive.” If the Boston comrades have
done more work on the question of when
capitalism is regarded as progressive, and
can give some analysis, or suggest some
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reference, [ would be very interested. But
they say nothing

Why, they know that Manny’s words
must be defended, and that’s supposed to
be enough to satisfy just about anyone.

Angry evasion

All the Boston comrades say on the
theoretical basis of the issue is “He [Jo-
seph] takes Manny’s statement that im-
perialism is historically progressive with
respect to pre-monopoly capitalism in that
itbetter prepares the condition for social-
ism and the socialist revolution (a view
which Lenin held too) and shifts it to make
it look like Manny was saying that impe-
rialism does not mean reaction all along
the line or that it does not tend to decay or
that we should not oppose imperialism.
He tries to make it look like Manny was
arguing like Cunow the German socialist
colonialist when in fact Manny specifi-
cally warmed against such an approach.”

Is this all the BCSG think comrades
have to know on the issue?

Let's see. The issue raised by Manny's
report is whether imperialism is a histori-
cally progressive stage of capitalism. Yet
the BCSG leave out the question of impe-
rialism as a historical stage They implic-
itly identify imperialism as just the eco-
nomic side of monopoly capitalism.

The BCSG imply Lenin agrees with
Manny's characterization. Really? Per-
haps the BCSG would care to elaborate
on this point and show where Lenin said
that imperialism was a progressive stage
of capitalism?

But read closely, perhaps the BCSG
only mean that Lenin agreed that the
increased economic development and the
development of monopoly organization
prepares the conditions for socialism? In
that case, doesn’t their statement slur over
the theoretical issue at stake, which is
precisely whether imperialism can be
judged progressive on the basis of eco-
nomic development?

A ton of quotes

The BCSG complain that I raised
“pages of distortion and demagogy and a
ton of quotes from Lenin demolishing a
straw man”’. But oddly enough, it is the
BCSG who refer back to supposed agree-
ment with Lenin as their sole argument,
while I gave my own views on the sub-
ject, summarizing whatI thought the past
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theory and present reality was.

Moreover, [ only gave one quote from
Lenin on the subject of whether imperial-
ismis progressive, althoughitisalengthy
one. One single quote. Apparently the
BCSG are going to have do some research
on arithmetic as part of their syllabus. The
other Lenin quotes in my article are in a
different section of the article, which
discusses the characterization of Lenin-
ism given at the Fourth Congress, which
would seem a logical place to deal with
Lenin’s actual views.

The one quote from Lenin with re-
spect to progressive imperialism was a
thoughtful passage which contrasted the
issue of capitalist development with the
methods of colonial policy. It pointed out
that capitalism could only be overcome
through the further development of capi-
talism, and deduced from this that one
shouldn’t defend “a single reactionary
measure, such as banning trusts, restrict-
ing trade, etc.” Butit also pointed out that
“Resistance to colonial policy and inter-
national plunder by means of organizing
the proletariat, by means of defending
freedom for the proletarian struggle, does
not retard the development of capitalism,
but accelerates it, forcing it to resort to
more civilized, technically higher meth-
ods of capitalism.”™(p. 29)

To me, this shows that one can op-
pose measures that ban further economic
development without having to introduce
the concept of progressive imperialism.
Instead the classrelations in the countries
involved comes to the fore.

And what have the BCSG contrib-
uted to this discussion? So far the BCSG
have just shouted that the quotation from
Lenin deals with a “straw man”. They didn’t
even tell the reader what the quotation
was about.

Cunow and the BCSG

And aren’t the BCSG blowing smoke
when they demagogically assure every-
one that I presented Manny as supporting
imperialist war like Cunow did? (Cunow
was a German social-democrat who be-
came a chauvinist, denied the right to self-
determination, and supported German
victory in World War 1.) As a matter of
fact,Ineverreferred to Cunow, and never
linked him with comrade Manny. Itis the
BCSG that have rushed to bring up the
question of Cunow.
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But I did refer to the past debates in
the working class movement over whether
imperialism was a progressive stage of
capitalism. This was relevant to the issue
of whether it was just the undoubted ABCs
to say that imperialism was a historically
progressive stage of capitalist develop-
ment. And if our comrades are going to
say that imperialism is progressive in some
sense, they had better be ready to deal
with the question of these debates, because
now they will be right in the midst of them.

Now, as the BCSG statement implies,
Cunow was eventually one of the partici-
pants in these debates. If the BCSG know
something about the debates with Cunow,
and can provide some past literature that
shows how Cunow's stand was refuted, it
would be interesting. Did the revolution-
ary socialists of the time really say they
agreed with Cunow on progressive impe-
rialism but disagreed with his conclusions?
The BCSG say nothing. They raised the
issue of Cunow but have nothing of con-
tent to say about him. Apparently the Boston
comrades raised the name just so they could
have a pretext to wax indignant. They hotly
retort that Manny wamned aguinst Cunow's
political conclusions, that is, against
supporting imperialist war, denying the
right to self-determination. etc. It was, of
course, easy for them to find the passage
in which Manny warned against these
conclusions, because I quoted it in full in
my article. I stated:

“Comrade Munny added that “This
does not mean in the least mean that we
oughtto mute our opposition to predatory
wars, look kindly upon the subjugation of
nations, or otherwise accommodate our-
selves to the reactionary politics that fi-
nance capital givesrise to."” (p. 28, col.2)

Sojust exactly who is guilty of “dis-
tortions which are repeated over again like
the big lie”, BCSG comrades? Did I dis-
tort Manny's stand—when I reproduced
in my article his statement against impe-
rialist war and in favor of the right to self-
determination, the very statement that you
regard as important and significant? Or
do you distort my stand when you accused
me of presenting Manny as a supporter of
imperialist war like Cunow?

Unlike the Boston comrades, I dis-
cussed progressive imperialism as a theo-
retical issue of interest and importance.
Giving Manny’s views the serious atten-
tion they deserve, I dwelt on the issue of
in what sense can capitalism be called
progressive. [ strongly disagree with
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Manny’s presentation, but I presented a
general theoretical overview which might
be of use to anyone who wants to look
further into the issue, whether they agree
or disagree with my views. And the BCSG
have presented nothing on the subject so
far but an angry scream.

Ultra-imperialism

One of the most important new is-
sues raised by the BCSG statement is the
issue of ultra-imperialism. It's not just the
BCSG comrades who are talking about it;
I have heard a bit about discussions in
some other areas.

It seems to me that this may become
one of the focal points of the discussion
on imperialism. It is on the mind of vari-
ous comrades. And differing views are
being considered.

In my article, I polemicized against
theidea of ultra-imperialism. The BCSG,
on the other hand, state that “real life”
itself raises the question, “have we really
entered an eraof ultra-imperialism™. And
one of the best things about their state-
ment is that they raise this issue. It brings
this issue from the realm of small-group
discussions into the open. Whatever else
is wrong with their statement, this will
perhaps be its historic role, a service they
have done for all comrades. I don’t agree
with what they are saying about ultra-
imperialism, butitisa valuable service to
pose the issue so that everyone can see it
has to be dealt with. Until the BCSG state-
ment, I might denounce the concept of
ultra-imperialism in a letter or my recent
article, but I never really knew how seri-
ously this issue was coming up. Now all
comrades can see that this issue should be
pondered, and that what they say on this
subject will be of interest to others.

The origin of the term

But first of all, what is ultra-imperi-
alism anyway?

The term itself was coined by the
German one-time Marxist and then re-
formist Kautsky. In 1914, he advanced
the idea of the imperialist powers uniting
into ultra-imperialism. He believed that
the huge arms budget and other burdens
of imperialism would result in the bour-
geoisie giving up imperialism and replac-
ing it by peaceful, united ultra-imperial-
ism. However, World War I broke out
before his article could be published. But
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he wasn’t embarrassed, he published it
anyway, looking forward to ultra-imperi-
alism in the future.

Inhis article, he piously suggested in
his article that we must struggle as ener-
getically against ultra-imperialism, when
it came, as against imperialism. Still he
said, ultra-imperialism would at least mean
world peace and no arms race.

From multi-polar to ultra-imperial-
ism

Today the term ultra-imperialism is
being resuscitated to refer to the present
world situation. It seems to me that some
comrades have gone from one extreme to
the other. Atone time, after the end of the
cold war, the concept arose of the multi-
polar world, which was debated, and ended
up the trend towards a multi-polar world.
We had to deal with what the world looked
like after the end of the cold war, which
eliminated the situation where the world
was dominated by two superpowers. As
well, although U.S. imperialism was still
the world cop and largest military and
economic power and predominant over-
all, it could not rule alone.

But in developing this idea, I think
there was a tendency among some com-
rades to exaggerate the present clashes
among the western powers. And t0o much
emphasis was laid on the future prospects
of war among the muin western powers,
rather than getting a closer analysis of the
present situation of imperialism as a defi-
nite historical phase in itself. Instead of
seeking a picture of the general relations
of domination and subordination today,
and of what the attempt to build a new
world order meant, and of its probable
evolution and inevitable decline, atten-
tion was focused on a stereotyped idea of
relations between the great powers. This
fit in with, or perhaps was just part of,
overlooking the attempt to build a world
political system and instead describing it
just as the building of a world market. In
this situation, sometimes the thought arose
that to give a communist critique of the
present situation meant predicting the
military clashes of the western powers in
the future.

This framework has now given rise
to an exaggerated view in the other direc-
tion. Attention having been focused on
future wars among the Western imperial-
ists, it is now focused on the lack of such
wars since World War II. There is recog-

nition of the relatively warm and close
relations among the western powers at pres-
ent. But this is being exaggerated; the whole
world situation is being characterized in
this light; and irrespective of an individ-
ual’sintentions, this means putting arosy
gloss on a world afflicted by a number of
tragedies, and always living on the edge
of additional ones. From predicting fu-
ture wars between the Western powers,
the pendulum has swung to asking whether
the present phase of relatively close rela-
tions will last indefinitely.

One aspect of the world is being
exaggerated; the ongoing wars and mili-
tarization are being minimized; domina-
tion and subordination is being minimized,
monopoly is minimized; and the result:
the world realm of ultra-imperialism begins
to take shape as a conceplt.

Rivers of blood

The BCSG write: “How do you ex-
plain 50 years of peaceful relations among
the Western imperialists? How do we know
that this situation is not stable?” And they
suggest that more research is needed to
know this.

I think it would be more appropriate
to ask why the military budgets remain at
astronomical levels after the cold war has
entered, and why the world arms market
is flourishing. [t might be more appropri-
ate to examine why the rivers of blood
keep flowing around the world,

In my article, I polemicized against
the view that there is ultra-imperialism
today. As is typical, the BCSG simply
ignore these arguments.

Have the last 50 years really been a
time of peace? No, they haven’t. But the
BCSG leave out the incessant war that
characterizes this period, and focuses on
the peace between the major western
powers.

But the major western powers were
united into one big bloc facing another.
The clash between these two blocs gave
rise to an obvious division of the world
that was talked about by everyone, and it
also helped fuel a number of wars and
massacres around the world. The military
budgets grew by leaps and bounds. And
the world was on the brink of a world nuclear
holocaust for decades.

But the clash between these blocs
doesn’t count either. Only the lack of clash
between the Western powers. But why?
Isn’t this a dogmatic way of examining
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the world?

Comrade Manny wrote somethingin
his report that, perhaps, is relevant here.
When | heard his report, I couldn’t figure
out the point of this passage, but now one
possible interpretation suggests itself.
Manny opposed analogies, and gave the
following example: “..in one popular
version, the U.S -led and Soviet-led bloc
became analogous to the British and
German “spheres of influence’,... But the
Soviet Union of the post-war era was
distinctly different from World War 1
Germany; among other things, the one was
chronically capital-poor the other decid-
edly not so.”

Is this suggesting that e clash be-
tween the two world blocs should not have
been regarded as an inter-imperialist clash
because the USSR was capital poor? And
why should being capital rich or poor be
the sole criterion of imperialism? Russia
was regarded as imperialist at the time of
World War I, and yet it was capital poor.

Who advocates that it’s ultra-impe-
rialism?

In any case, while the BCSG are
wondering whether the world today is really
ultra-imperialist, they suggest that this is
my picture of the world. In fact, I polemi-
cized in my recent article against the view
that there is ultra-imperialism today.

How does the BCSG present my views:

They claim that “Joseph raised that
we have been going through a period of
what might be called ultra imperialism
where the imperialists jointly and in
bourgeois democratic manner among
themselves dominate and exploit the less
developed countries, with this exploita-
tion being enforced by certain international
imperialist political forms such as IMF,
World Bank, G7, UN. (He leaves out the
role of US as world policeman although
probably by oversight). He aiso later stated
that he thinks that this period of seeming
ultra imperialism will come to an end with
a fight among the imperialists. But he does
not go into the historical development of
the current situation or its dynamics.”

And later on, the BCSG write: “Al-
though Joseph says that the world system
looks like ultraimperialism but is not, the
question is begged: have we really en-
tered an era of ultra-imperialism. And it
is begged not only by Joseph raising the
term, but by real life. How do you explain
50 years of peaceful relations among the
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Western imperialists. How do you explain
the relative lack of territorial division
among the big owners today? How do we
know that this situation is not stable?”

So here is typical BCSG accuracy.
First they write that I say that we are going
through what might be called ultra-impe-
rialism. Then they suggest [ said it is
“seeming” ultra-imperialism. And finally
they admit that I said it isn’t ultra-impe-
rialism at all, but only looks like ultra-
imperialism. Of course, they never explain
in whatlimited sense I evensaidit looked
like ultra-imperialism. And of course, the
BCSG refrain from expressing an opin-
ion on the different arguments I gave to
refute the concept of ultra-imperialism.
They only give the slogan, and try to at-
tach my name to it, and leave out the analy-
sis.

In response to comrade Jim's chal-
lenge to find the political side of imperi-
alism, [ pointed to the existence of world
agencies, and more generally, of a world
political order. Because the CC majority
was growing hard of hearing, and because
in general it is easy to miss the signifi-
cance of things which we have grown up
seeing, [ tried to shake things up a bit by
pointing out that these agencies would look
like “ultra-imperialism™ to someone from
earlier in this century. I used the term for
this purpose at a time when I thought the
CC majority was still defending an exag-
gerated multi-polarism and when they were
denying the world political system. And
even then I only said that certain features
of the world would “look™ like ultra-
imperialism to someone from early in the
century. It never occurred to me that any
comrade might regard ultra-imperialism
as an actual possibility for the world situ-
ation. Live and learn!

But when I characterized the world
system asa whole,Ididn’trely onslogans
like ultra-imperialism. I pointed to some
of the world’s concrete features, such as
the attempt to build a single world order
or a world political system. Here is my
description from Detroit #10 of one of the
key features of the present day world, in
which I put forward the need to deal with
the world political system, not just the world
market in general::

“**There is the development of a
world political system of imperialism. It
tends to be “multi-polar’ in that while the
U.S. is still the most powerful country, it
cannot rule alone, and moreover other
centers of economic nd political power
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are gaining strength. But in another sense,
itisnotmulti-polar at present. Itis now as
close asone gets to arelatively united im-
perialism, peaceful (among the main
powers), and seeking to develop a num-
ber of world political institutions and to
regulate the world market by agreement.
Itis this system, or “world order’, and not
just the world market in general, that has
gained or enforced widespread adherence
for the time being. (And the rivers of blood
being shed around the world are typical
of “peaceful’ capitalist periods. It is the
big powers who are not fighting among
themselves; other wars n..iy continue, and
the big powers may also slap down up-
starts like Iraq.) The days of fierce multi-
polar clashes are still to come.”

This does talk about relatively united
imperialism as a characteristic of the
present time. But it doesn’t exaggerate it
into “ultra-imperialism”. Comprehending
the world takes abit of subtlety, a touch of
dialectics. There is a difference between
describing the present situation and los-
ing one’s head over it.

Meanwhile it was comrade Joe, among
others, who became interested in ultra-
imperialism as an overall characteriza-
tion. Replying on Dec. 10 to a letter from
me, he wrote, among other things, “Will
they [trade blocs such as NAFTA and EEC)
become the basis for a new territorial
division of the world in new post colonial
forms in the form of blocs or will they be-
come bases for the bargaining and work-
ing out agreements on trade and invest-
ment deals between blocs dominated by
big powers in an overall ultra imperialist
world system of what Thurow calls
managed trade. [ tend to think that in the
long run the former is more likely.”

So here ultra-imperialism is a possi-
bility, although not, in the long run, the
most likely one. It seems that since Joe
wrote this, the interest in ultra-imperial-
ism has remained or even deepened. The
BCSG devote several paragraphs to the
issue of whether the present situation, which
they apparently regard as essentially ul-
tra-imperialist, is stable or not. Without
explicilly mentoning that they are chang-
ing their own views, they question their
former convictions about the trend to a
multipolar world.

Meanwhile, I wrote back to Joe on
Dec. 26, and among other things repudi-
ated the term ultra-imperialism.

“(Finally, it’s a side point, butIdon’t
agree with the use of the term ultra-
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imperialism’ to refer to the attempt to build
a single world system. There are a num-
ber of problems with this term, including
the fact that there’s far too much arming
going on now to correspond to the origi-
nal meaning given this term by Kautsky;
the size of the arms market is incredible.
This term was invented for reformist
purposes by Kautsky, who held in his article
on ultra-imperialism that excessive arm-
ing was against the interests of imperial-
ism, etc. It has implications about impe-
rialism that are wrong. [ don’t know why
things have to be reduced to this type of
slogan. I have said that the system of world
agencies would ook like “ultra-imperial-
ism’ to someone from the early 20th
century, but not that it was ultra-imperi-
alism. There is a distinction. I think that
some of the difficulties certain comrades
have in analysis come from exaggerating
certain particular features of the present;
for some comrades, free trade agreements
become the end of monopoly; talking of
‘ultra-imperialism’ involves, I think,
exaggeration from a different angle.)”

So comrade Joe of the BCSG was quite
aware that I oppose the term ultra-impe-
rialism as a characterization of the world,
and even of some of my arguments against
this concept. l used the term ultra-imperi-
alism at one point to try to get some
comrades to acknowledge the world po-
litical system. At this point, the former
CC majority still has problems acknowl-
edging the world political system, butitis
apparently jettisoning the previous mul-
tipolarism without even giving the old
concept a decent funeral. Nevertheless the
BCSG slyly suggest to comrades that [
am the one who describes the world in
ultra-imperialist terms. Well, their ma-
neuver may perhaps play a certain useful
role—it may encourage closer attention
to this issue.

Bourgeois democracy

It seems that one-sided analysis of
the world situation has given rise to the
concept of ultra-imperialism. And this
difficulty withseeing the domination and
subordination in the present world situ-
aton may be related 1o difficultes with
understanding oppression in bourgeois-
democratic forms. For some comrades, it
seems, the end of the colonial system and
its replacement with this more bourgeois-
democratic system is the end of political
domination.
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For example, the BCSG also have
some difficulties with bourgeois democ-
racy on the world stage. In characterizing
my views, they write: “the imperialists
jointly and in bourgeois democratic manner
among themselves dominate and exploit
the lessdeveloped countries, with this ex-
ploitation being enforced by certain in-
ternational imperialist political forms...”
Actually I was speaking of a system with
some bourgeois-democratic features
among the world countries as a whole,
not just for the big powers. Bourgeois
democracy is not a system of wonderful
freedom. Its extension to the dominated
countries is quite compatible with the major
powers continuing to dominate and ex-
ploit them. I described it in Detroit #10 as

“**There is a generally bourgeois-
democratic system of domination in rela-
tions among countries on the world scale.
(This does not exclude tyranny and de-
nial of rights for the people, rather than
the governments, of various countries.)
The imperialist order makes use of a
number of general institutions to obtain
worldagreements from the governments.
Asis typical in bourgeois democracy, the
richest and strongest rule, and the poor
get trampled.”

Thereis noideahere that the features
that resemble bourgeois democracy are
restricted to the big powers. The little
countries vote t0o. [t may not amount to
much, but that’s bourgeois democracy for
you. The big powers may twist the arms
of the little powers, invade them when
they 2o too far, or otherwise oppress them,
but that too is typical of bourgeois de-
mocracy in practice.

But the BCSG apparently have a
different idea of bourgeois democracy.
They write that “In addition it is also
necessary to getabetter understanding of
the operation of the IMF, World Bank,
G7 etc. to see how they work and if they
serve quite the bourgeois democratic
institutional role Joseph says they do or
are things still settled by direct back room
deals of the various governments and
central bankers.”

Since when has the bourgeois demo-
cratic institutional role ruled out settling
issues by back room deals? May I suggest
that the BCSG also investigate whether
the U.S. congress has a bourgeois demo-
cratic institutional role or whether things
are settled behind the scenes through
lobbyists, wheeling and dealing, and power
politics? Bourgeois democracy may be
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progressive compared to tyranny, but itis
a dictatorship of the rich and powerful.

In my description of the bourgeois
democratic features of the world system,
I always was careful to point out the
limitations of this concept. In the passage
I have quoted above, I pointed out that
voting by govemment does not mean
freedom for the peoples. And even among
governments, it still means domination
by the strong.

But the collapse of colonialism and
the growing role of world agencies replaces
direct dictate from the metropolis by a
more refined system of the dictatorship
of the strong. That's all bourgeois democ-
racy is, nothing else. Analyzing the world
situation means finding the actual power
relationships under the glossy veneer of
the talk shops and the marketplace.

(To be continued.)

From: Joseph Green (Detroit)
February 10, 1994

In Defense contin-
ued

loud and unclear at the Congress from
people I still respect more than any [
have ever met. But nonetheless the
defense of Marxism-Leninism is the
issue of the day, not personal loyal-
ties.

If there is one heritage of the MLP
itis thatideological struggle to clarify
lines and oppose revisionism is the
heart of the Party. That heritage has
not died. There still can be no revolu-
tion without revolutionary theory. As
the world proletariat grows, so does
the need for revolution. Nobourgeois
scholars, and no “essentially Marx-
ist” priests, have ever shown me that
Marxism is anything but true.

From: Gary, NJ
January 1, 1994
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In defense of Marxism-Leninism (I)

What if I had got up at the 5th
Congress and said, “The Marxian
doctrine is omnipotent because it is
true.” What would have been the
response? I would have heard the term
“religion” fromone quarter for sure; I
would have heard “what do you mean
by doctrine? That sounds like ortho-
doxy”; and certainly I would have
heard “how do you know what’s
true?”. I know these would be the
responses because I heard all these
things there in one form or another. |
even heard “I don’t know that social-
ismis possible” believe it or not. (But
Joe says arguing solves nothing, sono
ideological debate, please! We must
go off and study the possibility of
socialism before we can support it!)

Suddenly all the gains of human-
ity, everything that had been learned
in 150 years of revolutionary activity,
all the struggles of revolutionaries
against the Second International, and
everything the MLP had accomplished
and learned, was being invalidated
by half-baked speculations, incomplete
(at best) research, philosophical mas-
turbation, and shrugs. Under the weak
case of questioning Leninism, Marx-
ism is being attacked.

Mark, Tim, Joseph and others have
been accused of being “in a state of
denial” for defending the doctrine of
Marxism-Leninism and basic party
methods. I think the denial of Marx-
ism-Leninism by others is more the
issue here.

That initial quote about the Marx-
ian doctrine is Lenin’s. Now that might
drive some people away faster from
Leninism, but hopefully it will begin
to put the ideological debate on proper
footing. The Marxian doctrine was
Lenin’s framework. You can read Lenin
(Three sources and three component
parts of Marxism) to see why. Marx-
ism is not some clever idea some guy
came up with, but a continuation of
all the philosophical, social, and eco-
nomic gains of humanity up to then. It
is not simply “an analysis of 19th
century capitalism” as has been pre-
sented by one ex-Party leader. Marx-
ism is the theory of socialist revolu-
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tion. It is a complete, integral world
outlook, tested in social struggle. You
canno more take some parts of Marx-
ism and ignore the rest than you can
take one or two legs of a table and
expect it to stand.

For example, if the proletariat is
not the class to bring about revolu-
tionary change (as has been hinted
at), whereis the analysis of something
else (besides the psycho-babble from
Fred). Where is the wealth of society
being generated from? Trade? or
spontaneous capital generation? as
the capitalists’ analysis tells us - or is
it the theory of surplus value? A lot of
ussince the sixties, and alot of serious
revolutionaries around the world over
the last century, think the theory of
surplus value is correct. And if so,
how do you throw out the proletar-
iat? If socialism is not possible, why
carry on any theoretical work? For
what? And based on what outlook
and philosophical base?

But the critics of Marxism do not
come out with well thought out criti-
cisms or even insights, but instead
drop phrases. They pose questions
and leave them hanging, and they
don’t stand up and defend anything,.
When pressed they slip out the back
door with either “these are prelimi-
nary views” or “the theoretical work
is not finished” or “there are too many
questions toanswer right now”. They
call for our basic framework to be
researched, always implying major
revisions are necessary. Are we to
create a new philosophical system this
way? Do our revisionists presume that
theoretical research will “correct” and
supplant the Marxian doctrine? They
don’t know, you see. They just know
that times are tough, so let’s cut our
losses and run.

Our ideologically-disad vantaged
friends however are covering very
old ground. Every house-marxist in
the world has gone through the same
routine. They take some of Marxism
and then proceed to make it impotent
with “critical” inquiries and amputa-
tions. Then, they present an endless
list of questions to be answered be-
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fore we do anything (most of which
Marx and Lenin have already an-
swered - the rest are awaiting us to
apply Marxism to solve), leaving stu-
dents with the prospect of returning
to the British Museum to start all over!
Well, we went through that in the
60’s,and moreimportantly Marxand
Lenin went through it and applied it
already. What separated the revolu-
tionaries from the pretenders then and
now is the knowledge that the com-
ponent parts of Marxism are correct -
let’s proceed to change the world.
You cannot proceed from an “essen-
tially Marxist” position - opponents
of Marxism have been doing that for
100 years. What are you going to do
differently from that position than
every revisionist since Bernstein?
The Marxian doctrine is the
common framework around which
revolutionaries organize. The doc-
trine is a guide to action to be ap-
plied toparticular circumstances. Its
purpose is to change the world, not
simply interpret it. The Marxian
doctrine of dialectical and historical
materialism, the theory of surplus
value and the class struggle are part
of the framework on which the MLP
was founded. If you are to take a
“critical” attitude towards it, or pro-
ceed on only an “essentially Marx-
ist” basis, you have changed the basic
framework and unity of purpose of
the party. Marxism is a critical ap-
proach to the real world and all the-
ory, constantly testing it and evolv-
ing. That is how Lenin proceeded in
advancing Marxism. To say you ac-
cept Marxism-Leninism “critically”
however is to pick and choose, and
from what we’ve seen, to undermine
this very framework of analysis. And
people are free to attempt that - but
call it what it is and stop hiding.
These critics are attacking Marx-
ism-Leninism. And it is this statement
which brings down the fury and wrath
of many people upon those who try
and bring this out. But they protest
too much. It is not “orthodoxy” (as in
dogmatism) upon which we rest our
defense. But on the basic framework
of Marxism-Leninism. If someone
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brings up agnosticisrn, for example,
as a possible approach, they are at-
tacking Marxism-Leninism. I'm sorry
if that’s heavy-handed, but revolu-
tionaries have sorted out these ques-
tions already.

At the 5th Congress, not only did
I hear on two occasions that agnosti-
cism should be considered as a viable
philosophical approach {which in it-
self could be dismissed as part of the
eclectic intellectual swamp we find
ourselves in, not anymore significant
than other “tentative” or “prelimi-

nary” speculations), but the method

of agnosticism and its world view
were evident throughout the discus-
sions.

It represents the split which ex-
ists in the wreckage of the MLP;
whether to defend and develop the
basic philosophy and method of
Marxism-Leninism or to discard it.
Now [ know that Joe is urging us to
put aside analysis of the dissolution,
and not to see splits where they don’t
exist, but tough shit, the real world
has its demands.

Agnosticism arose as a philosophi-
cal system in the 18th century in an
attempt to forge a compromise be-
tween the two great philosophical
camps - idealism and materialism,
especially as materialism was emerg-
ing as a potent force against medieval
ideas and feudalist institutions. The
ruling class defenders trieci to refute
and undermine philosophical mate-
rialism with various forms of philo-
sophical idealism. Agnosticism was
anattempt to reconcile the irreconcil-
able. It brought icealism in through
the back door of materialist thinking.
It is represented by the philosophers
Kant and Hume. Opposition to ag-
nosticism was instrurmnental in devel-
oping both Hegelian dialectics and
diai2ctical materialism. To Marx and
Engels, agnosticism was a reaction-
ary roncession to idealism. Lenin’s
similar views are clearly spelied out
in Materialism and empirio-criticism.

In summary, agnosticism says that
although knowledge comes from in-
formation imparted to us by our senses,
we don’t know if we are getting accu-
rate data; we can never know the thing-
in-itself — there’s a real world out
there, but we can never grasp it. Briefly,
in practical terms agnosticism means
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“I don’t know”; philosophically it
means “I can’t know for sure”. A
thorough refutation of agnosticism
can be found in “Sccialisrn: Utopian
and scientific” and elsewhera.

Agnosticism by its nature is eclec-
tic because it doesn’t root itself in the
objective world, but in some limbo
between subjectivism and reality,
picking and choosing at will, not rest-
ing itseif on the living history of gen-
erations of class struggleand struggle
to survive and advance, but on inter-
pretations of perceptions. Inshortit:s
the academic intellectuals’ nirvana,
and their carte blanche.

So it would seem that for a Marx-
isttoletagnosticismgaina footholdis
ludicrous. But when the basic frame-
work of the party and of the interna-
tional communist movement is
brought into question by its own lead -
ers than the door is flung open to
every bourgeois philosophical trend -
including godism and ernpirio-criti-
cism (as happened in 1908 after the
RSDP split). This doesn’t mean the
framework should be cast in stone.
(Making Marxism a dogma, by the
way, is the approach taken by one of
the comrades advocating rethinking
our whole framework because “we
can’t just go and look 1p in Lenin
what to do anymore”! Since wher is
that the MLP approacn?) But to claiir
to be Marxist is to embrace the basic
principles which inciude acialectical
and historical materialism, the class
struggle led by the proletsriat, and
the theory of surplus value. If some
people want to question those prin-
ciples, then they shouli go 2lsewlere
and leave the party of the working
class (yes, that is what MLP repie
sented) to the Marxist-Leninists.

But, they say, we only questioned
some aspects of Lenin’s. That is not
correct. Phrases have Lbeen dropped
by comrades which are direct attacks
on Marxism itself, as for example
agnosticism, questioning the leading
role of the proletariat in revolution,
that Marxism is just an analysis of
19th century capitalism, and even is
socialism possible, and that’s just what
I've heard. In a period of major set-
backs for the revolution world-wide,
the reflection inside the party is to
attack itself by questioning its exis-
tence. Objective conditions were a

contributing factor, but the paralysis
was caused by 1deological differences
which were not handled in a forth-
right manrner. instead of leading, our
leaders have picked up the anti-com-
munist chorus and left the Party di-
rectionless.

[ think we need to fight the Sec-
ond International all over again. Many
of the positions I nave heard from ex-
party ieaders stink of the yellow in-
ternational. And they havespread the
line deep into the party for two years.
We found ourselves defending to
seasoned comrades basic principles
onthe order cfa) socialismis good, b)
socialism is the aim and histworic goal
of the working class, ¢) we need a
party... ¢tc., ike we were talking to
schooiboys again in 1966 on the steps
of the library! This couldn’t have
happened without active undermin-
ing of the framewacrk airong the party
by ieading comrades - what has been
called by others demoralizaticn. No
matter what the objective condisions
(which have often been used as a
smokescreen) a solid militant central
committee would have led the IMarx-
ist-Leninists into another stage, a post-
party formationif necessary, with ihe
Marxist-Leninist framework ntaci.
Instead the atmosphere <f “I have to
read 50 books tefcre 1 ran do any-
thing” became the new backbone of
the jzarty!. Do we Know Jessnow than
we did ir: 19807 I think ve know a
great dear more.

There a~e obvious ideclogical splits
in the ex-marty. *¥hen one or ore
leadir.g -omrades state thatthey can’t
support Leninism, tna: is a split. These
splits should have been fouglit ovenly
- that is the Marxist-Leninist inethoc.
Tiiey weren’t. Thus the anii-Marxist
ravings fronu Fred, at first a crude
joke, actually found cympathy in the
C. C. it appears. Drift was encour-
aged, d~batc stifled (arong the
members as a whole), objcctive con-
ditions were thus mdgr.n-ed even
aided. Pessimism and drift were
preached to me as long as two yeai's
ago.Itookitas a personal reflection of
tough times which called for tough
hearts and rninds to overcome.l have
come {0 learn that it was a political
line I was hearing. I heard this line

Continued on Page 43
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