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V. TEITELBOIM

Problems Facing Latin-American

Intellectuals™

Fresh flareups of the student movement are reported in a number
of Latin American countries. Mexico is going through the biggest and
most turbulent student revolt in decades, involving the bulk of the
student body. There have been many casualties, some in the fight for
civil rights and freedoms, and not merely for purely student demands.
The students are giving voice to the thoughts and aspirations of most
Latin Americans. Filled with heroism, prepared to meet all odds, they
have demonstrated their civic maturity and have written a glorious
page in their country’s history. Indeed, they have generated qualita-
tive changes in Mexican politics.

Nor is Mexico the only example. No Latin American country is
exempt from this student ferment and from the demonstrations that
are part of it. In Uruguay the students are standing shoulder to
shoulder with the workers in a struggle that has already taken the
lives of many young people. Chilean students are fighting a battle
which has already injected a new permanent factor into Latin Ameri-
can life. I have in mind the political awakening of university profes-
sors and researchers who have now joined the movement for univer-
sity reform, the origins of which go back to the events in the Argentine
University of Cordova a half century ago. They are guided by the
credo: the scientist should always face realities, serve his people and
work for social change. The movement is assuming wide dimensions.

There is also this important feature: the university, traditionally a
center of culture, a classical “factory” producing trained cadres for the
ruling classes, is now being drawn into political activity, becoming
part of the militant popular movement for fundamental change. And
many faculty members, now matching the revolutionary word with
the revolutionary deed, see their future in socialism and are joining
the Communist Party.

* Reprinted from World Marxist Review, December, 1968.
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Growth of Socialist Consciousness

The growth of socialist consciousness is not a simple or direct
process. Many intellectuals go through what could be described as a
preparatory stage. For some it is passive non-conformism, for others it
is outright revolt, and there are ample causes for both. Discussing the
position of Latin American writers, the Peruvian novelist Mario Vargas
Llosa emphasizes: “American reality naturally provides numerous
reasons for writers’ dissatisfaction and disobedience. For we live in
a society of injustice, ignorance, exploitation, crying inequality, mis-
ery, moral, cultural and economic alienation.. . . .” This harsh diag-
nosis comes from a non-Communist, but Llosa has a clear understand-
ing of the future. He draws the material for his novels from life, and
suggests that other writers “reveal, directly or obliquely, through the
portrayal of events, eye-witness accounts, even dreams, fantasies, alle-
gories and nightmares, that this reality is a ‘shabby concoction’ and
has to be changed.” In other words, like many of his colleagues,
Llosa is passing from depiction of collective tragedy to an appeal for
action to strike ‘at its roots. His books are part of revolutionary reality;
they are revolutionary weapons. His understanding of the historical
perspective has convinced him that “in 10, 20 or 50 years the time
will come for our countries, as it already has for Cuba, to live in
social justice—the time when the whole of America will break free of
the empire that is robbing it, will be free of the oligarchy that is
exploiting it, will be rid of the forces that are humiliating and oppres-
sing it.” And he clearly states that the only solution—the only realistic
and possible one is “for Latin America to acquire, as soon as possible,
a feeling of dignity and begin a new life in socialism that would liber-
ate us from the horrors of our present anachronistic situation. . . .”

Another writer, known for his shrewd understanding of the Latin-
American spirit and psychology, Julio Cortazar of Argentina, sums
up his own career in these words: “. .. I have always accepted social-
ism as desirable and even necessary, but now I have come to the view
that it is the only modern doctrine based on humanism, on the elemen-
tary ethics that are so grossly ignored in the society in which we live.
Socialism is founded on the simple, and at the same time incredibly
complex principle that humanity will only justify the name when it
puts an end to exploitation of man by man. . . . And ever since I came
to understand this vital fact of the human existence, the search for
socialism has become my life’s duty and mission.”

This duty and mission, with all the moral responsibility and urge to

LATIN-AMERICAN INTELLECTUALS 3

action entailed thereby, have led many Latin-American intellectuals to
take a critical view of their position—they have had enough of the
rhetoric and lies designed to conceal injustice. And many are aban-
doning their ivory towers, casting aside ingrained myths about the
artist living in a world of his own. They have no desire to squander
their talent in “smoke-filled cafes or old-world taverns.” Latin Amer-
ica, they believe, must cease to be a vast spiritual backwoods and
advance to emancipation and unity. And to contribute to that, they
are joining with the people, participating in the revolutionary move-
ment which, they feel, will assure full development of national culture
and furnish the conditions for absorbing all the achievements of world
culture.

The Influence of Marxism and the October Revolution

The vanguard of the young working class and the intellectuals asso-
ciated with it were the first to appreciate that independence, political
emancipation, economic development and a flourishing national cul-
ture that serves the people could be attained only through revolution.
This new approach iwas the result of the preparation of Marxism in
the latter part of the 19th century. However, Marxism came to Latin
America not as a mature and practical doctrine, but rather as an ideol-
ogy absorbed, avidly but slowly, by the young proletariat and its in-
tellectual allies. One of the latter, the Chilean historian Benjamin
Vicuna Mackenna, wrote in 1870 that the founding of the International
was in itself a revolution, a big advance towards socialism, the har-
binger of a revolution that will confront the exploiters with the organ-
ized workers who will deliver the knockout blow to the entire system
of exploitation.

When the peaple won power in Russia two intellectuals, Jose
Ingenieros of Argentina and Lima Barreto of Brazil, spoke with praise
of the “maximalists” then the common appellation for the Bolshevik
Party. Political organizations were started in various parts of the con-
tinent, soon followed by the emergence of Communist parties. Some
of them were the result of a split in the old Socialist parties, others
the result of a majority decision to convert the parties to communism.

Ever since then Marxism has exerted a growing influence on our
intellectuals. They recognized that the old social system and the old
way of life were living out their day. Subsequent deveopments were
to confirm this prevision, for socialism became the dominant system
on one-third of the earth’s surface, and most colonial nations were
breaking out of imperialist control. Intellectuals began to realize that
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revolution was on the agenda: Cuba was the first to blaze the trail
into the future.

Latin Americans saw the triumph of socialist revolution in a large
part of the world. Today they witness another revolution in technol_—
ogy, though it nearly always comes to Latin America as an imported
commodity. The mass media have brought our people into direct
contact with the rest of the world, something quite impossible in the
early years of the century. The Latin American of today is in much
closer and more direct touch with, and more directly affected by,
world issues. In short, the Latin American intellectual of this closing
third of a century is a much more active citizen of our age of storm
and change, and he is fully aware that finis can be written to the
continent’s drama—its economic backwardness and poverty—only by
deposing the ruling oligarchy and—more important still-breaking the
stranglehold of American imperialism. And U.S. imperialism keeps
close watch on Latin America, that inexhaustible source of valuable
and cheap raw materials and Washington’s military and political
hinterland. Washington is very much concerned over what happens
in this southern hinterland. It regards our countries with the same dis-
trust as Rome regarded the dangerous and resentful outer marches
of its empire. Now more than ever before, Washington fears a Latin-
American revolt, involving both workers and intellectuals. Marti and
Rodo, the great 19th century thinkers, warned of U.S. attempts to
“swallow” Latin America. Intensified plunder of our continent since
then has intensified anti-imperialist sentiment among our intellectuals.

U.S. imperialism hates our intellectuals because they so effectively
expose its policies. And the U.S. has sought to neutralize the intelli-
gentsia or buy it over with dollar sops, and in some instances it has
succeeded. The imperialists are also trying to impose university control.

There is admiration for those Americans who have come out against
the rulers in Washington, solidarity with the Negroes, student and
youth protesters, all who demand withdrawal of the U.S. aggressors
from Vietnam. But our intellectuals are not falling into the trap set
by the imperialist machine.

The Students

In Latin America, as elsewhere in the world, the very concept of the
intellectual has undergone radical change. We know that the tech-
nological revolution influences not only engineers and technicians, but
also people in the realms of art and literature, and, of course, the
university students.
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In our countries students with working-class or peasant backgrounds
are a rarity. The educational pyramid has a very broad base, the mass
of illiterate or semi-literate people who at most can boast of two
years” schooling. At the apex are the universities, accessible only to a
small middle-class minority. Yet despite its class character, and the
fact that university education is a costly privilege, many students are
affected by the conflicts that are part of our time. Some are depressed
by lack of personal and direct contact with production, though many
of them do not have to work their way through college. And yet we
find the students sharing in the intellectual revolt, protesting against
social injustice and the spiritual paucity of the world they live in.
They are aware of the need, sometimes consciously, sometimes spon-
taneously, to change the existing system and way of life. Some never
go beyond youthful extremism or nihilist anarchist attitudes, or are
content to assert their rights as a generation. Bu many accept Marxism-
Leninism and see their future in inseparable ties with the working
class. They join the ranks of the revolution, unhesitatingly and per-
manently.

In Chile, as in other Latin-American countries, the Communist
Party and the Young Communist League draw their members from
mines, factories and farms, but a sizeable segment comes from the uni-
versities, and nearly always at the height of the struggle. Without
overlooking other important aspects of the new situation, we should
devote special attention to the fact that our cities, swollen by the
influx of peasants, have become the scene of anti-imperialist and anti-
revolutionary youth actions. You will find a youth demonstration jeer-
ing Nixon, or burning an effigy of Uncle Sam, or pulling down the Stars
and Stripes. Mass participation, courage and militancy are distinguish-
ing features of these demonstrations. In many instances they are con-
ducted jointly with workers. The youth has an inexhaustible fund of
enthusiasm and, if applied in support of the popular movement, it
becomes a viable revolutionary factor.

Ideological controversy and discussion are, doubtlessly, a dis-
tinctive feature of political life today. No party, no student group, and
no intellectual can shy away from these discussions from the need to
take a clear stand on vital issues. And on the most vital issue of all,
the Latin-American revolution, we have a wide range of strategic and
tactical concepts. Revolution is central to all the discussions, which
also touch on the problems of the world Communist movement, new
trends in the arts, literature and philosophy, the continent’s culturat
future and, needless to say, politics and economics. In fact all facets



6 POLITICAL AFFAIRS

of the superstructure have become the subject of spirited debate.

For we are living in a period of dialogue and confrontation of atti-
tudes. Far from shunning discussions, the Chilean Communists take
an active part in them, seeking answers from class positions and in
conformity with their ideological principles to many questions presently
agitating the people.

In every Latin American country the spirit of criticism pervades all
ideological discussion. There is a constant search for solutions to the
problems of our countries and the world. And still another feature—
the keen interest in contacts, exchange of views and experience, the
urge to understand oneself and one’s place in the general scheme of
things. In short, the interests of the present-day Latin American go
far beyond his country and continent.

The Latin-American Intellectuals

The intelligentsia is becoming an ever wider social strata. Of course,
within this strata there is a wide divergence of ideological trends and
shades and this necessitates diversified ideological work. In some coun-
tries professionals are held in high esteem, their numbers are growing
and there appears to be a clear division into differing categories, es-
pecially with the emergence of new professionals.

However, the position in education is anything but satisfactory. The
number of university and college students is less than one per cent of
the continent’s gainfully employed population. People with specialized
secondary-school training make up less than three per cent, with more
than two-thirds of them either school teachers or bookkeepers. “Intel-
lectualization” of manual labor has been a slow and tortuous process.
According to some estimates, less than 10 per cent of the continent’s
54 million workers and artisans are classified as skilled, and 35 million
have had no training whatever. In agriculture, barely 0.1 per cent
have higher or secondary training and 80 per cent are classed as un-
skilled.

Little more than one million of the continent’s 250 million inhabi-
tants have had a complete or partial university education; 30 million
have had three years schooling, and 37 million less than three years.
Out of 8.7 million with secondary school education, 4.7 million did not
take the full course, and only 1.8 million can boast of a secondary
technical education, in many cases incomplete. For workers and arti-
sans the figure is a mere five percent. Even among executive personnel
only 10 per cent are college graduates.

Nor is that the whole picture, for we have to take into account the
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quality of the education. And in this respect Latin America is behind,
particularly in research, applied science and technology. There is a
widespread demand for gearing education to national requirements,
and for university reform. The Chilean Communist Party has been
championing these demands and this has gained for it considerable
prestige; prominent Party members have been elected to executive
positions in higher education, something quite new in Chile.

In working for educational reform, we should not lose sight of our
ultimate goal of changing the social system, which would make it pos-
sible to work out fundamental solutions for all our educational prob-
lems. But we should always be in touch with reality, always be mind-
ful of the needs of today and tomorrow. We must assume responsibil-
ity for the future of education, a problem that brooks no delay in
view of the population explosion—by 1980 the continent’s gainfully
employed population will have increased to an estimated 120 million.
This will mean a larger number of industrial workers and more uni-
versity graduates—official and conservative estimates speak of an in-
crease of 70 per cent. But in tackling these problems we shall have to
contend with the existing system, which is obstructing and hamper-
ing educational expansion. If it proceeds at the present pace the gap
between economic and educational development, and the gap between
Latin America and other capitalist (not to mention socialist) coun-
tries will be wider still, unless, of course, there are fundamental
changes.

The sole exception, the one bright spot in the bleak picture is Cuba.
Cuba has made significant progress in elementary education and in
other areas, provides grants for most students, is rapidly abolishing
adult illiteracy. Cuba shows what socialism can do in a continent
where more than 50 million adults are unable to read or write, where
half the child population does not attend school, and of those who
do attend only one in five finishes the course; adults average no more
than one year of school, more than half of the school teachers lack
adequate training. And also these figures: children in the 5-14-year
age group make up approximately 25 per cent of the population,
whereas in some European countries the proportion is only about 15
per cent. Such are the statistics of the Latin American tragedy.

Far-reaching changes in the allocation of labor are predicted for
1975. Agricultural employment will decline and non-agricultural labor
will increase by as much as 58 per cent, with a substantial increase
in white-collar workers, in the services and in government employ-
ment. A degree of economic expansion is inevitable, accompanied by
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mechanization both in industry and office work. Progressive reforms
will doubtlessly pave the way to rapid development in education, pub-
lic health, transport and communications, which, in turn, will require
larger numbers of white-collar workers. Today, however, their pro-
portion is much smaller than in industrialized countries.

In 1965, it was no more than 2.7 per cent compared with 5-10 per
cent in the developed countries. There is also a considerable difference
in Latin America itself. Argentina, Uruguay, Mexico, Chile and some
other countries have a comparatively larger proportion of professionals.
The figure for Chile is 53,000 university-trained specialists in a popu-
lation of nine million. The largest group are school teachers (12,000),
followed by lawyers (8,500), doctors (5,800) and engineers (4,400).
The figures are indicative of the traditional pattern of our society and
reflect its economic backwardness and the persistence of 19th century
trends. The picture is much the same in many other parts of the
continent.

Latin America is experiencing a crisis. Taking place is a general
revaluation of values, ideas and customs carried over from earlier
generations. The workers are challenging the very existence of capital-
ism, and many have joined the struggle to replace it by socialism.
Similar sentiments are widespread among intellectuals and the more
progressive sections of the population. Ideological struggle, clearly on
the agenda, is becoming sharper all the time. There is a never-ending
discussion of such problems as the generation gap, the role of youth,
the university movement. We Communists regard the latter as an
effective and dynamic force and have made it our aim to link it up with
the struggle of the working class and the people.

Of course, we do not subscribe to the idea that the generation strug-
gle, and not the class struggle, is the motive force of history. But we
are not oblivious to the new forms of the youth movement. True, some
of them are highly unconventional and might appear extravagant. But
these superficial features should not be allowed to obscure the sub-
stance of the movement, its enthusiasm and vigor, youth’s eagerness
to change the world. And these, we believe, are not incompatible with
the basic task of the revolutionary proletariat or with the leading role
of the Communist parties. The latter should do everything to find
ways and means of using this youthful energy—at times chaotic, over-
emotional and extremist in its manifestations—for united action. In
doing so we should warn the youth against the false slogan of “youth
power.” It should be our job to furnish convincing answers to the
vexing problems posed by the present social system, including such
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problems as family relations, and conflicts which, in an atmosphere of
dismay, confusion and disorientation, are apt to reach explosive dimen-
sions. All this makes it imperative to analyze phenomena in various
spherese of life and train a new type of intellectual capable of working
out solutions to the numerous problems of present-day Latin America.

An Anti-Imperialist Position

In these circumstances, naturally, work in examining and formu-
lating the corresponding revolutionary tenets and propositions must
of necessity cover the most diverse realms of science. At a time when
the ideological struggle is being stepped up, and with imperialism
making repeated attempts to penetrate into all spheres of life and to
regain its foothold in the spiritual sphere, we must not lose sight of the
need to repel this offensive.

At the Cultural Congress in Havana in January, 1968, the process
of transition to anti-imperialist action by the vanguard intellectuals of
Latin America clearly emerged. The congress likewise revealed the
intelligentsia’s and the people’s heightened awareness of the struggle
being waged by the people of Vietnam, the rising anger at the U.S.
aggression. The congress continued the splendid militant tradition
characteristic of the Latin-American intellectual of the past, clarify-
ing the relations between culture and national independence; the
moulding of an all-around man; the intellectual’s responsibility for
the problems of the underdeveloped countries; problems of culture
and the mass media. It also discussed questions of art and scientific
and technical endeavor in the context of the requirements and reality
of Latin America.

The Chilean Communists have to win the hearts and minds of the
people over whom the monopolies and imperialists are trying to gain
ascendancy through their propaganda, either brutal or subtle. Also
smooth-tongued reformism, and those who sing the praises of the
“miraculous” curative properties of the “third way” are trying to do
the same. We must not shirk our responsibility for the destiny of the
country’s literature and art, its scientific and cultural development
which must benefit all the people. It would be erroneous to think that
we are the only ones acting in this direction. Moving with us are many
kindred forces. The balance sheet will show that the contribution made
by the Chilean Communists, by their friends and sympathizers and
by progressive intellectuals has stimulated the revival of many aspects
of Chilean culture, revitalizing literature, the fine arts, music, etc. We
contributed also to the rebirth of the country’s rich folklore which
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many had erroneously regarded as dying out. Not only renowned men
of culture, but also the mass of creative youth are taking part in the
popular movement. Culture has become the concern of many.

Delicate Matter and False Theories

We do not forget the truth that literature and art are an infinitely
delicate matter which develop according to their own laws not appli-
cable to other spheres of activity. These laws do not allow for socio-
logical over-simplification, do not tolerate sectarian attitudes. At the
same time, we regard literature and art as forms and instruments for
exploring the human mind, as instruments of human knowledge, as
true expressions of the individual, a people, a country and the world.
All this compels us to spurn the temptation to turn our backs on reality
and evade the crucial issues.

Our concept of the Communist intellectual working in literature and
the arts is that of an active figure who combines his creativity with the
social struggle, that is, a creator of two kinds—that of the artist and
the revolutionary who creates works of art and, at the same time, the
new world in the transition from the twilight of capitalism to socialism.

Of course there are many intellectuals in Latin America who are
still confused. Dogged by insecurity, frustration and loneliness, they
do not see that the world is moving towards a revolution which has
triumphed already on a sizeable part of the globe, and which is fer-
menting in the depths of the capitalist system rent by contradictions.

Since the process of writing, painting or music, in a word, the proc-
ess of creation, is nearly always considered an individual undertaking,
some artists incline to subscribe to the “theory of solitude,” to proclaim
the individualism of their profession. But the fact is that there are
few professions that call for such a high degree of synthesis of world
developments, of man in his historical setting, of real life.

At times some of the intelligentsia—either because they overestimate
their powers, or are adroitly prompted to do so by the ruling class
which needs to disguise itself to continue in power—present them-
selves to public opinion in Latin America as an exclusive social group,
independent and standing above classes.

The intelligentsia, as we know, being an intermediate social stratum,
does not constitute an independent class. It usually performs skilled,
but not productive labor. It does not see how its labor is priced on the
market, especially in the under-developed countries. Thus, the intel-
ligentsia forms a part of the exploited, a part of the people, particu-
larly in countries like ours, suffocating in the stranglehold of imperial-
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ism which fetters their material and spiritual development, in the
strangle-hold of the feudal survivals and of the oligarchies which
impose a virtual dictatorship over the mass media.

And so the intellectual in our society is among those who are sub-
jected to maximum exploitation. His position can be likened to that of
the convict. Most of them can devote only their spare hours to their
vocation, in many cases secretly, for such activity is scorned as being
parasitic, sheer idleness, as a mania—sometimes harmless, sometimes
dangerous. Art and culture in Latin America are not considered articles
of prime necessity.

Despite this, many intellectuals still entertain all kinds of illusions
about their role and place in life. Many of them still slavishly worship
the past subjectively clinging to it in a vain attempt to halt the process
of proletarianization. Contributing to their illusions is the fact that
their status continues to be ambiguous, being partly petty-bourgeois
and partly proletarians, as they pursue their professions.”Also contrib-
uting to their false concepts is the system which tries in every way to
accentuate and extol the individualistic tendencies of intellectuals.
They are flattered, given minor privileges, the significance of which is
exaggerated, the formal difference with the workers being under-
scored at the same time.

However, the process of political awakening among people of men-
tal labor is gaining ground. It could not be otherwise, considering that
they come face to face with life, with the need to fight for better con-
ditions, or simply to regain their standard of living (and the march
of civilization brings with it new requirements which soon become a
natural thing and are taken for granted).

In the course of this struggle the intelligentsia gradually begins to
use means, weapons and forms of action characteristic of the indus-
trial workers who, being more keenly aware of their position, having
more experience and, able to wage an organized and united struggle,
are an example for the intelligentsia. Diverse sectors of working people
engaged in mental labor (teachers, students, doctors, university pro-
fessors) are more and more taking to strike action. The lessons of the
class war, often bitter ones, the identity of tactics and common needs
assimilated and tested in social battles, in the fight for demands, mak-
ing a political impact and clarifying things, act as a powerful means
of combating petty-bourgeois chimeras. This helps to dispel the illu-
sions engendered by the uncertainty that stems from the dual position
of the intellectual. '

Latin-American life itself is mercilessly shattering the myths of
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those who think they are the “salt of the earth” because they create
spiritual values. This reality is telling them in the lucid language of
prose that they are working people and that in capitalist society they
share the same fate as their “unrecognized” brothers. Like the worker,
they do not work for themselves. The intellectual—the creator for
whom his work has, as Marx put it, a profound human and spiritual
meaning, feels that his labor does not usually provide for his material
needs, and that he has to spend the best part of his time and energy in
activity distasteful to him. Engaged in this activity he vegetates while
enriching others, or spends his days in a civil service with which he
is often at odds. His talent is consumed by drudgery in a bureaucratic
apparatus. This intellectual is partly engaged in clandestine and un-
remunerated activity and, although realization of this wounds his
pride, he is a semi-proletarian because of the way in which he earns
his livelihood. He fully fits Engel's definition of the proletariat in his
note to the English edition (1888) of the Communist Manifesto: “By
proletariat we mean the class of modern wage-laborers who, having
no means of production of their own, are reduced to selling their labor
power in order to live.”

Thus, living and suffering day after day in this society, and victims
of a reactionary superstructure, growing numbers of intellectuals are
arriving at the conclusion that they must give their social answer, must
take a definite political stand and begin to act.

Every ruling class wants the intelligentsia to serve its ends. But as
history has shown, particularly at crucial moments when preparations
for revolution are under way, many intellectuals surmount the barrier
of their origin and, displaying real heroism, go over—secretly or openly
—to the side of the most advanced revolutionary class. The intelligent-
sia is an ally of the proletariat and the peasantry. But its role is not
simply one of “enlightened” fellow-travellers or learned standard-
bearers. It is an indispensable detachment of the army of the people.
Its form of struggle is sometimes specific, its weapon nearly always
its profession. And it is thanks to this that the clear and resonant voice
of those who have dedicated themselves to the liberation struggle is
frequently heard on our continent.

The Communist Position

Our enemies allege that the Communists are opponents of freedom
in general, and freedom of creation in particular. Neither the one nor
the other is true. In a society that is divided into classes, the individual
never has been and never will be free. Although he thinks he is his
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own master, he is in fact a slave. He lives in definite historical con-
ditions which hamper the attainment of actual freedom. Even more:
the individual himself is a split personality. As a consequences of the
exploitation of the majority by the minority, of the division of labor,
every individual finds himself in a dual position: on the one hand he
is an individuality, on the other, a subordinate person tied to a salary,
working to be able to subsist and continue working for another. There
takes place what Marx described as the separation of man as an in-
dividual from man as a member of his class, in other words, alienation.
Can the person who has to work all his life not in his vocation but to
enrich another, consider himself his own master? Can he be said to
be free? Hardly. He is the slave of another. Today this kind of slavery
is called “freedom” and “Western civilization.” It is the Communists
who want to destroy the roots of slavery, that is, the regime of class
exploitation and enable man to attain freedom, the freedom that is
forged in the historical process. The transition from the realm of neces-
sity to that of freedom will be effected essentially through the machine
which will perform man’s work, releasing his energy and enabling
him to give rein to his spiritual abilities, and to enjoy the process of
creativity and aesthetic values.

It is also alleged that the Communist Party of Chile will establish
a dictatorship over the writer and the artist, will impose on them the
subject, style and form of creation they must follow. The charge is an
utterly false one. Take, for example, Pablo Neruda. Neruda’s creative
versatility is infinite. He writes about the celestial and the terrestial.
Along with “An Ode to a 50-Megaton Bomb” he publishes his “Hun-
dred Love Sonnets” and “Extravagario,” a book brimming with humor
and bold experiments. Neruda is a member of the Central Committee
of our Party. The Party does not tell the author what subject he should
write on. He decides on this himself, following the dictates of his con-
science and what interests him, but ever guided by the desire to create
profoundly and to give his maximum. '

Our Party wants the Communist artist to be a true artist, compre-
hensive and profound, ever concerned with the individual, the mass,
society. Their aspirations should be his aspirations. Art is not the
product of the “absolute spirit,” or some “divine revelation,” just
as it is not a supernatural inspiration. It is the product of human
consciousness in the broadest sense of the word; and consciousness
in turn can only be conscious being which is the very process of life.
Life determines the consciousness, the creativity of the artist. The
spiritual complexity of a work of art always reflects a definite his-
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torical process, is related to life and the sensibilities of the artist,
to his talent or genius. The artist perceives the world and expresses
its most important aspects. No talent can create a work of art out
of nothing. It is in this sense that the struggle and social experience,
opening the door of life to the artist and bringing him closer to the
people, inspires his muse.

Our Party does not want a literature or an art made accessible
by lowering their quality. Our Party wants the Communist artist to
be among the best of the best, to produce works bearing the hall-
mark of maturity and depth.

Sometimes—and this is a good and positive thing—the artist feels
the need to participate directly in the struggle, using his art as his
weapon. That is why Picasso drew his “Dove of Peace,” sending it
to all corners of the earth, and painted his Guernica. That is why
Neruda is creating perennially topical works, wielding the weapon
of true artistic perception. It is to this that we should aspire, to art
of the highest calibre.

Our Party has gone far ahead in this respect. When first we joined
the Party way back in 1932, it was considered almost a “sin” or a
“petty-bourgeois deviation” to engage in writing. The writer or artist
pursued his vocation in secret, or gave it up altogether. We have
now, fortunately, overcome this absurd sectarian attitude and narrow-
mindedness. The Party today regards and appreciates creative work
as political activity of prime importance, as the most important work
the Communist artist can do. And the writer for his part knows that
the Party is proud of his work, that it applauds his creative endeavor.
And to those who like to denigrate us, representing us as a band of
ignoramuses, we can say: our ranks include—along with the country’s
finest workers and peasants, finet women and youth—teachers, pro-
fessionals, artists and writers. They are among the best of the best
and, in many cases not only the pride of Chile, but of many, many
other countries.

BETTINA APTHEKER

The Student Rebellion, Part |

Student activism is nothing new in American history. Students
have been involved in the great movements for social change dating
back to the 19th century. Little known, for example, are the student
protests against slavery. In 1834 students at Lane Theological Semi-
nary in Cincinnati conducted a college-wide debate on slavery that
the administration banned. Students, en masse, left Lane Seminary
and went to Oberlin College. They radicalized that school by forcing
the administration to admit both Negro and women students. This
student revolt was led by Theodore Weld who later became well-
known for his work in the abolitionist movement. A recent paper by
Herbert Aptheker details Negro student protests in the 1920°s. And
there is ample evidence of massive student protests in the late 1920’
and throughout the 1930’s. By 1939 more than one million college and
high school students participated in student strikes for peace. Stu-
dents of past generations utilized many of the same tactics which
are used today—petitions, referendums, sit-ins and strikes. And the
college and university administrations responded in like manner:
suspensions, expulsions and arrests. ‘

While it is useful and necessary to see the current student re-
bellion in its historic context it is also essential to examine those
features and qualities in the rebellion which are unique to it today.
Moreover, it is necessary to observe that the rebellion begun by
black students in the South in 1960 and now involving ever growing
numbers of black, white, Puerto-Rican and Mexican-American stu-
dents, revitalized the American Left. The rebellion has drastically
altered the political complexion of the country.

We must ask ourselves: what are the new features of the student
rebellion? What is the cause of the rebellion? Until we answer
these questions, until we understand the laws of motion of this
society which produced this revolt, we cannot correctly estimate the
role of students in producing social change, or the historic import
of this movement.

The article, because of its length, will be done in two parts.
The first will deal with the objective character of the rebellion, and
the new features of American higher education. The second part
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will deal with the ideological trends in the student movement, espe-
cially the nature, extent and quality of petty-bourgeois radicalism.

New Features of Student Movement

In brief then, these are the new features in the student movement:

1) In the 1930’s, student actions were supportive of the demands
of a popular mass movement led by the working class. Students,
both black and white, today are the major catalyst in projecting
social and political demands in a period when the organized leader-
ship of the labor movement is overwhelmingly racist, class collabora-
tionist and supports US imperialist foreign policy.

2) There has been an enormous increase in the numbers of students
especially since 1945. This has altered the class composition of the
student body in general.

3) Increasing numbers of college graduates are not becoming pro-
fessionals or private entrepreneurs, but are forced to sell their highly
technical labor skills and become wage-earners, forming a new,
largely unorganized section of the working class.

4) There has been a phenomenal increase in the number of
colleges, universities and junior colleges. These institutions, espe-
cially the universities, play a qualitatively new role in American
society. Part of this new role necessitates a qualitative change in
the role of the state in relation to higher education.

5) Students, through their protests, are for the first time chal-
lenging the character and content of their education.

6) The student rebellion occurs in a new epoch in the history of
man—the era of the transition from capitalism to socialism. Moreover,
that transition now occurs when the balance of world forces has
shifted in favor of socialism and national liberation.

These are at least some of the new features to be considered in
estimating the student revolt. We look at several of them in more
detail.

Changes in Student Composition

In the 1930s and the 1940’s there was a national total of several
hundred thousand college and university students in the United
States. Today there are 2,200 institutions of higher learning with a
total student population of 6.7 million. This enormous leap has
altered the class composition of the students. While percentage-wise
the children of professional and middle class families represent a
decisive majority of the student population, there has been a sig-
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nificant increase in absolute numbers of the students from working-
class homes. This increase has not been significantly reflected in
the black community. As of 1965 there were only 200,000 black
youth in college, half of them in black or predominantly black in-
stitutions in the South.

Here is an illustration of the student population increase which
is illustrative of the boom and the contradiction within it. The
California State College system represents the largest system of public
higher education in the Western Hemisphere. Current enrollment
exceeds 188,000 full and part-time students. The faculty and admin-
istrative staffs number approximately 10,000. Prior to 1945 there
were only 13,000 state college students on seven campuses. Since
1947, eleven new campuses have been created. Enrollment on all
18 campuses is expected to reach 225,000 by 1970. The University
of California comprises nine campuses, two of which were created
in the last ten years. All nine campuses have 90,000 students and a
yearly budget of $1 billion.

Eligibility for enrollment at the state colleges and the university
in California is constructed to limit the numbers of black, Mexican-
American and white working-class youth who can fulfill require-
ments. This is done by ranking all graduating high school students
according to their grade-point average in high school plus their
scores on the College Entrance Examination Board tests. Given the
higher standards of education available to white, middle-class youth,
plus the bias of the educational system to relate to experiences of
white middle-class youth rather than working-class and ghetto youth,
the system is rigged in favor of the white middle class. The top
one-sixth of these high school graduates are eligible to attend the
University of California. The top one-third are eligible to attend
the State Colleges. Anybody with a high school diploma from an
accredited high school (there are a number of ghetto schools which
are not accredited or have only recently been given accredidation) is
eligible for enrollment at any of the junior colleges in the state.
If you maintain a good grade-point average at a Junior College you
become eligible to transfer into a State College. This makes clear
the advantage middle-class youth have in obtaining a college degree.
However, it also shows that working-class youth have a new basis
for going to college.

The figures available for 1966 show that 42.2 per cent of the
students in California Junior Colleges came from families with par-
ental incomes of less than $8,000 a year (the majority of these with
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family incomes of between $4,000 and $8,000 a year) that 30.6
per cent of the students in the State Colleges came from families
of parental income yearly under $8,000 (the majority of them in the
area of between $4,000 and $8,000 yearly); that 23.3 per cent of the
students at the University of California came from families with
a yearly income of less than $8,000 (also with the majority of them
from family incomes between $4,000 and $8,000 a year).®

Some sociologists have argued that there is a so-called “equality
of opportunity” and “upward mobility” through the college system.
We do not suggest this. But we do insist that there is a new quality
of mass higher education, and that the trend is toward greater
expansion of college facilities and vast increases in the numbers of
students. Moreover, the student rebellion is not limited to campuses
with only white, middle-class students, but on the contrary is spread-
ing to the State, City and Junior colleges and into the high schools,
each containing respectively a greater and greater proportion of
working-class youth. And in recent months, black and Mexican-
American students have assumed major leadership roles. These two
teatures—mass education, and the spreading rebellion—are decisive
historically because they are laying the objective class basis for the
rejection of petty-bourgeois radicalism as a major ideological current
in the student Left.

Role of the State and Big Business

Another fundamental area of change since World War II is in
the character of the universities and colleges themselves. While the
ruling class—i.e. big business—has always insured that its representa-
tives sit on the governing boards of the universities, there has now
been a massive flood of federal and state money into the colleges
and universities and a consequent new role of the state in higher
education. Moreover, because there is intense monopolization of
industry within the country, the actual power over decisions of
higher educational policy is limited to fewer and fewer men within
those governing boards. Increasingly, too, educational policy and
planning is made regionally—e.g., the New England Regional Council
on Higher Education or the Western Regional Council on Higher
Education. Thus we are no longer dealing with single institutions,

*The source for these figures is the California State Scholarship Com-
mission.
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but state and regional systems of higher education.

Look at the spiraling increase in federal financing of higher edu-
cation. In 1950 the expenditure of higher education for research
activities amounted to $222 million. The government supplied 70
per cent of these funds, The total institutional expenses for higher
education in 1968 is $17.2 billion. The Federal government con-
tributed one-fifth of that total or more than $3 billion. It is estimated
that total yearly expenditures for higher education will be $41
billion by 1976. A recent commission set up by the Carnegie Founda-
tion, and headed by former University of California President Clark
Kerr, suggests that the federal government should assume one-third
of that total expenditure or more than $13 billion.

The fact is that the federal government, through its funds to the
universities and colleges, is financing the research and development
programs for the major industries in the country.

Another new aspect of this higher educational system is that the
universities and colleges are big business industries themselves, and
also hold stock in leading corporations. In the latest annual report
of the Boston Fund Inc. on college and university funds we find
that: 47 colleges and universities hold more than $213 million worth
of stock in International Business Machines; 45 universities and
colleges hold stock worth $106 million in General Motors; 42 in-
stitutions hold nearly $97 million worth of stock in Standard Oil of
New Jersey. Millions of dollars worth of stock are owned by uni-
versities and colleges in Eastman Kodak, Texaco, Gulf Oil, Coco
Cola, Xerox, A. T. & T. and Ford Motor Company.

What is the historical import of these facts about higher education?
Big business and the federal and state governments—i.e., those who
control the system of state monopoly capitalism—are utilizing colleges
and universities in a new way to accomplish new things.

In the first place, they use higher education to train workers tech-
nically. The institutions are of extreme value in allowing monopoly
to amass greater profits because they relieve the industries of the
necessity to train their own workers within the industry. Instead,
this training is done in the colleges primarily at state expense.

Second, it relieves industry of the major proportion of its research
expenses since the research can be done in the universities, primarily
financed by the federal government. It is simply a fact that big
business could not maintain its same rate of profit without federal
financing of its research and development.

In the third place, big business uses its control over higher educa-
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tion to indoctrinate the students ideologically — the curriculum is
geared to perpetuate bourgeois ideology, anti-working-class ideas,
racism, anti-Communism and the system of world imperialism.

Fourth, big business utilizes higher education to divide the working
class along racial lines, not only by insisting upon racist ideology
in the class room, but by a systematic policy of excluding large
numbers of black people from the colleges to insure that the highly
technical sections of the working class remain overwhelmingly white.
then it inculcates these skilled youth with the idea that they arc
not workers but “professionals” who should have no part of trade-
union organization. Thus, they break the highly skilled workers off
from the production workers in two ways—utilizing racism and pro-
fessionalism, preventing or making difficult union organization.

Fifth, big business, through its control of the financial structure
of higher education, uses the university as a sort of giant holding
company. It uses the money for investments (often in the companies
owned by members of the Board of Trustees) and for contractual
arrangements between the university and corporations (often also
the ones they own) for the expansion of university facilities, and for
supplying the universities with paper, food, text books, etc. They
also use the universities as purchasers of important real estate for
new industrial uses, or, as in the instance of Columbia, to obliterate
black communities. (This is also a good deal for the coporations
which may eventually lease the land because universities are public
trusts with tax exemptions. What a racket!)

Sixth, big business utilizes the universities to establish educational
centers in foreign countries (e.g. the University of California in Chile)
in which they have major investments—Latin America, Africa, Europe.
These educational institutions then become prime centers to train
iforeign students to service American hig business abroad and to
indoctrinate foreign students politically and ideologically. Likewise,
big business in this country uses the university to research techniques
in counter-revolution, counter-insurgency and psychological warfare,
etc., for use in foreign countries, not least of which are the socialist
countries.

Lastly, universities are the ideological centers for the defense of
this system, not only for students, but for the entire population, espe-
cially through the use of the mass media. Scarcely a week goes by
but that some professorial big shot, from the sociology or political
science departments of Yale or Harvard, is not on this or that tele-
vision program (like “Face the Nation” or “Meet the Press”) lectur-
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ing to the American public. Moreover, these “specialists” are either
going to or coming from the State Department or the Pentagon as
an “advisor” on policy.

These are the central functions of the higher educational system.
They are new functions. They represent a new strategic role for higher
education. Understanding this is absolutely essential to a correct
estimate of the student revolt. Students, through their demands for
the democratization of higher education, are striking at a vital organ
of the body politic.

Unless these new features are grasped, it is impossible to under-
stand the intransigience of the governing boards of trustees in the
face of student demands. If we only see the student movement in
terms of petty-bourgeois radicalism, we cannot explain the use of
500 police daily for 3 weeks on the San Francisco State College
campus to break a student strike. We must understand the new
strategic role of higher education.

Challenge to What is Taught

Another new feature of the rebellion, is that students are chal-
lenging the authority of the governing boards which rule the univer-
sities, and they are expressing increasing dissatisfaction with the con-
tent of their education. This is new, and the two areas of protest
are interrelated. Past student rebels did not in significant mass
movements challenge these aspects of the higher educational system.

The big business domination of education produces one aspect of
the contradiction within the university. The universities exist to
service a dying, degenerate social order. But the basic commitment
of inquiry and scholarship is to use science (social and physical) in
order to create a more humane and rational organization of society.
Thus, there is the cry from the students that the education they re-
ceive is irrelevant to life. What they mean by that is that education
has nothing to do with the realities of life they perceive all around
them. And, the fact is, that in order for education to be relevant
today it must be radical — i.e. it must swing with the revolutionary
epoch in which we live. Not only does education not do that; it
does the opposite. It is the center of counter-revolution! This con-
tradiction is especially sharp for black students. The implications
of this contradiction, especially as they are manifested in student
demands for new and different courses which they control, are
enormous. Imagine what it means to this ruling class when you
challenge the ideological and political content of the education re-
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ceived by 6.7 million students, 30 per cent of whom are from the
working class!

We spoke earlier of the contradictions which operate within the
context of expanding the educational system, namely, that eligibility
for college admission was structured to limit working class and ethnic
minority enrollment. This reflects the other side of the contradiction
of the mass higher educational system. On the one hand, life
necessitates such a mass system. That is, the socialization and spe-
cialization of industry requires the socialization and specialization
of education. But the class bias interferes—or more precisely the
class consciousness of the ruling class interferes. It can be a very
dangerous thing to have a highly educated, literate working class.
Thus, the ruling class does two things. It tries to limit the enroll-
ment, and it intensifies the training aspects of education as opposed
to the liberal arts. Thus, on the one hand it must expand the system,
and on the other hand it must tighten its control over the system.
This in turn results in an intensification of the first contradicticn over
the content of education—i.e. we have the interpenetration of the two
contradictions.

Moreover, the objective need of all young people to obtain higher
education (because of the socialization-specialization process in in-
dustry), leads to a greater and greater demand inside and outside
the colleges for an increase in the number of students, and for a
radical change in admissions’ requirements. Inside the colleges the
pressure comes from radical students, especially black radicals. Out-
side the colleges the pressures come from the trade-union movement
and the communities, especially black and working-class commu-
nities. And from these pressures, and life’s necessities for the ruling
class, there is a change in the composition of the student body—
especially the entrance recently of students from the ethnic minorities.
The change in composition leads to ever-more massive student de-
mands to change the curriculum—again the interpenetration of the
two contradictions. 1 believe that these two contradictions arising
from the corporate control of higher education and the socializa-
tion-specialization of industry, as they operate independently, and
as they interrelate, are the central cause of the student rebellion.

The nature of the contradictions in the university leads to what
must be the strategic goal of the academic revolt: the overthrow of
the boards of trustees as they are presently constituted, and their
replacement with boards representative of and responsive to students,
faculty and the black, brown and working-class communities. Given
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the nature of the monopoly power represented on these boards and
the uses to which they put the university, it is abundantly clear that
they will not be overthrown by the students fighting alone. Nor will
students and faculty be sufficient. They can be overthrown, by an
anti-monopoly coalition of the academic community, the trade union
movement, and the black, brown and working-class communities.
And we suggest that the objective contradictions within the system
of higher education itself makes possible the formation of such a
coalition. The formation of such a coalition, around such demands,
will necessarily transform the political outlook and direction of its
participants.

Students Challenge the System

Finally, in this discussion of the new features of the student re-
bellion, we come to this reality: the revolt takes place in the new
epoch of the transition from capitalism to socialism when there has
been a shift in the balance of world forces in favor of socialism and
national liberation. One-third of the world is socialist. One-third of
the world is in the throes of revolution to achieve national liberation.
Unlike previous times, the sharpest point of the international struggle
at this moment is the movement for national liberation against im-
perialism. This is not to deny our Marxist-Leninist outlook which
holds that the primary conflict in the international arena is the class
conflict between capitalism and socialism; but it is to suggest that
whereas the Soviet revolution was the revolution for the generation
of the thirties, the Cuban revolution is the revolution of this genera-
tion. And that especially the African revolution effects the black
movement. These realities deeply influence the ideological and politi-
cal outlook, and the tactics, of the student radicals. We will deal
with this at greater length in Part II.

Moreover, the era of revolution has brought masses of young
people in the movement to the realization that radical change is not
only desirable, it is possible. Look at the number of articles in the
press of the New Left, on Cuba. This, too, is exceedingly conse-
quential in effecting the militancy, determination and uncompro-
mising posture of the rebels.

Lenin suggested forty years ago that this was the epoch of transi-
tion from capitalism to socialism. But there is now a new estimate.
That is, that the balance of world forces has shifted in favor of
socialism and national liberation. This is not just a rhetorical gimmick
to make us feel good. While the will of imperialism to crush revolu-
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tion has not altered, its power to execute counter-revolution is not
unlimited. It no longer enjoys hegemony in the world. The two
poignant examples of this internationally are: the Vietnamese strug-
gle, where a popular national front is defeating US imperialism mili-
tarily and politically; and Cuba—ninety miles from the shores of
babylon and she flourishes and grows.

If we can see this shift in the power of imperialism internationally
we must likewise see it nationally. New tactics can be employed
in the movement, and successfully. Tactics which thirty years ago
would have been correctly labelled as adventurism, are no longer
adventurist. Adventurism is not an abstract conception, it is a
relative thing—relative to the changing power of the ruling class. Look
at the movements which have fired the student rebellion and the move-
ment for black liberation—sit-ins, barricading of buildings, the seizing
of police cars, strikes, massive confrontations with the armed power
of the state. And it was done without a lot of fancy footwork before-
hand building the “proper” broad coalitions to pull it off. If the
issues were clear, if the leadership was militant but not sectarian
(and there is a difference), the coalitions weer forged out of the
struggle. We have often predicted the defeat of these movements.
We were wrong. These movements were not drowned and killed
in blood; on the contrary, they have raised the political and ideologi-
cal level of the movement, and they have tranformed the American
political scene. We must grasp the full meaning of this new epoch.
Imperialism is on the defensive internationally and nationally. New
tactics, new militancy, new revolutionary fervor, commitment and
determination are desirable, possible and necessary.

In conclusion then, we argue that the qualitatively new features
of the higher educational system, of the composition of the student
bodies, and of this epoch, add a new dimension to the US revolu-
tionary movement. Students are not peripheral to the revolutionary
movement. Objectively they are an increasingly important part of
it. They are not at the point of production—the workers are. The
working class is thus the decisive instrument of the revolution. But
students confront the same individual monopolists that workers con-
front. And this quite apart from all the changes in the role of the
educational system. We must see the student rebellion as a new
dimension in the fight for the revolutionary transformation of society.
This is the starting point for a correct estimate of the student re-
bellion.
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JAMES E. JACKSON

Geparatism — A Bourgeois-Nationalist Trap

The article of Claude Lightfoot
in the November, 1968, igssue of
Political Affairs has evoked con-
siderable interest. In my opinion
the article adds no clarity to the
discussion of the question under
review but reflects a serious dis-
orientation itself.

The very title of the article
contains a basic confusion of con-
cept. The title is “The Right of
Black America to Create a Na-
tion,” but the often cited and gen-
erally accepted definition of a na-
tion which Comrade Lightfoot
himself refers to, clearly implies
that a nation is an objective phe-
nomenon. It is a material com-
munity of people with very defi-
nite features. The clasgical defi-
nition, which Comrade Lightfoot
cited, states:

“A nation is a historically con-
stituted, stable community of
people, formed on the basis of a
common language, territory, eco-
nomic life and psychological
make-up manifested in a common
culture.” (J. Stalin, Marzism and
the National Question p. 16.)

A nation is in being only when
a community of people have
evolved a combination of such
characteristic features. One fea-
ture or another may be stronger

than others—this gives each na-
tion its peculiar national identity
—but every one of the above
stated characteristics must be
present or the community cannot
be a nation. A nation being a
historic phenomenon arises, devel-
ops and declines, undergoing con-
stant change. A community of
people may evolve into a nation
by acquiring precisely those char-
acteristic features listed in the
given definition.

But it is not something that
can be willed or chosen. A nation
exists as an objective fact, or it
doesn’t exist, because of certain
mitigating  historical circum-
stances which left it deprived of
the requisite attributes. For in-
stance, both Lenin and Stalin, in
their respective works on the na-
tional question, made favorable
references to the illustration
given by Otto Bauer in his book
The National Question and Social
Democracy, that the concept na-
tion is not an ethnographic or
racial category, but a historical
category that conforms to definite
objective criterion. Bauer wrote,
“in general, -capitalist society
makes it impossible for them (the
Jews) to continue as a nation,”
because they had no close terri-
tory of settlement causing them
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to assimilate with other nations
and “because no nation is pos-
sible without a common language.”
(Ibid.)

The Jews in Czarist Russia were
certainly oppressed—experiencing
the kind of savage discrimination,
persecution, and the horrors
of lynching pogroms, which
is so descriptive of the worst fea-
tures of Negro oppression in the
United States—still they were not
a nation. The character of their
conditions defined to an important
extent the route they could take
in the struggle for freedom. Were
they a nation oppressed, they could
take the route of struggle for
self-determination, for political
secession from the Great Russian
oppressor nation. But since they
were not constituted as a nation
but, to use Lenin’s phrase, “a
persecuted and oppressed minor-
ity caste,” they had to struggle
under other slogans—against dis-
crimination, segregation, the pale
separatism—in alliance with the
working class and others for equal-
ity, for democracy, for the over-
throw of the system that bred
anti-Semitism, for socialism.

Basically, in its scientific usage,
the slogan of self-determination
of nations means that the nations,
large or small, developed or un-
derdeveloped, have the right to
sovereign existence, to complete
secession and the establishment
of an independent state. Lenin
gives us a precise definition of
self-determination which holds
true for the whole sphere of polit-
ical science. He wrote:
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“Qelf-determination of nations
means the political separation of
these nations from alien national
bodies, and the formation of an
independent national state. ... It
would be wrong to interpret the
right of self-determination as
meaning anything but the right to
existence as a separate state.”
(Collected  Works, Vol. XX,
p. 397.)

The right of self-determination
means that only the nation itself
will decide how it will arrange
its internal affairs and its exter-
nal relations. with other nations.
But these are slogans for the ori-
entation of the fighters against
national oppression, when the op-
pressed are constituted into a spe-
cific socio-historic formation—a
nation. These slogans are not nec-
essarily apt or correct, or useful
guides to action, for the commu-
nities and groups of oppressed
people who do not constitute na-
tions. National and racial oppres-
sion fall often most heavily upon
peoples who are not oppressed as
whole nations, but as fragmented
communities, minorities, etc. The
slogans appropriate for oppressed
nations often ill-fit the demands,
and prove contrary to the require-
ments and the circumstances of
the struggle and its goals, con-
fronting the oppressed mationali-
ties, such as black Americans.

There can be nothing wrong
with “tieing into” a certain popu-
larity that the term self-determi-
nation has currently among cir-
cles of radicals of various hues,
providing one makes clear that it
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is not intended to convey the
Marxist meaning in political sci-
ence. When we give a term from
political science a special mean-
ing, we must accompany it with
our definition and explanation.
For example, I made use of the
term self-determination in its
popular, broad, non-scientific
sense in writing on this question
in the following way:

“It seems to me that such
relevance as the general principle
of self-determination has to
the reality of the status and
outlook for the Negro people’s
struggle in the U. S. can be
expressed as: The right of a peo-
ple—irrespective of their level
of, or direction of, development as
a national entity—to act in con-
cert, or in alliance with fraternal
clagses and peoples, under the di-
rection of their own leadership,
after the fashion they may choose,
in pursuance of their own goal
of freedom as they so conceive
and construe it to be at any given
moment, is an inalienable demo-
cratic right of that people which
can neither be ceded or withdrawn
by any other power. In this sense,
the right to self-determination is
to the national community what
the right to freedom of conscience
and freedom of political choice is
to the individual.” (Theoretical
Aspects of the Negro Qestion in
the United States, 1959.)

What Comrade Lightfoot es-
says in his article is not to arrive
at a popular usage for the now
fashionable term of self-determi-
nation; rather it is to demand the

27

revision of the Marxist-Leninist
definition of both nation and self-
determination. And he wants to
qualify these scientific definitions
and concepts to make it easier to
replace the Party’s main line with
a confused accommodation to the
revolutionariness of the petty-
bourgeois, revolutionary Black na-
tionalists.

Comrade Lightfoot enjoing his
readers to be mindful of the fact
that, “Ye live in an advanced age
of science, both natural and so-
cial,” and calls for approaching
this question “scientifically.” But
it is precisely this, a scientific
approach to the problem, that is
lacking in Comrade Lightfoot’s
presentation of the question of
national oppression and how to
solve it in the diverse forms in
which it occurs—in the form of
an oppressed nation, an oppressed
nationality within a nation, an
oppressed national minority, an
oppressed caste, an oppressed
group, ete., ete. Comrade Light-
foot’s presentation of the question
of self-determination, as well as
his conception of the nation, do
not accord with Marxist-Leninist
science. Rather they reveal what
he derides later on as “An ap-
proach which is based only on
subjective desires . . . [and] will
lead exactly nowhere.”

Self-determination, says Light-
foot, “must be applied to the peo-
ple as a whole and not to a
territorial unit the right
of self-determination applies to
black Americans independently of
whether there is territorial unity
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in the black belt or elsewhere. In
my view it is wrong from the
beginning to have restricted the
use of this slogan on the basis of
territorial approach.”

This assertion, on page 8 of the
article, is not only in glaring con-
tradiction to the definition of a
nation given by Comrade Light-
foot, but is the exact opposite of
what he said on page 5: “Of
course, the concept of common
territory is one of the fundamen-
tal features of a nation and with-
out it there is no mnation.”(!)
From which page shall we take
our guidance on this point?

People suffering common op-
pression — racial, ethnological,

caste, religious, language, cultural

—who, nevertheless, do not oc-
cupy a common territory, do not
add up to a nation. This, of
course, is not to say that the vie-
tims of oppression are any less
relieved by the circumstance that
they are not oppressed in the cat-
egory of nation, but it does say
something about how the struggle
can be waged for freedom from
oppression. And it demands a cor-
rect appraisal of the facts of the
case, of the particular type of
national oppression, that one is
dealing with. Only in the most
general sense, can the slogans and
strategy of struggle of the nation
for liberation illuminate the
tasks, the ways and means by
which oppressed people, in other
or lesser social political forma-
tions, can advance along the cor-
rect path to freedom.

The mistake of the “nation
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builders,” wrote Lenin, is not
tieir concern for objective con-
ditions but ‘“their incorrect ap-
praisal of facts—they grab hold
of trivialities and do not see the
main thing.” He followed with
the affirmation that, “We Marx-
ists have always been proud that
we determined the expediency of
any form of struggle by a precise
calculation of the mass forces and
class relationships.,” (Against
Dogmatism and Sectarianism, p.
92.)

In The Theoretical Aspects of
the Negro Question in the United
States, the major conclusions of
which were embodied in the Reso-
lution on the Negro Question
adopted by the 17th National Con-
vention, we demonstrated why
the representation of the question
as that of an oppressed nation
seeking sovereignly, was not a
correct orientation for the devel-
opment of the necessary forms of
struggle for the solution of the
porticular national question of
black Americans.

But Comrade Lightfoot insists
that, “The slogan of self-determi-
nation today means the struggle
for the right of black America to
form a nation if it elects to do
so.” Still, we must ask: Where
will this nation be living—in
what area of the country will it
be located?

Comrade Lightfoot simply took
out of the Leninist definition of
a nation the essential character-
istic, the most important attri-
bute—that of a common territory
—the base upon which the other
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features could take shape! To
eliminate common territory from
the characteristics of a nation is
like taking the main spring out
of a watch. It may then still look
like a watch, have a watch’s face
and hands, but will it truly be a
watch?

The consequences of such an
approach can become a strategic
disservice to the cause itself. In
his article entitled “The Latest
Word In Bundist Nationalism,”
V. I. Lenin sounded a warning on
this question that has a timely
pertinence:

“He who says A must say B:
one who has adopted the stand-
point of nationalism naturally ar-
rives at the desire to erect a
Chinese wall around his national-
ity, his mnotional working-class
movement; he is unembarrassed
even by the fact that it would
mean building separate walls tn
each city, in each little town and
village, unembarrassed even by
the fact that by his tactics of
division and dismemberment ke is
reducing to nil the great call for
the rallying and unity of the pro-
letarians of all nations, all races
and all languages.” (On the Unity
of the International Movement,
p. 9. Emphasis mine—J.J.)

The nation that Lightfoot pro-
claims for Negro Americans
would have the geographical pro-
file of several strings of Love
Beads. It would be a conglomerate
black nation which could view
“the ghettos across the land” as
a part of itself.

Lightfoot is much taken with
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some fine lines of distinction
which G. Starushenko makes, in
The Principles of National Self-
Determination in Soviet Foreign
Policy, between foreign policy,
national groups, peoples and na-
tions in respect to relating their
cause to the slogan of self-deter-
mination. Still, he constantly uses
the term “nation,” when it is evi-
dent from the context that he is
speaking of a ‘“state.” For in-
stance on page 10, he writes:
“, .. the possibility of black Amer-
ica to establish a black nation
[state—J.J.] within continental
United States.” Again, on page
11, he looks forward to a ‘“new
system which would permit a re-
organization of our entire society,
a condition basic to carving out
a black nation [i.e. black state
—J.J.] in continental United
States.” When he describes the
Marcus Garvey nationalist fan-
tasy, at some points ‘“nation” is
used for “state” and vice versa.

But should the reader get lost
in some fast semantical footwork
here, Comrade Lightfoot leaves no
doubt where he stands on the stra-
tegic concept for the black peo-
ple’s liberation movement. He
comes out as an advocate of a
separatist national solution. He
declares: “The slogan of self-de-
termination today means the
struggle for the right of black
Americans to form a nation [a
state—dJ.J.] if it elects to do so.”
And he urges that “We should
call for a plebiscite of all black
Americans on whether they want
to remain in the general common-
wealth or to establish another na-
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tion [state—J.J.] within conti-
nental United States.”

As to this latter point, Commu-
nists cannot determine policies
and make political decisions on
the basis of the outcome of a pleb-
iscite or a Gallup poll, but by the
careful assembly of all relevant
facts and submitting them to a
thorough analysis, as illuminated
by the guiding principles of Marx-
ism-Leninism.

As for Comrade Lightfoot’s
case for exhuming the corpse of
a variant of the hapless old slogan
of self-determination for the op-
pressed black nation in America,
we think life has affirmed the cor-
rectness of our Party having re-
tired that slogan a decade ago.

The theoretical foundation for
our Party’s ever vital and grow-
ing policy and programs on the
Negro question in the TUnited
States, and its basic approach to
the problems of the black libera-
tion movement, were set forth in
the documents of the National
Committee and the 17th Conven-
tion. They have proven their
Marxist mettle and strategic and
tactical value over the span of a
decade. They will continue to cast
light on the road ahead in this
field. This is so because our
Party’s position flows from a con-
tinuous and profound study of
the ever-changing reality, and is
deeply grounded in the scientific
works of Marxism-Leninism.

Lenin’s work in this area is full
of illuminating insights into the
complexity of the variegated pat-
terns of the national question and,
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at the same time, is a dependable
compass in executing a proper
dialectical pattern. of movement
and struggle for its resolution.

Here, then, are propositions,
ideas, concusions from some of
the works of Lenin, which are of
a special pertinency now in the
light of the sharply critical ap-
praisal made of Comrade Light-
foot’s article.

Lenin said:

13

. . Ag far as autonomy is
concerned, Marxists defend, not
the ‘right’ to autonomy, but au-
tonomy itself, as a general, uni-
versal principle of a democratic
state with a mixed national com-
position, and a great variety of
geographical and other conditi-
ons. . . .” (Selected Works, Vol.
IV, p. 279.) Autonomy meaning
here not merely ‘“community con-
trol,” but real political power in
areas of their majority, and max-
imum representation everywhere.

The above formulation of Lenin
is deserving of the most careful
contemplation. I consider it the
key idea in Leninism in respect
to a general strategic concept and
direction of development for the
solution of the national question
in the United States.

While defending various forms
of territorial political autonomy,
as a necessary aspect in the solu-
tion of the national question
where there is ‘“a mixed national
composition,” Lenin pointedly op-
posed notions of “extra-territorial
or cultural-national autonomy.”
He called such schemes “segre-
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gation” and declared they were
incompatible with Marxism but
“spread ideas of bourgeois na-
tionalism among the working
class in a refined form.”

Pointing out that the theory
and program of “cultural-national
autonomy” is petty-bourgeois,
Lenin shows that, “Under the slo-
gan of ‘national culture’ the bour-
geoisie of ¢ll nations . . . are in
fact pursuing the policy of split-
ting the workers, emasculating
democracy and haggling . . . over
the sale of the people’s rights and
the people’s liberty.

“The slogan of working-class
democracy is not ‘national cul-
ture’ but the international culture
of democracy and the world-wide
working class movement. J
(Collected Works, Vol. XX, pp.
21-22.)

Leninism teaches:

“Marxism cannot be reconciled
with nationalism, be it even of the
‘most just,” ‘purest,” most refined
and civilized brand. In place of
all forms of nationalism Marxism
advances internationalism, the
amalgamation of all nations in the
higher unity, a unity that is
growing before our eyes with
every mile of railway line that is
built, with every international
trust, and every workers’ agsoci-
ation that is formed (an associ-
ation that is international in its
economic activities as well as in
its ideas and aims).

“The principle of nationality is
historically inevitable in bour-
geois society and, taking this so-
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ciety into due account, the Marx-
ist fully recognizes the historical
legitimacy of national movements.
But to prevemt this recognition
from becoming an apologia of na-
tionalism, it must be strictly lim-
ited to what is progressive in such
movements, in order that this
recognition may not lead to bour-
geois ideology obscuring prole-
tarian conscousness.” (Ibid., p.
34. Emphasgis mine—{J.J.)

“, .. It is the Marxists bounden
duty to stand for the most reso-
lute and consistent democratism
on all aspects of the national ques-
tion. This task is largely a nega-
tive one. But this is the limit the
proletariat can go in supporting
nationalism, for beyond that be-
gins the ‘positive’ activity of the
bourgeoisie striving to fortify na-
tionalism.

“To throw off . . . all national
oppression, and all privileges en-
joyed by any particular nation or
language, is the imperative duty
of the proletariat as a democratic
force, and is certainly in the in-
terests of the proletarian class
struggle, which is obscured and
retarded by bickering on the na-
tional question. But to go beyond
these strictly limited and definite
historical limits in helping bour-
geois nationalism means betray-
ing the proletariat and siding
with the bourgeoisie. There is a
border-line which is often very
slight and which . . . nationalist-
socialists completely lose sight of.

“Combat all national oppres-
sion? Yes, of course! Fight for
any kind of national development,
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for ‘national culture’ in general?
Of course not. . . .” (Ibid., pp.
34-35.)

“, . . The development of na-
tionality in general is the princi-
ple of bourgeois nationalism—
hence the exclusiveness of bour-
geois nationalism, hence the end-
less national bickering. The pro-
letariat, however, far from under-
taking to uphold the national de-
velopment of every nation, on
the contrary warns the masses
against such illusions . . . and
welcomes every kind of assimila-
tion of nations, except that which
18 founded on force or privilege.”
(Ibid., p. 35. Emphasis mine—
J.J.)

“. . . The oproletariat cannot
support any congecration of na-
tionalism; on the contrary, it sup-
porls everything that helps to ob-
literate mational distinctions and
remove national barriers; it sup-
ports everything that makes the
ties between mnationalities closer
and closer, or tends to merge na-
tions. To act differently means
siding with reactionary national-
ist philistinism.” (Ibid., pp. 85-36.
Emphasis mine—/J.J.)

* * *

The Soviet Academician T. Ste-
panyan, writing on the subject, in
an article entitled “Socialist In-
ternationalism and Nationalist
Ideology” (Pravde, January 15,
1969), underscored the fact that
“The ignoring of the tendency of
internationalization, of the unit-
ing of nations, gives rise to di-
verse forms of nationalism.”

The tendency toward the unit-
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ing of peoples and nations, toward
the formation of conglomerates
of nationalities and peoples into
large single states, is one of two
objective trends in respect to the
national question under capital-
ism. The other objective trend
being the further development of
national features of the respective
peoples and of nation-type attri-
butes in the sphere of economy as
well ag culture. Not to take note
of this companion tendency be-
comes a deviation toward national
nihilism.

The two objective trends are:
one toward uniting the diverse
parts of the multi-nationality state
into a firmer whole; the other,
being the impulse given to separ-
ate peoples to develop toward na-
tionhood and to seek national inde-
pendence and the state sover-
eignty.

“The Leninist principle of
achieving a proper blend of class
and national interest is as topical
as ever,” the Soviet scholar
writes, “because part of the stra-
tegic plan of the ideological strug-
gle of international reaction is
the promotion of nationalism
against proletarian internation-
alism.”

“Nationalism under present-
day conditions is above all ex-
pressed in ignoring the main con-
tradiction of our epoch,” Stepan-
van continues, “the contradiction
between socialism and capitalism,
in giving up class positions when
analyzing social phenomena, in
giving up the ideas of the unity
of all detachments of the world
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revolutionary  movement and
above all of the socialist countries
in the struggle against the com-
mon enemy—against imperial-
ism.”

Lenin said:

“. .. On the national question,
opportunism will naturally ex-
press itself differently among the
oppressed nations from the way
it will express itself among the
oppressing nations.
~ “The bourgeoisie of the op-
pressed nations will call upon the
proletariat to support its aspira-
tions unconditionally for the sake
of the ‘practicalness’ of its de-
mands. It would be more practical
to say a plain ‘yes’ in favor of the
separation of this or that nation,
rather than in favor of the right
of separation for all and sundry
nations!” (Selected Works, Vol.
IV, p. 265.)

“The proletariat is opposed to
such practicalness, recognizing
equality of rights and an equal
right to a national state, it values
most the alliance of the proletar-
ians of all nations, and evaluates
every national demand, every na-
tional separation from the angle
of the class struggle of the work-
ers. The slogan of practicalness
is in fact only a slogan of non-
critically adopting bourgeois as-
pirations.” (Ibid., pp. 265-266.)

“ . . To the extent that the
bourgeoisie of the oppressed na-
tion struggles against the oppres-
sing one, to that extent, we are
always, in every case, and more
resolutely than anyone else, for it,
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because we are the staunchest
and most consistent enemies of
oppression. Insofar as the bour-
geoisie of the oppressed nations
stands for its own bourgeois na-
tionalism we are against it. A
struggle against the privileges
and violence of the oppressing
nation and no toleration of the
strivings for privileges on the
part of the oppressed nation.”
(Ibid., p. 266.)

“. .. The bourgeois nationalism
of every oppressed nation has a
general democratic content which
is directed against oppression,
and it is this content that we
absolutely support, strictly distin-
guishing it from the tendency
towards one’s own national ex-
clusiveness, fighting against the
tendency of the Polish bourgeoisie
to oppress the Jews, ete., ete.”
(Ibid., p. 267.)

“From the point of view of the
theory of Marxism in general, the
question of the right of self-deter-
mination presents no difficulties.

. . . The difficulty is created to a
certain extent by the fact that in
Russia the proletariat of both the
oppressed and oppressing nations
are fighting and must fight side
by side. The task is to preserve
the unity of the class struggle of
the proletariat for socialism, to
offer resistance to all the bour-
geois and Black Hundred [KKK-
like—J.J.] influences of national-
ism. Among the oppressed nations
the separation of the proletariat
as an independent party some-
times leads to such a bitter strug-
gle against nationalism of the re-
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spective nation that the perspec-
tive becomes distorted and nation-
alism of the oppressing nation is
forgotten.” (Ibid., pp. 289-290.)

«_ . The more slowly the dem-
ocratization of Russia proceeds,
the more persistent, brutal and
bitter will national persecution
and quareling among the bour-
geoisie of the various nations be.
The particular reactionary spirit
of the 'Russian Purishkeviches
will at the same time generate
(and strengthen) ‘separatist’ ten-
dencies among the various op-
pressed nationalities which some-
times enjoy far greater freedom
in the neighboring states.” (Ibid.,
p. 292.)

“ . .1in the interests of the suc-
cessful struggle against the
nationalism of all nations, in all
forms, [the proletariat] sets the
task of preserving the unity of the
proletarian struggle and of the
proletarian  organizations, of
amalgamating these organizations
into an international community
in spite of the bourgeois strivings
for national segregation.

“Complete equality of rights for
all nationalities; the right of na-
tions to self-determination; the
amalgamation of the workers of
all nations—this is the national
program that Marxism, the ex-
perience of the whole world, and
the experience of Russia, teaches
the workers.” (Ibid., p. 293.)

* * *®
Pointing up the continuing im-

portance of the struggle against
all varieties of nationalism, V.
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Afanasyev, in his book Scientific
Communism, writes:

“In order to disunite the
peoples, shake the unity of the
forces of democracy and progress
and thus safeguard their domina-
tion, the imperialists use a tested
weapon of the reactionaries like
nationalism. Marxism-Leninism is
intolerant of all manifestations of
bourgeois nationalism and re-
quires that a distinction should
be made between the nationalism
of the ruling nations (dominant-
nation chauvinism and racism)
and the nationalism of oppressed
nations. The unquestionably re-
actionary ideology of dominant-
nation chauvinism and racism,
which justifies the domination of
one nation by another, is flatly re-
jected by scientific communism.
On the other hand, the national-
ism of oppressed nations is di-
rected against imperialism and
contains elements of struggle for
independence and is, therefore,
progressive and supported by the
proletariat. . . . '

“At the same time, nationalism
always harbors the threat of being
stripped of its democratic content
and turned into dominant-nation
chauvinism and racism. For that
reason, while supporting the lib-
eration trend in the nationalism
of oppressed peoples, Communists
consistently champion proletarian
internationalism, which consoli-
dates the international solidarity
and friendship of the working
people of all races and nationali-
ties. By demonstrating that the
class struggle plays the decisive
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role in any social movement, in-
cluding the national movement,
and calling for unity among the
working people of all countries,
Marxists-Leninists combat the
ideology of bourgeois nationalism
and win the masses over to prole-
tarian internationalism.” (Pp.
117-118.)

* * *

What Lenin taught in respect
to the Russian and Ukranian pro-
letariat holds deep meaning and
rich lessons for black and white
workers in the U.S. today.

Lenin said:

... Naturally, every democrat,
not to mention Marxists, will
strongly oppose the incredible
humiliation of Ukrainians, and de-
mand complete equality for them.
But it would be a downright be-
trayal of socialism and a silly
policy even from the standpoint
of the bourgeois ‘national aims’ of
the Ukrainians to weaken the ties
and the alliance between the
Ukrainian and Great-Russian pro-
letariat that now exists within the
confines of a single state.” (Col-
lected Works, Vol. XX, p. 30.)

“, .. The national cause comes
first and the proletarian cause
second, the bourgeois nationalists
say, with . . . would-be Marxists
repeating it after them. The pro-
letarian cause must come first, we
say, because it mot only protects
the lasting and fundamental in-
terests of labor and of humanity,
but also those of democracy; and
without democracy neither an au-
tonomous mnor an independent
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Ukraine is conceivable.” (Ibid., p.
32. Emphasis mine—{J. J.)

“There are two nations in every
modern nation—we say to all
nationalist-socialists. There are
two national cultures in every na-
tional culture [that of the bour-
geoisie and that of the proletariat]
. . . There are the same two cul-
tures in the Ukraine as there are
in Germany, in France, in
England, among the Jews and so
forth. . ..” (Ibid., p. 32.)

“The Great-Russian and Ukrain-
ian workers must work together,
and, as long as they live in a
single state, act in the closest or-
ganizational unity and concert, to-
wards a common or international
culture of the proletarian move-
ment, displaying absolute toler-
ance in the question of the .
purely local or purely national
details of that propaganda. This is
the imperative demand of Marx-
ism. All advocacy of the segrega-
tion of the workers of one nation
from those of another, all attacks
upon Marxist assimilation, or
attempts, where the proletariat is
concerned, to contrapose one na-
tional culture as a whole to an-
other . .. is bourgeois nationalism,
against which it is essential to
wage a ruthless struggle.,” (Ibid.,
p. 33.)

“. .. The Marxists’ national pro-
gram . . . advocates, firstly, the
equality of nations and languages
and the impermissibility of all
privileges in this respect .
secondly, the principle of inter-
nationalism and uncompromising
struggle against contamination of
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the proletariat with bourgeois na-
tionalism, even of the most re-
fined kind.” (Ibid., p. 27.)

“Whoever does not recognize
and champion the equality of na-
tions and languages, and does not
fight against all national oppres-
sion or inequality, is not a Marx-
ist; he is not even a democrat.
That is beyond doubt. But it is
also beyond doubt that the pseudo-
Marxist who heaps abuse upon a
Marxist of another nation for
being an ‘assimilator’ is simply a
nationalist philistine. . ..” (Ibid.,
p. 28.)

Lenin pointed out:

“That ‘the right to advance sep-
arate demands to supplement a
single general Social-Democratic
program and to satisfy local needs
and requirements arising out of
the special features of Jewish life,’
is, of course, to be assured. How-
ever, in everything else there must
be complete fusion with the
Russian proletariat, in the inter-
ests of the struggle waged by the
entire proletariat of Russia.

“Autonomy in matters pertain-
ing specifically to the Jewish
movement, while in matters per-
taining to the struggle against the
bourgeoise of Russia as a whole,
we must act as a single and cen-
tralized militant organization,
having behind us the whole of the
proletariat, without distinction of
language or nationality, a prole-
tariat whose unity is cemented by
the continual joint solution of
problems of theory and practice,
of tactics and organizations; and
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we must not set up organizations
that would march separately, each
along its own track; we must not
weaken the force of our offensive
by breaking up into numerous in-
dependent political parties; we
must not introduce estrangement
and isolation and then have to
heal an artificially implanted dis-
ease with the aid of these notori-
ous ‘federation’ plasters.” (On the
Unity of the International Move-
ment, p. 8. Emphagis mine—J. J.)

“The policy of oppressing na-
tionalities is one of dividing na-
tions. At the same time it is a
policy of systematic corruption
of the people’s minds . . . to poison
the minds of the ignorant and
downtrodden masses. . ..

“But the working class needs
unity, not division. It has no more
Litter enemy than the savage
prejudices and superstitions which
its enemies sow among the ignor-
ant masses. The oppression of
‘subject peoples’ is a double-edged
weapon. . . . That is why the work-
ing class must protest most
strongly against national oppres-
gion in any shape and form. . ..
Millions and thousands of millions

. are spent on poisoning the
minds of the people.” (Collected
Works, Vol. 20, pp. 237-238.)

“, . . the interests of labor de-
mand the fullest confidence and
the closest alliance among the
working people of different coun-
tries and nations. The supporters
of the landowners and capitalists,
of the bourgeoisie, strive to dis-
unite the workers, to intensify
national discord and enmity, in
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order to weaken the workers and
strengthen the power of capital.

“Capital is an international
force. To vanquish it, an inter-
national workers’ alliance, an in-
ternational workers’ brotherhood
is needed.

“We are opposed to national en-
wmity and discord, to national ex-
clusiveness. We are international-
ists. We stand for the close union
and the complete amalgamation of
the workers and peasants of all
nations in a single world Soviet
republic.” (On the Unity of the
International Movement, p. 8. Em-
phasis mine—J. J.)

* * *

Almost 100 years ago, Karl
Marx, in a letter to Meyer and
Vogt in New York (April 9,
1870), spoke on the question of
the consequences of national op-
pression to the proletariat of the
oppressor. He wrote:

“. . . every industrial and com-
mercial center in England now
possesses a working-class popula-
tion divided into two hostile
camps, English proletarians and
Irish proletarians. The ordinary
English worker hates the Irish
worker as a competitor who lowers
his standard of life. In relation
to the Irish worker he feels him-
self a member of the ruling nation
and so turns himself into a tool
of the aristocrats and capitalists
against Ireland, thus strengthen-
ing their domination over himself.
He cherishes religious, social and
national prejudices against the
Irish worker. His attitude towards
him is much the same as that of
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the “poor whites” to the “niggers”
in the former slave states of the
U.S.A. The Irishman pays him
back with interest in his own
coin. He regards the English
worker as both sharing in the
guilt for the English domination
in Ireland and at the same time
serving as its stupid tool.

“This antagonism is artificially
kept alive and intensified by the
press, the pulpit, the comic papers,
in short by all means at the dis-
prosal of the ruling classes. It is
the secret of the impotence of the
English working class, despite
their organization. It is the secret
by which the capitalist class main-
tains its power. And of this that
class is well aware.

“, . . The gspecial task of the
Central Council is to awaken a
consciousness in the English
workers that for them the national
emancipation of Ireland is no ques-
tion of abstract justice or human
sympathy but the first condition
of their own emancipation.”’
(Marx-Engels, Selected Corre-
spondence, pp. 289-290.)

* * *

Claude Lightfoot has given us
a fine book on the Negro in the
United States, From Ghetto Re-
bellion to Black Liberation (Inter-
national Publishers, New York),
but the lead article in the Novem-
ber Political Affairs is altogether
cf a different genre.

It makes no difference that the
separatist outlook is presented in
terms of the Black Panther
Party’s demand for a plebiscite;
it is still a boost for a separatist
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way out. Such a thrust in empha-
sis is disorienting to the Negro
freedom movement and is confus-
ing to the non-black labor and
liberal anti-monopoly associates
and allies in the struggle. When
the progressive movement is con-
fused, only the reactionary circles
benefit.

We Communists who are mem-
bers of the oppressed black
people’s nationality, have the spe-
cial responsibility to be vigilant
against the impact of bourgeois
nationalist influences just as white
Communists must stand tallest
against great power chauvinism
and white supremacist racist
corruption.

* * *

Lenin’s guide-line in this regard
holds true for us today. He said:

“Bourgeois nationalism and
proletarian  internationalism —
these are the two irreconcilably
hostile slogans that correspond to
the two great class camps
throughout the capitalist world
and express the two policies (nay,
the two world outlooks) in the
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national question.”  (Complete
Works, Vol. 24, p. 23.)

« . We fight on the basis of
the given state, unite the workers
of all nations in the given state,
we cannot vouch for this or that
path of national development, we
advance to our goal by all possible
paths.

“But we cannot advance to that
goal without fighting all national-
ism, without maintaining the
equality of the workers of all
nations. . . .” (Selected Works,
Vol. IV, pp. 267-268.)

We think the approach toward
accommodation with nationalism
and separatism, which Comrade
Lightfoot has surfaced in his ar-
ticle, must be rejected in favor of
the line of the Draft Resolution
for the 19th Convention of the
CPUSA. The policy in respect to
the solution of the national ques-
tion in the Draft Resolution,
builds upon the correct founda-
tions laid down in the 16th, 17th
and 18th Convention resolutions
on the Negro question, and was
prepared with the participation of
Comrade Lightfoot.

TED BASSETT

Glogan of Self-Determination Unwarranted

Claude Lightfoot has given us
quite a thought-provoking article
in opening up the discussion on
the question of self-determina-
tion. The collective response this
article is bound to evoke will cer-
tainly greatly help to chart a cor-
rect path on this complex ques-
tion. )

Lightfoot’s formulation on the
question of full economie, political
and social equality for the
Negro people, insofar as it calls
for ‘“‘guarantees that will make
the black minority equals in a
majority white society,” adds to
the formulation of the draft pro-
gram, although he makes no at-
tempt to spell out the guarantees.

However, it seems to me that
his call for the restoration of the
slogan of self-determination and
the holding of a plebiscite are un-
warranted. For one thing, what
he has advanced in asserting that
“self-determination must be ap-
plied to the people and not to a
territorial unit” in reality repre-
sents the policy of national auton-
omy, which was rejected long ago
as a Marxist-Leninist approach.

Lenin characterized the con-
cept of national autonomy, which
ignores territory in the solution
of the national question, as petty-
bourgeois nationalism. Polemiz-
ing against it as a form of self-
determination, Lenin wrote that
“‘self-determination of nations’

in the Marxist Program cannot,
from a historic-economic point of
view have any other meaning than
political self-determination, state
independence and the formation
of a national state.” (National
Liberation, Socialism and Im-
perialism, International Publish-
ers, p. 50.)

In actuality, what Lightfoot
has done, is to confuse the Marx-
ist-Leninist concept of self-deter-
mination with the popular conno-
tation of the black nationalists.

The slogan of self-determina-
tion, in the Marxist-Leninist
sense, has substantive meaning
only in relation to realizing self-
government, i.e., statehood for an
oppressed nation. In this regard,
it should be noted, that objective
development within the country—
industrialization, consequent ur-
banization and mass migrations—
has been steadily reducing and
breaking up the vast area of
Negro majority, which once em-
braced not only the overwhelming
majority of the black people in
the South, but in the entire coun-
try.

Dwindling Black Belt

According to the U.S. census,
there were 286 black majority
counties in 1900, containing 4,057,-
619, or 45.9 per cent of the total
Negro population; in 1910, there
were 264 black majority counties
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containing 38,982,484, or 40 per
cent; in 1920 there were 221 black
majority counties  containing
3,251,440, or 381.1 per cent; in
1930, 191 such counties contain-
ing 2,738,432, or 23 per cent of
the country’s Negro population,
and in 1940, 2,642,808 or 20.5 per
cent. By 1950, the number of
black majority counties had
dropped to 169 and by 1960 to
145. Thus, the territory where
national statehood could be exer-
cised is becoming smaller and
smaller,

As yet, there has been no defi-
nite halt to this long-range ac-
celerated development spurred by
the collapse of the plantation sys-
tem in the Deep South and the
consequent migration of hundreds
of thousands of displaced share-
croppers to the urban centers of
the North and West, aggravating
the urban and ghetto crises.

Lightfoot attempts to justify
the restoration of the slogan of
self-determination on the grounds
that the black people constitute a
“national group” and that the
USSR, after the October Revolu-
tion, created the material condi-
tions for national groups, in the
process of becoming nations, to
become full-blown nations. He
quotes G. Starushenko, Soviet
author of The Principle of Na-
tional Self-Determination in So-
viet Foreign Policy, as saying:
“It would be quite proper to speak
of the self-determination not only
of nations but also of the national
groups which have not yet suec-
ceeded in developing into nations.”
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However, the situation is not
analogous. There are similarities
but also differences. Starushenko
is referring to colonial and semi-
colonial peoples. Although the his-
torically evolved black people of
the United States constitute a dis-
tinct people, with strong national
characteristics, they co-evolved
with and are part of the American
people. Moreover, Starushenko is
describing a program for the
working class in power, whereas
the draft program of the Com-
munist Party of the United States
outlines the strategic road to work:
ing-class power.

Current Trends

As Lightfoot himself observes,
the moves toward the establish-
ment of a black nation represents
not only a minor trend today, but
was a minority trend even in the
heyday of the Garvey movement
following World War I.

Black residents, imprisoned in
the huge ghettos of the North
and West, are seeking more con-
trol over their communities. They
are demanding community control
over their schools to halt the de-
terioration of education; for a say
over policing to halt rampant
police brutality and insure a
measure of protection; for control
over local anti-poverty boards and
similar local agencies.

The black people are seeking
an end to discriminatory gerry-
mandering, increased representa-
tion in political bodies—executive,
legislative and judicial — at all
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levels. They seek to elect more
city councilmen, black mayors,
sheriffs and other county officials,
members of state legislatures and
the Congress. They seek more
members on boards of education,
city commissions and all policy-
making bodies.

In the South, in the recent
November elections, the black peo-
ple added 107 elected officials,
reaching a total of 289 in the 11
states of the old confederacy.
Black voters sent three new mem-
bers to Congress, including Mrs.
Shirley Chisholm, making a total
of nine black members in the
House of Representatives—an ad-
vance, but far short of 45 repre-
sentatives for proportional black
share of power in that body.

Black people are also seeking
self-administration through in-
corporation of towns. An example
is Roosevelt City, Alabama, a town
of 5,000 near Birmingham, where
the black people elected a mayor,
a five-man council which took
over the government from the
county. The council elected a
judge who now holds court every
fortnight and has appointed police
and other city workers. Similar
action has been taken in Lawn-
side, New Jersey, a town of 2,500.

The concept of black power,
which arose out of the freedom
struggles of the sixties, expresses
in general the content of the
aforementioned goals.

On the cultural front, the long
fight waged by Communists, Left-
progressives and  democratic-

41

minded people against the white-
supremacist distortion of the role
of black Americans in the his-
torical development of their coun-
try, has become a mass movement
as black college and high school
students, frequently joined by
whites, are storming campus after
campus in a demand for more
black teachers, courses in black
history and for black studies de-
partments.

On Self-Determination

These developments are not to
be equated with self-determina-
tion, as Lightfoot correctly points
out.  Nevertheless, with the
growth of the people’s democratic
movement to curb monopoly, the
strengthening of all-black unity
under the increasing hegemony of
the black workers—the only really
revolutionary sector of the black
people—and the building of the
historiec alliance of labor and the
black libération movement, the
present trends can lead to mean-
ingful acquisitions of power. They
could lead to black-majority coun-
ty governments in substantial
areas of the Deep South and more
representative government at mu-
nicipal and state levels.

With the advent of revolution-
ary working-class power and the
socialist reconstruction of society,
assuring a high degree of democ-
racy and respect for the will of
the Negro people—or even prior
to that under favorable conditions
—these trends could lead, depend-
ent upon the desire of the black
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people, to a redrawing of politi-
cal - administrative boundaries,
even of the present state frontiers,
to enable a wider region of
autonomy and self-government in
areas of the remaining Black Belt
in the South.

Given the unlikely desire of the
black people, or a sector of them,
to form a national state as a
separate entity, either before or
after the overthrow of capitalism,
Communists would be bound to
uphold such a right, but would
agitate for or against secession,
dependent upon the merits of the
situation existing at the moment.

The right to separate, and the
act of separation, are not identi-
cal. Should reaction be riding
high, the agitation would be of
separation. In the advent of a
people’s anti-monopoly or socialist
government, the agitation would
certainly be against secession.

However, grounds for such a
possibility are so unsubstantial,
they do not warrant placing self-
determination in the program to-
day, or calling for a plebiscite.

Objectively, the process of the
breakup of the Black Belt is irre-
versible, Historical experience
discloses that subjectively the de-
mand for the formation of a na-
tional state is unlikely. The black
people have expressed a two-fold
desire: as citizens to integrate
and, at the same time, as a people
to retain cohesiveness, to retain
their own institutions, cultural
and socio-political. This unity of
opposites appears to be the domi-
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nant trend. The trend toward
nationhood, expressed in such
utopias as advanced by the Garvey
movement at its peak, the 49th
staters in the thirties, or the
present Nation of Islam and the
Republic of Africa, remain min-
ority trends.

These interrelated trends have
arisen and declined in proportion
to the degree of working-class and
democratic support of the libera-
tion movement, and in reaction to
the degree of white supremacist
backlash.

Two-Fold Development

A deeper insight into the basic
character of the Negro people re-
veals that the two trends reflect
the dual aspect of their develop-
ment: at once as part of the
American people and as a distinct
people,

The American people in the
course of two bourgeois-democra-
tic revolutions—the War for In-
dependence and the Civil War—
developed historically as a stable
community of language, territory,
economic life and psychological
makeup, manifested in a commu-
nity of culture—in brief, they
developed into a nation.

At the same time, the peoples
of African descent, composed of
different tribes, different cultures,
different levels of social develop-
ment and speaking different lan-
guages, developed historically as
a new people, a distinet people
bearing strong national character-
istics and subjected to the most
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barbarous oppression. The de-
cisive question for black Ameri-
cans, as a historically developed
people, as an oppressed national
minority in a particularly dis-
tressing situation, because of the
remnants of slavery, is the reali-
zation of power—political, social
and economie, /

Given proportional black repre-
sentation at all levels of govern-
ment, the question is posed: What
more is demanded to provide equal
rights for black Americans? What
institutions can be established to
express the special interests of
black Americans, of the Mexican-
Americans in the Southwest, of
the American Indians and the
Puerto Rican minority in the
United States?

In this regard, the experience
of the Soviet Union bears study.
In the USSR, in addition to the
Soviet of the Union which repre-
sents the common interests of all
citizens, irrespective of territory,
there is also a special body—a
Soviet on Nationalities — which
represents the specific interests of
each nation and people in the
USSR. All legislation must pass
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both bodies to become law.

In discussing self-determina-
tion, it should not be overlooked
that U.S. capitalism counts on the
continued oppression of the Negro
people, with the concomitant
white-supremacist ideology as a
powerful economic, political and
social reserve for the mainten-
ance of its historically outdated
system.

"Thus, the black freedom move-
ment constitutes the most power-
ful ally of the working class, in
the struggle for peace and democ-
racy, and for the fulfillment of its
historic mission as gravedigger
of capitalist society.

* Ok X

It is in view of these factors,
the dispersal of the black popula-
tion rendering unrealistic a defi-
nite territorial area for the reali-
zation of statehood, the lack of
national consciousness moving in
that direction, that it seems to
me the restoration of the slogan
of self-determination and the call-
ing of a plebiscite, as proposed by
Lightfoot, 1is strategically not
justified.



HERBERT APTHEKER

Irrationalism and Reaction

The very air is foul with more than smog and tear-gas. These are
only the more apparent effluvia emanating from the stench of a
rotting social order. Were Gibbon working now on the decline and
tall of the U.S. empire, his notebooks would be overflowing.

Sadism—which, in one sense, may be considered a generic term en-
compassing such phenomena as racism and pornography—dominates
the scene. Last week I was in Mississippi; random notes on a brief
visit: the Dean’s home in a Negro college had recently been bombed;
a l4-year old youngster had been castrated—by a sheriff—for speaking
“disrespectfully” to a white girl; wholesale slaughter had been narrowly
averted when armed KKK elements discovered to their chagrin thau
the intended victims were also armed and ready.

This is the point concerning pornography. It is not sexuality; in a
way, it is its denial, for pornography is contemptuous of sexuality as
it is of human dignity. It is unfeeling, spiteful, brutal; in a fine essay,
William Robert Miller describes it as “prehuman brutishness” ( Christ-
ian Century, January 29, 1969). It is, of course, an especially crass
manifestation of male supremacy—perhaps the oldest and in many
ways the most vile mode of oppression.

Debasement is decay’s product as well as its intention; I have no
doubt that the debasement is not only systematic but is deliberate.
And—glory bel—it is clearly very profitable. At its heart is irrational-
ism; the eclipse of reason, the denial of science, the repudiation of
causation. The normal result is cynicism; the abnormal is sadism.
The finale is fascism.

The levels vary; from the over-priced rot usurping more and more
of the shelf-space in U.S. bookstores: Ringside Tarts, Illicit Bed, Hot
Young Lust, Nude Ranch Nymphs—the list is endless. No motivation,
uo real feeling, no difficulties, no doubt, no warmth, no love, no
pity, no compassion, no thought; no human beings. Less pretentious
but otherwise little different from the best-selling Spillane “books.”
The same increasingly for the movies—not only at American Legion
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stag parties, and 42nd Street “art” houses, but more and more in what
neighborhood movies manage to survive. Again, the central feature
is mindlessness mixed with brutality.*

Increasingly, major publishing houses are turning out this poison:
E. P. Dutton with Claman’s The Malediction is an example. More
often, indeed characteristically, from such houses, the fiction mirrors
the decay but does not quite wallow in it. The naturalism gives it some
sense of art; that is, a reader feels actual effort on the part of the
author and does take away insights. Fred Chappell’s Dagon (Harcourt,
Brace) focuses on a young girl who is both nymphomaniac and sadist;
Cormac McCarthy’s Outer Dark (Random House) on incest and
murder; Jonathan Maumbach’s What Comes Next (Harper & Row)
on a psychopathic college student; David Wagoner’s Baby, Come On
Inside (Farrar, Strauss, Giroux) on an alcoholic, rich roué; Thomas
Berger’s Killing Time (Dial) on a paranoid who calmly murders three
people; Benjamin De Mott’'s A Married Man (Harcourt, Brace &
World) describes in clinical (or is the word, tempestuous?) detail the
final fling of a boor. Etc.

On Broadway—less so, off-Broadway, and even less so, off-off-Broad-
way—as Walter Kerr wrote in a recent Times (January 26):

Nowadays, it’s not good form to ask what a play is about. About-
ness is out, content is irrelevant, conscious design is suspect. A
play is simply a series of impressions that happen to happen in a
certain unordained sequence. . . . We're supposed to sit quietly,
keep our responses open, and never, never strain for coherence.

What we have referred to in the above paragraphs is a steeper de-
cline than the literary reflections of alienation;**® these continue but

do not represent as full a repudiation of reason as most recent pro-
ductions.

* Here is the theme of a new film, entitled “Twisted Nerve” as indicated
in a major advertising campaign:
“Cleaver, Cleaver
Chop. Chop
First the Mom and then the Pop
Then we'll get the pretty girl
We’ll Get Her Right Between the Curl.”

** See in particular: 8. Finkelstein, Ewxistentialism and Alienation in
American Literature (New York, 1965, International); his “The Artistic
Expression of Alienation,” and H. Langford’s “The Imagery of Alienation,”
both in H. Aptheker, ed., Marxism and Alienation (New York, 1965, pub-
lished for AIMS by Humanities Press): G. LeRoy, Marxism and Modern
Literature (New York, 1967, AIMS); Man and the Arts: A Marxist Ap-
proach by Arnold Kettle and V. G. Hanes (New York, 1968, AIMS).
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Another particular and infinitely important source of irrationalism
in the United States is white chauvinism. A useful examination of
this connection has been produced very recently by Reese Cleghorn,
an Editor of the Atlanta (Georgia) Journal; it is a 31-page pamphlet
badly entitled Radicalism—Southern Style: A Commentary on Regional
Extremism and jointly issued by the Southern Regional Council in
Atlanta and the American Jewish Committee in New York. I say
badly entitled because this is a study not of radicalism but of reaction
and especially of the George Wallace movement.

The point at this moment is that Mr. Cleghorn emphasizes that the
Wallace movement reflects the irrationalism so characteristic of
dominant Southern politics; he says this irrationalism reflects the
racism that afflicts the South in particular—an ideology in direct
conflict with democratic principles. The thinking, writes Mr. Cleghorn,
is paranoid and stems from feelings “of guilt, obsessive defensiveness,
close mindedness”; the feelings themselves, of course, stem from en-
slavement and oppression and super-exploitation of others, though
Mr. Cleghorn is not quite so clear on the latter point. But he is clear
as to the irrationalism fostered by racism; here is another and a strik-
ing example of racism’s cost to all Americans of all colors.

Reason’s eclipse takes many other and sometimes rather elusive or
highly sophisticated forms. The entire tendency towards a techno-
cratic, arithmetic, counting methodology in the social sciences is part
of this: it is illustrated in the writing of Herman Kahn and the philo-
sophic efforts of Z. K. Brzezinski; in the apocalyptic visions of Norman
O. Brown, with his insistence that it is only the subjective and the
so-called unconscious which matter rather than the objective and the
conscious; in A. H. Maslow’s rejection of social renovation as central
to making possible the better life and replacing this (basic to the
concept of Utopia as well as to the concept of revolution) with efforts
at the release of psychic impulses so that one would have not Utopia
but rather “Eupsychia”; in the most recent writings of Herbert Mar-
cuse with their reflections of near despair and their emphasis again
upon the subjective and psychological.

In addition to the well-known attacks upon values and ethics—either
as unknowable or as irrelevant to “science”—there are growing signs
of a repudiation of the Enlightenment as a whole. There certainly is
value in calling attention to areas of neglect in the entire Enlighten-
ment tradition, including its highest, or Marxian aspect; I mean, for
example, such questions as the nature of power, of evil, of psychology
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as a whole. But this is something else than, for example. Ronald V.
Sampson’s essay, “The Bramble of Power,” (The Nation, December
16, 1968) where one reads: “Only (my emphasis) by appealing to
the private individual can we give meaning to the legitimate ideals of
Progress, Democracy and Socialism.” Mr. Sampson concludes—quite
logically, given his “only”—

Long-term action needs to be undertaken at the level of psycho-
therapy, family mores, child nurture and an education, cooperative
and not competitive, that is devoted to rearing the whole creative
potential of man through the work of his hands and his brain in a
life that is not divorced from nature.

It does not reflect any denial of the consequence of Mr. Sampson’s
essay to remark that such writing is not only pre-Marxian; it is pre-
Owen, and we will not go forward by retreating. Clearly, a competi-
tive society will have a competitive education; one struggles on all
levels—including the educational-but one never forgets the strategy,
namely the transforming of society.

Perhaps the most dramatic reflection—as of this moment, at any
rate—of the flight from reason is the fantastic fad of McLuhan, or of
McLuhancy. Significantly, it is the United States—including its aca-
demic community—which has embraced this shoddiness and made of
it a veritable cult of the “in.” The English scholar, D. W. Harding,
in a penetrating analysis of this phenomenon (New York Review of
Books, January 2), observes:

McLuhan’s glaring incoherences of thought and disregard of every-
day observation are not confined to peripheral “probes”; they occur
at nodal points of the system. And yet the cult sprang up. Some-
thing in our education abets the willing suspension of common
sense which a belief in McLuhan requires.

Sidney Finkelstein in his Sense and Nonsense of McLuhan (New
York, 1968, International) presents a Marxian and therefore devastat-
ing critique; alas, for every ten who read Finkelstein there are ten
thousand who read McLuhan—itself sufficient commentary on the
eclipse of reason in the United States!

I.n a very important—and therefore neglected!—book (to which this
writer made reference in Political Affairs) Pamela Hansford Johnson
suggests that all “must know the basic reason for the deluge of sado-
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masochistic, ‘hard-core’ pornography.” Here is her basic reason™®:

This is not published by good, altruistic persons who believe they
are helping to make a sweeter and more educated society. These
may exist: but I have referred earlier to another force in a commer-
cial society, which is an infinitely powerful one. People are publish-
ing the stuff because there is money in it. The motive is, quite sim-
ply, profit, and this is the way they can make a quick, sure turnover.

This is, I think, the immediate reason; but it is not the basic
reason. For consider: profit-making has existed for some time, but the
reason Mrs. Johnson wrote her book now is that in the present time
there is, as she says, “the deluge.” Such a deluge appears only in a
society which is dying; it reflects the disintegration and it intensifies
that disintegration. At the same time, for those who rule that society,
the motive is not only making profit in the selling of such commodities
but also inculcating inhumanity.

An imperialist society in an advanced stage of senility—such as
that afflicting the United States—is one whose rulers feel increasingly
challenged by the human qualities of human beings; among these
are the sense of the social, of the collective, of love, of compassion,
of courage, of solidarity, of discontent, and—in many ways, most
distinctive and most consequential—of reason. Negating all these
is fascism; fascism may indeed be defined as the organized assault
(by, as Dimitrov said, “the most reactionary, most aggressive, and
most chauvinist elements among the bourgeoisie”) upon all that is
distinctively human in the history of Man.

Increasingly, significant sections of the U.S. ruling class are opting
for fascism. Every struggle against every manifestation of that wulti-
mate foe is a contribution towards resisting that choice; it is, simul-
taneously, a contribution towards revolutionizing the American social
order. Resisting the brutalization of culture is an important sector
in the struggle, and one capable of winning infinitely broad support.

February 17, 1969

* On Iniquity (New York, 1968, Scribner’s), p. 113.

ON LABOR OPPORTUNISM

JAMES WEST

Approach to Work in the Trade Unions

The trade union movement is
one of the chief accomplishments
of the American working class.
Despite all its weaknesses and
shortcomings, the capitalist class
views it as an obstacle in the
drive for maximum profits and as
a potential threat to the con-
tinued sway of its system.

Why else did the ruling class
cause the enactment of Taft-
Hartley, Landrum-Griffin and
other federal and state anti-labor
laws? Why else does it now seek
new anti-labor measures under
the Nixon administration, such as
imposed contract settlements with-
out membership ratification
(thereby nullifying the right to
strike) ; extension of Taft-Hart-
ley Trestrictions, including pos-
sibly new ones, to agricultural
workers (under the guise of ex-
tending its “benefits” to them);
preventive detention legislation
(in the name of “law and order,”
a leaf taken right out of Hitler’s
book, and now used extensively
throughout Africa against union-
ists and strikers), ete.?

Without organization, the work-
ing class is as nothing, wrote
Marx, more than a century ago.

With organization, the possibility
of realizing its historical poten-
tial begins to emerge as a reality.
The significance of trade unions
lies just exactly in this, that they
are the elementary form of work-
ing-class organization having the
capacity to unite, on the basis of
elementary, economic class inter-
ests, workers of the most diverse
views, including the majority who
still support capitalism.

Elementary Organizations

They are the first step on the
road to working-class emancipa-
tion. Even this first step must be
constantly solidified, extended and
defended, to bar any retreat from
it under the attacks of the clags
enemy. Defense of the trade
unions (whatever their shortcom-
ings) is a sacred duty of Commu-
nists and class-conscious workers.

Defense of the trade unions in
no way implies abandonment of
criticism of their weaknesses and
shortcomings. To the contrary, it
vitally requires ecriticism to fur-
ther strengthen them, to enhance
their revolutionary potential, to
bring them up to, and maintain
them at, a high level of fighting
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spirit. This calls for constructive
criticism accompanied by a dis-
cussion of ways and means to
overcome shortcomings, which
helps the class and the labor move-
ment solve their problems; a criti-
cism which does not become, ob-
jectively, an attack from the Left
serving to dishearten and dis-
courage efforts to strengthen and
improve unions as an utterly
hopeless task.

Such, I believe, is the total
effect of the critique rendered by
A. J. Lima, in his article “Oppor-
tunism in the Trade Unions and
the Struggle for Peace” (Political
Affairs, January, 1969). It is not
only that his evaluation is at once
incomplete and overdrawn; it also
sets some tagks—not all—which
are out of kilter with the pres-
ent level of struggle and con-
sciousness in the labor movement,
thereby objectively setting the
stage for futu)re “disappoint-
ments” when the labor movement
fails to measure up to those tasks.

To say that American trade
unions are “firmly based on sup-
port of the system of capitalism”
is an incomplete revelation. For
that matter, one would be hard-
put to name the very many unions
in any capitalist country of which
this could not be said. True, many
unions are Left- and Communist-
led; but it does not follow that
this automatically makes these
unions revolutionary. What does
count on this score, among other
things, is the degree of class and
socialist consciousness, the level
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of fighting spirit, of the member-
ship of these unions.

To make this the sole starting
point for work in the trade unions,
is to start from the wrong foot,
and to end up with a predomin-
antly negative attitude. A better,
and more correct, starting point is
the concept that trade unions are
the elementary class organizations
which, whether reactionary- or
reformist-led, have the potential
for revolutionary class struggle.
Historically, this question was
settled by V. I. Lenin’s struggle
against West European Commu-
nists who opposed work in reac-
tionary-led unions. (See ‘“Left-
Wing” Communism—An Infan-
tile Disorder.)

Opportunism in Labor

The discussion of opportunism
in the working class by Comrade
Lima is likewise one which can
only lead to loss of confidence in
the working class; to an attitude
of “why work in the trade unions,
isn’t there an easier way?”; to the
idea that work in the trade
unions must be conducted on the
basis of coming into conflict with
the “opportunist working class.”

In rejecting the idea that Com-
munists must evaluate opportun-
ism in the labor movement as con-
taining a conscious element of
sell-out and betrayal, Lima under-
scores his insistence on approach-
ing the whole class as either
opportunist, or under the influ-
ence of opportunism, as distinct
from the general influence of op-
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portunism endemic to capitalism
which seeks to poison all.

This raises the question: What
does Lima consider opportunism
in the working class to be? In
concrete terms, he acknowledges
that opposition to the war in
Vietnam (and hence, to Meany’s
policy) was at least no less among
the workers than among the popu-
lation generally, Actually, as the
Dearborn and other Vietnam ref-
erendums have shown, it was
higher. It cannot, therefore, be
said that most workers were “sell-
ing out” to support that foreign
policy.

Polemizing against Gus Hall,
Hy Lumer and Victor Perlo, Lima
rejects the conscious element of
betrayal as a feature of oppor-
tunism in the labor movement. Is
one to conclude that he wants the
attack on opportunism to be ex-
tended to “unconscious” oppor-
tunism? In this category, one
might place the struggle for wage
increases and other self-interest
economic reforms. Among some on
the Left, in fact, it is fashionable
to adopt a “high, moralistic” atti-
tude to the struggle for such re-
forms as “opportunist.”

Aproached from the purely
moral viewpoint, one could make
out a case for viewing such re-
forms as “opportunist,” One could
conclude that all struggles of self-
interest are opportunist and lead
to strengthening the capitalist
system. But, is that correct?
Starting Point of Struggle

What is meant by Lima’s call
on the labor movement “to tranm-

51

scend the present burdensome eco-
nomic issues of speed-up, destruc-
tion of jobs and job security, and
all the new methods of wage cuts
presently at the disposal of the
state monopoly system in the form
of taxes, inflation, interest rates,
ete.”? (My emphasis—J.W.) Why
—and how-—is this to be done?

The foregoing issues are mani-
festations of the daily class strug-
gle as waged by the exploiters.
How can the worker transcend,
rise above, or bypass this strug-
gle that confronts him every day?
His problem is how to meet it,
how effectively to wage the strug-
gle against these burdens.

To be sure, the capitalist class
never makes concessions (and
it has never given anything with-
out a struggle), without trying to
nullify them by other measures,
while at the same time trying to
deny any credit to the unions for
such gains won by struggle.
Often, the daily class struggle
appears as a burdensome tread-
mill. But this is no argument to
a worker to bypass or transcend
this struggle, nor can it be an
argument by revolutionaries not
to take part in such struggles full-
heartedly, if they have a correct
appreciation of why these strug-
gles are the starting point from
which to raise the level of under-
standing of the workers.

So long as workers’ self-inter-
est struggles provide the starting

- point, and open the potential, for

revolutionary class struggle, it is
Incorrect to characterize them as
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either “opportunist” or ‘‘burden-
some.” It would be getting closer
to the bull's eye to consider the
failure of revolutionaries to iden-
tify with such struggles as op-
portunistie.

The truth is that self-interest
struggles contain far more poten-
tial for revolutionary struggle
today than at any time in the
past, in view of the present-day
worldwide and national context of
these struggles. Whether that
potential is realized depends on
the conscious, vanguard forces.
Where capitalism has been able to
turn such struggles to account for
itself, this has been due mainly
to the default, in one way or an-
other, of the revolutionary sector
of the working class.

The self-interest of the working
class cannot be equated to self-
interest of the capitalist class or
other strata whose livelihood de-
pends on exploitation or oppres-
sion. The working class is the
only class which has no stake in
exploitation or oppression; which
cannot—as a class—become ex-
ploiters or oppressors; and whose
fundamental interests are dia-
metrically opposed to exploitation
and oppression. That is why the
abstract, moralistic approach to
demands of self-interest is false.

The self-interest of the working
class, by its very nature, impels
the working class to struggle
against the capitalist class, even
in cases where individual mem-
bers of the class have visions of
becoming ‘““independent” business-
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men or farmers.

The consistent, upward-pro-
gressing, self-interest struggle of
the working class must, to win a
complete victory, move to anti-
capitalism, to the overthrow of
the exploitative system. It may be
diverted or slowed down, by mis-
leadership or lack of sufficient
class and socialist consciousness,
but it rises again and again, as-
serting and re-asserting itself.
pressing on irresistably.

For the working class, it is a
matter of sheer necessity to fight
in its own interests, for the fail-
ure to do so would reduce it to
pauperism—something far more
burdensome than its daily struggle
to live.

In order for the self-interest
struggle on the most elementary
level to become consistent and up-
ward-progressing, to become a
revolutionary struggle, it is nec-
essary indissolubly to merge self-
interest with class interest, to ex-
pand the class-conscious sector of
the class, which can help to ex-
tend the arena of struggle to en-
compass the political and social
struggle along with the economic.
In other words, as Gus Hall said,
the important thing is what is
done with the struggle for re-
forms, how and where it is led.

It never was a tenet of Marx-
ism-Leninism that the struggle
for reforms automatically leads
to the overthrow of capitalism.
But Marxism-Leninism has al-
ways highly appreciated the im-
portance of these struggles as the
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starting point for more advanced,
revolutionary struggles.

Racism and Anti-Imperialism

Lima correctly places the strug-
gle against racism as a key task
today. It has generally come to be
recognized that white workers
can be won against racism on the
basis of self-interest. In fact, the
Communists were the first to point
this out over thirty-years ago,
and proved it in the course of
many struggles.

But something more must be
said. It is possible for a white
worker to see his self-interest
hurt by racism on the job, yet re-
turn home and be swayed by a
George Wallace into believing that
his self-interest in maintaining
the property value of his home is
dependent on racism. Thus, the
struggle against racism is not won
for good on the basis of personal,
self-interest alone; it is not really
won until the worker identifies his
self-interest with his class inter-
est, becomes aware of the interests
of the working class as a whole,
understanding racism to be the
divisive, exploitative tool of his
class enemy.

In the special conditions ob-
taining in our country, there can
be no development of class con-
sciousness without the consistent
struggle against racism, nor can
there be a winning, complete
struggle against racism without
developing and raising the class
consciousness of white workers.

§3

Lima sets as the second issue,
around which a Left-Center coa-
lition can be established in the
labor movement (along with the
struggle against racism), that of
the “issue of imperialism.” The
draft program sees the “vital stra-
tegic objective” as “the creation
of a popular alliance against mo-
nopoly by all who are oppressed
and exploited by it, an alliance
whose firm foundation and back-
bone is the working class and the
Negro people.”

In the context of his article,
which does not discuss problems
of such an alliance, one must con-
clude that Lima is suggesting that
an anti-imperialist alliance should
be the strategic objective, rather
than an anti-monopoly alliance.
This is no small difference, es-
pecially when he proposes that
this be part of the basis of a
new Left-Center coalition in the
labor movement.

The question is not only on what
a Left and a Center can unite.
There are, undoubtedly, a whole
number of questions of foreign
policy on which such unity can be
built. The not-to-be minimized
National Labor Leadership As-
sembly for Peace, bringing to-
gether 500 Center and Left labor
leaders, is indicative of the possi-
bilities. But that assemblage
would have smashed to smither-
eens, had the Left insisted that it
take a stand against imperialism
in general, and U.S. imperialism
in particular. Many in the confer-
ence opposed the war in Vietnam
because they had concluded it was
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bad for the system itself.

On the other hand, there are
many in labor, including support-
ers of capitalism and imperialism,
including some supporters of U.S.
foreign policies in general, who
are prepared to fight against vari-
ous monopoly evils, whether on
the tax structure, conglomerates,
or the myriad of problems arising
out of the wurban ecrisis, and
specific aspects of foreign policy.

More important still is what the
rank and file in their millions are
most likely to respond to and act
upon. Experience has already
shown that the fight for peace can
be approached meaningfully
among workers in the struggle
against pro-monopoly, anti-peo-
ples’ tax policies. Few issues agi-
tate workers today as much as
the tax bite; few demands get as
much response as the demand to
shift the tax burden to the monop-
oly corporations.

To insist that the rank and file
become united on the basis of anti-
imperialism, or that the Left-
Center coalition be re-established
on that basis, is to set a task not
on the order of the day, and
doomed to fail,

We leave to others, or to an-
other time, the refutation of such
unfounded, even startling, asser-
tions in Lima’s article as “The
economic theory necessary to de-
termine the laws of motion of this
[the state monopoly capitalist]
phase of imperialism has not yet
been discovered.” (Is not Marxist-
Leninist political economy such a
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theory?) Or the statement, “this
phase of imperialism and these
expenditures [by the state] have
led to the revolutionizing . . . of
production relations.” (How?
What is a revolution in produection
relations if not socialism?)

Unity of Rank and File

We wish to limit ourselves to
some questions of tactics and of
work in the trade unions. Tactics
depend in good part on how one
approaches the labcr movement;
how one assesses opportunism
within it; how one regards the
strategic tasks confronting it.

Any review of the labor move-
ment over the last 30 years or
more (and Lima’s article is
mainly this), must also discuss
what happened to the Left in the
Right-led and Center-led unions
(and not just what happened to
the Left-led unions, their expul-
sion, ete.), what happened to
rank-and-file movements, to the
fight for democratically-run
unions, especially at the plant and
local level, and what happened to
the Party in relation to the labor
movement.

The break-up of the Left-Cen-
ter coalition in the late 40s was
not inevitable. Had there been a
powerful Left and strong rank-
and-file movements in all the

unions, the outcome of the strug- -

gles around the Marshall Plan
and other issues could have been
otherwise, The break-up of the
coalition, which had built the CIO,
became inevitable only when, un-
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der Browderite revisionist poli-
cies, the Left began, years before,
to surrender leadership positions
in unions led by the Right and
Center in the name of ‘“unity,”
and abandoned the building of
rank-and-file strength in various
forms in all unions, Left, Right
and Center. This includes the
liquidation of Party shop and in-
dustrial clubs in most areas.

Now that the possibility of re-
building a strong Left and of
establishing a new Left-Center
coalition has vastly improved, it
is useful to draw some lessons
from the past. One such lesson
might be expressed in a kind of
formula which is not new, and
which, if anything, has improved
with age:

—The united front from below
(unity of action of workers on spe-
cific issues; rank-and-file movements
in various forms, including black
caucus movements; democratically-
controlled local wunions, including

strengthened steward systems, etc.)
—Always.

—The united front at the top and
at the bottom (Left-Center coalition
with a Left powerfully based in the
rank-and-file; unity-in-action on
one or more specific issues, involving
the rank-and-file and various top
leaders irrespective of ideological
difference) —whenever possible.

—The wunited front at the top
alone (in whatever combination or
form) —never.

At all times, and under all eir-
cumstances, the Communists place
their main emphagsis on building
the strength, unity and power of
the rank and file. The key to this
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is unity-in-action of the workers
on the job (and in the commu-
nity) on the vital, burning issues
that bring them into conflict with
the class enemy.

The Center and the Left

It is this which is a major
factor in opening up differences
among labor leaders, dispelling
the notion that they are all one,
undifferentiated, reactionary mass.
A Center force begins to emerge
in higher echelons of leadership
in response, among other things,
to the pressures of powerful rank-
and-file movements and the rise of
a growing Left.

In the absence of rank-and-file
and Left existence and action,
the Center capitulates to pres-
sures from the Right and becomes
all but indistinguishable from it.

In this respect, while beau-
rocracy in the labor movement
is a major problem, to make this
the central issue or determinant
of whether or not to have a Left-
Center coalition policy, is to doom
any such possibility in advance.
Who can deny that John L. Lewis,
surely not the smallest of labor
beaurocrats, became—under con-
ditions of technological advance in
coal, and mass pressures from his
own and other unions’ ranks—
the catalyst around which a Left-
Center coalition arose and car-
ried the labor movement to a
new, higher stage!

It is necessary to learn how to
wage the struggle against beau-
rocratic practices, for greater
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rank-and-file control over union
affairs, without shutting the door
to the possibility of some labor
leaders, including beaurocratic
ones, joining a coalition for a
new forward march by organized
labor.

It is one thing to speak of a
Left which, among other things,
wages the fight against imperial-
ism and against beaurocracy (in-
cluding beaurocracy in some Left-
led unions) ; it is another thing to
insist that the struggle against
beaurocracy and imperialism be
made a principled condition for
the existence of a Left-Center
coalition.

In approaching the question of
a Left-Center coalition, it is neces-
sary to understand the Center as
it is, without illusions. The firm-
ness and degree of progressive-
ness of positions taken by the
Center are largely determined by
the strength and influence of the
Left, by the strength, unity and
fighting spirit of the rank and
file. The stronger, the more in-
fluential the Left and rank-and-
file movements, the more progres-
sive and energetic are the posi-
tions of the Center likely to be.

In general, the Center can more
readily be moved to pro-peace,
anti-fascist pogitions. It is far
more likely to move to positions
of political independence than the
out-and-out Right-wing leaders.
In the main, Center leaders are
supporters of capitalism, leaning
to concepts of “enlightened” capi-
talism and can more readily be
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moved to anti-monopoly direc-
tions.

Anti-Communism is prevalent
among many Center leaders, but
they are also more prepared to
scrap cold-war positions and to
disregard or negate anti-Commu-
nism as the chief issue facing the
people. Many Center leaders are
more pliable to pressures to sup-
port Dblack-liberation demands,
especially under strong Left and
rank-and-file pressures. Far from
being revolutionaries, they are re-
formists, seeking to make such
changes in the system as they
think will make it work better.

It is at such points, as the fore-
going, that they come into con-
flict with the reactionary, blind
anti-Communist policies of George
Meany and Company. It is at such
points, that they have need for
and find themselves, even if tem-
porarily, of having more in com-
mon with the rank and file and
the Left than they have with the
Meanys. It is at such points, and
on issues giving expression to
them, that coalition between them
and a strong, rank-and-file-baged
Left becomes possible.

The attainment of a Left-Center
coalition does not put an end to
differences—in ideology and poli-
cy—between the two components.
These differences, and the strug-
gle betwen them, will go on. Es-
sentially, it becomes g competition
over which policies in the coali-
tion, those of the Center or the
Left, gains predominant influence
with the rank and file. The Left,
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for its part, wages this struggle
in a way aimed at strengthening
the unity of the whole working
class in struggle on issues, includ-
ing as part of this, the strength-
ening of the coalition of Left and
Center forces.

For these reasons, too, the Left
places its chief reliance, its main
attention and effort, to building
the strength, unity and fighting
spirit of the rank-and-file move-
ments, for their control over the
affairs of the union, from local on
up, beginning with the role of the
shop steward. This is the on-
going, permanent feature of the
work of Communists and the Left.

Many Possibilities for Struggle

The pump-primers, the gener-
ating forces of the rank-and-file
movements, are the conditions on
the job and in the community:
speed-up, hazardous working con-
ditions, labor’s right to a deter-
mining voice in the organization
of production and the uses to
which new technology is employed,
as it effects job security, work
loads, pay rates, health and safety,
ete., the demands of black workers
for full and complete equality on
the job and in the union, the com-
pelling need to organize the un-
organized, the fight around taxes,
housing, prices, etc.

For this, no sanction from high-
er echelons is needed. The prob-
lems of contract restrictions and
beaurocracy did not prevent steel
workers, for example, from en-
gaging in over 7,000 unauthorized
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gtrikes over the last decade. To
be sure, lack of obstruction from
above in the union structure, or
a green light from the top to go
ahead on such issues, would facili-
tate and hasten the whole move-
ment forward. This is still an-
other benefit that can result from
conditions created by a coalition
of the Left and Center.

It is therefore wrong to con-
clude, as some comrades have,
that “nothing can be done” until
the ‘beaurocrats are first re-
moved.” The few instances in
which this is absolutely the case
must not be overdrawn into an in-
correct general conclusion. Experi-
ence has shown that it was the
accumulation of hundreds and
thousands of rank-and-file strug-
gles against the companies, which
created conditions for the ouster of
clags-collaborationist, reactionary
labor leaders. Such was the case
with McDonald in steel, and others.
Nor does rank-and-file control and
the establishment of democracy in
a union come about by the election
of a new leader, in and of itself.
It comes about as the result of
united struggle of the rank and
file under the direction of rank-
and-file and Left leadership.

* * *

If the revitalization of the labor
movement, and the attainment of
the historic goal set by the Draft
Resolution for the 19th Conven-
tion for the emergence of the
American working class as an
independent force — especially,
politically independent — are to
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become reality, then the building
of the rank-and-file movements
and a powerful Left must be seen
as urgent, immediate tasks of the
greatest magnitude, It is incon-
ceivable that this can be done
without scores, yes, hundreds, of
Party shop and industrial clubs.

This means that the remnants,
still to be found in some districts,
of the liquidation of shop and in-
dustrial clubs, must be liquidated
in the shortest time.

The Draft Resolution, in setting
the goal of helping our -class
emerge, at long last, as a politi-
cally independent force, in effect
calls on this generation of Com-
munists to accomplish an historic
task no previous generation could.
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The 70s can and must become that
decade in which this historic prob-
lem is largely, if not fully, solved.

But to do this requires a change
—a drastic change—in the style
and method of leadership. What
is needed is concentration on the
decisive sectors of the industrial
working class, which can become
the vanguard of all who work,
in making the momentous break
to clags independence, It is not
enough to ideologically win the
Party membership for the con-
cept and policy of concentration;
for that concept to become reality,
leadership must set an example
and lead in the work of concen-
tration. When this is done, then
we can speak of making the turn.

It appears strange that we should have to point out to a section
of the International the usefulness and extraordinary importance
of the trade union movement. . .
of the labor movement, for working people naturally turn first
to that which affects their daily life, and they consequently
combine first with their fellows by trades. It therefore becomes
the duty of the International not merely to assist the existing
trade unions, and, before all, to lead them to the right path, ie.,
to internationalize them, but also to establish new ones where
possible. The economic conditions are driving the trade unions
with irrestible force from the economic to the political struggle,
against the propertied classes—a truth which is known to all
those who observe the labor movement with open eyes.

. The trade union is the cradle

General Council of the First International to
Section 3 in Chicago, June 3, 1874.

HERB KAY

Trade Unions — Schools of Socialism

A, J. Lima begins his article
on ‘“‘Opportunism in the Trade
Unions and the Fight for Peace,”
by referring to research he did
in preparation. But doing re-
search on labor opportunism at
this late date is pretty much like
shooting fish in a barrel,

It doesn’t take any deep knowl-
edge of Marxism to note what is
obvious to the newest union mem-
ber—that opportunism exists in
the trade union movement.

So what else is new? Oppor-
tunism has existed and will exist
in the labor movement, and out-
side of it, as long as capitalism
exists—and for some time after-
wards. No serious student of the
labor movement will deny the
existence of opportunism; the
question is how it is viewed, in
what context, and in relation to
what other factors.

What no Marxist can ignore, is
that the operations of the class
struggle, as an inherent feature
of capitalist society, constantly
works to counteract and offset the
inroads of opportunism on the
working class as a whole.

This point was sharply detailed
by Lenin in an article written
in 1916 dealing with the oppor-
tunism evident in that period:

The trusts, the financial oligar-
chy, high prices, etc. while permit-
ting the bribery of a handful of peo-

ple in the upper layers, are increas-
ingly oppressing, crushing, ruining
and torturing the mass of the pro-
letariat and the semi-proletariat.

Unfortunately, it is this basic
feature of the class struggle as
it manifests itself in the U.S.A.,
that Lima has either ignored or
minimized, so that what emerges
from his one-sided view of the
American scene is a picture of an
all-powerful, invincible American
ruling class standing astride an
impotent, corrupted and demoral-
ized, working class.

This is then compounded by the
suggestion that even among the
world’s Communist leaders there
are no real answers. Referring to
the analysis of state monopoly
capitalism by the 81 Party Con-
ference of 1960, Lima says, “The
economic theory necessary to de-
termine the laws of motion of
this phase of imperialism has not
yvet been discovered.” “This,” he
continues, “is a very serious weak-
ness of the world movement.”

Well, indeed. The leading Marx-
ists of 81 parties of the world
deliberated for several weeks and
unanimously adopted a statement
analyzing the world situation,
within which the organizing of
struggle against the profiteering
war schemes of imperialism was
central, but to A. J. Lima, this is
unimportant, nor does he come
forward with any suggestion of
a more profound or effective

§9
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“theory” of his own. The reader
is thus left to assume that the
working class, being without any
“magic formula,” to ‘“determine
the laws of motion of this phase
of imperialism,” is forced to sit
on its hands and await the coming
of some new “Messiah.”

This negative view is further
developed later in the article
(p. 52) when the profound com-
ment is made that, “The labor
movement in the U.S. is firmly
based on support of capitalism,”
to which the author adds that
“support to capitalism means also,
of necessity, to support state
monopoly capitalism and an im-
perialist foreign policy. The bulk
of the people in this country do
exactly that, and this includes the
bulk of the leadership and mem-
bership of the labor movement.”

At this point, an uninitiated
reader might well begin to ponder
various forms of suicide in the
light of the dismal outlook
charted.

If this assessment is correct,
then it would have been true to
have said that the farmers and
artisans of the 13 colonies were
committed to the maintainence of
feudalism 200 years ago. And a
lot of good that did for King
George III!

It is not exactly an original ob-
servation to note that American
workers are not socialist-minded
— but then, if they were, this
would be an entirely different kind
of a ball game and there would be
different scores, different rules,
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ete. The fact is, however, that the
mass of the American working
class and its leaders were never
supporters of any other system
of society than the present one,
but this fact never prevented
American workers and some of
their leaders from engaging in
some of the most militant and
earth-shaking class battles that
this world has ever seen—and, in
the process of such great battles,
those workers, time and again,
changed the course of history.
After all, weren’t American work-
ers “supporters of capitalism”
when they stopped the shipments
of arms to suppress the Russian
Revolution in 1919? Or, when
their militant sit-ins and general
strikes turned the Roosevelt Ad-
ministration to a more democra-
tic course?

That there are regressions, set-
backs, retreats, is neither unusual
nor should it be unexpected. The
road to socialism was never chart-
ed as a smooth, straight, onward
and upward promenade (to para-
phrase an earlier Marxist of some
distinction, who is quoted earlier
in this piece).

Again, what is really disturb-
ing in the article as a whole, is
its consistent negativism, which
is made sharper by the author’s
ignoring or downgrading of vari-
ous new and gignificant develop-
ments.

How, for instance is it possible
to write a ““serious” analysis deal-
ing with the labor movement and
the fight for peace in recent times,
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and make no mention, even in
passing, of the emergence of the
American Labor Alliance repre-
senting the pooling of the forces
of the two largest unions in the
nation around a program of or-
ganizing the unorganized, mutual
assistance against anti-labor at-
tacks, ete.?

Why is no recognition given to
the Labor Assembly for Peace
which provided an important
channel for giving voice to the
sentiments of millions of workers
who oppose the Vietnam war and
U.S. foreign policy generally?
The activities of trade unionists
for peace, operating in many
forms and in virtually all unions,
played a most vital part in the
movement that brought about the
dumping of Johnson and the
emergence of Kennedy as an anti-
war candidate.

Can the substantial increase in
the number of strike struggles, in
each succeeding year of the Viet-
nam war be said to have no re-
lationship to the attitude of work-
ers towards that war? During the
40-month period beginning Janu-
ary, 1965, through April, 1968,
there were an average of 574
strikes in progress each month,
involving an average of 325,000
workers, In April, 1968, 4,910,000
man-days were lost due to strikes
—the highest for any single month
since the 1960s.*

* Figures from September, 1968
P, A. article “The Rise in Strike
Struggles,” by George Meyers and
James West.
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Additional indicators of the
growing vigor and vitality of the
labor movement are evident in
the steady ousting of conservative
union officials at the top as well
as in lower levels of leadership;
the emergence and effectiveness
of black caucuses in many unions,
such as auto steel, transit, etc.;
the growth of rank-and-file move-~
ments; the steady organizing vic-
tories of U.E. and the beginnings
of talks with IUE, looking towards
joint bargaining with the elec-
trical monopolies, etc.

It is plain, however, that one of
the central questions posed by the
Lima article is the question of an
estimate of the role of the trade
unions in a capitalist society. Did
the unions originate as organiza-
tions to change the system, or did
they arise basically to provide the
workers with some defense against
the onslaughts of the more power-
fully positioned employers?

Unless one is prepared to as-
sign to the unions that role which
should properly be that of the
vanguard party of the working
class, then the limitations of trade
unions as organs of struggle of
the workers under capitalism must
be noted.

At the same time, it is a tru-
ism, that the trade unions, as
Marx pointed out, are schools of
socialism, since it is in and
through the unions that the
workers gain an appreciation of
their strength and power when
united, of their ability to produce
leaders from their ranks capable
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of defeating and outwitting the
class enemy, and of the necessity
to struggle constantly in order to
survive and to go forward.

In speaking of the tasks ahead
(p. 57), Lima refers to the 30s
as a time when the Left-Center
coalition was built around the is-
sue of “organize the unorgan-
ized.” “Today,” he continues, “the
two key issues are racism and
imperialism.”

None can question that racism
and imperialism are issues of
great magnitude and vitally af-
fect the welfare of the labor move-
ment in the coming period. Clear-
ly, the labor movement cannot
move ahead on any major front,
unless it develops positive angwers
and policies in these two key
fields.

At the same time, the basic
underlying economic issues form
the solid rock-foundation for mov-
ing the broadest masses of work-
ers into struggle, and this is as
true today as it was in the 30s
and must never be lost sight of.

Finally, when Communists, and
especially Communist leaders, ap-
praise the question of opportun-
ism in the labor movement, this
can hardly be done properly with-
out relating it to the role and re-
sponsibilities of the Communist
Party itself,

From the days of its birth, the
CPUSA has always had a cer-
tain basic estimate of the key and
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decisive role of the working class
in bringing about social change in
American life. The history of the
CP is replete with the contribu-
tions made to and with the labor
movement. In carrying out this
approach, the CP was always con-
scious of the fact that the devel-
opment of socialist consciousness
within the working class did not
come as a result of any spon-
taneous development arising from
trade union struggles in them-
selves, but must be brought in
from without.

In this regard, especially in re-
lating the struggle against racism
and imperialism to the fight for
decent living conditions, democra-
cy and socialism, the CPUSA must
play a much more creative, ener-
getic and clarifying role. To be
really effective, however, requires
a Communist Party many times
the size and more deeply rooted
and oriented towards the working
class, than is presently the case.

To a greater extent than is
often realized, rank-and-file work-
ers sense the close relationship
between Communists in leader-
ship and their own ability to curb
opportunism and corruption in
their unions. In this respect, the
restitution of the full right of
membership in the Painters Un-
ion (where the hourly wage aver-
ages $7.00 an hour) to Louis
Weinstock, is an interesting com-
mentary on the whole question of
“labor opportunism.”

i

A History of HUAC

Once again, in January of last
year, the Supreme Court rejected
a challenge of the constitutionality
of the mandate of the House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities.
So HUAC is likely to be with us
for a while longer. It has been
with us—or, rather, against us—
for over thirty years, ever since
1938 when it came into being
under the chairmanship of Mar-
tin Dies. In its initial year it re-
ceived an appropriation of only
$25,000. I say ‘“only” because by
the time of the 89th Congress it
was costing us taxpayers over
$1,000,000.

In January, too, some members
of the Committee provosed to
change its name to House Commit-
tee on Internal Security. This bit
of cosmetic surgery would remove
the blemish of the wovrd “un-
American.” “Un-American” is
considered to be a dirty word. Nev-
ertheless, it is a word which defies
definition. Walter Goodman states
in his new book* that “When the
resolution [establishing the first
HUAC] came to the floor of the
House . . . Representative John-
son of Minnesota asked a question

* Walter Goodman: The Commit-
tee, Farrar, Straus and Giroux, $10.
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—What is meant by un-Ameri-
can activities?” — which was to
echo down the decades without
ever receiving a much better
answer than it received that day,
when it was ignored.”

Will a change of name produce
a change of fuction? It is not
likely. It would seem wise to be
prepared to change those ‘“Abol-
ish HUAC?” posters to read “Abol-
ish HISC.”

Goodman’s book, The Commit-
tee, surveys HUAC from its pre-
history in the Fish and Dickstein
committees to the end of 1966
when the Committee received
smart rebuffs from the ladies of
Women Strike for Peace and from
youths of the New Left, who were
no gentlemen. Since then the
Committee (in 1968) has again
demonstrated its single-minded
malice by conducting hearings on
the August police riot in Chicago.
Characteristically it did this by
conducting an inquisition against
the victims of the cops.

Down the years since 1938,
HUAC could always be counted
on to inject itself into any situa-
tion which promised headlines for
its chairman. (So far eight Con-
gressmen have had the dubious
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honor of bearing that title.) Com-
munism in the United States has
supposedly been its main preoc-
cupation. In pursuit of this
vaguely defined subject it has
ranged widely, taking on the
trade unions, peace organizations,
teachers, lawyers, churches, Holly-
wood, youth movements, civil
rights and civil liberties groups—
in short, poking into any area
where democracy and humanism
appeared to reside. Nominally, its
purpose was to determine the need
for new legislation and to pro-
pose such measures as it found to
be needed. In this it has been
an almost total failure. But in its
real purpose of destroying pro-
gressive movements and the peo-
ple associated with them, it has
had major success. This has been
especially true in regard to in-
diivduals, hundreds of whom have
been deprived of life, liberty or
livelihood through the exposure
power of the Committee.

Those subpoenaed by the Com-
mittee had their choice of a num-
ber of undesirable alternatives.
They might answer Committee
questions and find themselves re-
futed by a “friendly” witness and
thereby exposed to a perjury
frameup; they could refuse to
answer and be found in contempt;
they could “cooperate” with the
Committee and become, essential-
ly, stool pigeons; or they could
claim the protection of the Fifth
Amendment, a course which had
its own undesirable implications
and consequences,

Walter Goodman devotes an en-
tire chapter to a discussion of the

POLITICAL AFFAIRS

moral, philosophical, tactical and
legal propriety of “taking the
Fifth” before the Committee. Here
he poses the position of Dean
Erwin N. Griswold of the Har-
vard Law School, supporting the
use of the Fifth, against that of
Professor Sidney Hook, who
sought to refute the Dean’s argu-
ments. It is typical of Goodman,
whose book suffers from the in-
sufferable smugness of one who is
above the battle, that he sides
with Hoolk. The harsh fact is that
every hostile witness compelled to
take the stand was obliged to play
a game with a deck stacked
against him by his opponents,
and according to rules which the
latter had devised. In this pre-
dicament the choice of tactics
certainly belonged to the one who
was in process of being “taken”
by the congressional hustlers.

But Goodman assumes through-
out the book the aloof position of
a liberal critic of liberals. While
he proclaims himself a partisan
opposed to the Committee, he
makes it clear that, in most in-
stances, he has at least as much
contempt for the victims as for
their persecutors. He reviews
cases much like a referee deciding
a round on points. He uses his
considerable wit, and undeniable
¢gift for the language, to ridicule
those witnesses whose choice of
invective may be more gross than
his own. He pillories those who
saw a fascist tendency in the
Committee’s actions.

Goodman’s judicial calm some-
times leaves him, as when he can
say: “. .. some of the union chiefs
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and federal officials whom Dies
attacked aspired to nothing grand-
er than to function as bureaucrats
in a Sovietized America.” (That'’s
not Dies talking, that’s Goodman!)
He kindly suggests that ‘“What
Dies represented was an aching
nostalgia for pre-World War I
America.” He bemoans that «. . .
an opportunity to show the extent
of the American Communists’
servitude to Moscow was lost . . .”
He calls it demagogy when Vito
Marcantonio, a lone dissenter in
the House, tells his colleagues:
“You fear the people and their
will for peace and freedom.” He
speaks of “. .. ladies involved in
the synthetic peace movement
which the Communists had put
together to oppose the U.S. role
in Korea . ..” For him the ram-
bunctiousness of some of the Com-
mittee’s youthful targets, and the
fact that there really are Com-
munists in the peace and -ecivil
rights movements, “add to the
liberal burden” in opposing the
Committee. And he shows a truly
liberal gift for the pejorative dis-
tinction when he states in a foot-
note:

In writing of the opponents of
the Committee in this chapter, I
mean those who sometimes act as
defenders of individual Communists
but are not the Party’s collaborators
or apologists—that is, persons more
likely to contribute to the American
Civil Liberties Union than to the
Emergency Civil Liberties Commit-
tee and more responsive to the pro-
nouncements of Americans for
Democratic Action than to those of
the National Lawyers Guild.

The fact is that you can find
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embedded in the text of The Com-
mittee a full indictment of the
destructive, anti-democratic, re-
actionary role of HUAC. But this
is delivered with such Olympian
aloofness, such “objectivity,” such
“even-handedness” that its value
as an anti-HUAC document is
seriously undermined.

Mr. Goodman’s own role as an
active civil libertarian has largely
escaped me. It is probably my own
fault, however, that the only ac-
tion I have known him to take is
to sign a petition for civil liber-
ties—in the Soviet Union.

But it cannot be said that we
were not put on notice as to the
fatal flaw in Mr. Goodman’s ap-
proach to the Committee. In a
foreword written by his friend
Richard H. Rovers we read:
“Though individual Communists
may have been men of rather sim-
pleminded integrity, the Party
was a totalitarian wrecker. Mr.
Goodman has a solid appreciation
of this basic truth, and this lends
added forece to his indictment of
the Committee.”

However, the contrary is true:
by totally misjudging the role of
the Party, Goodman has accepted
the Committee’s own basic premise
and thereby seriously marred his
attack on it.

That the author intended better
than this is shown by these words
from his final paragraph: “Be-
tween the Committee and the lib-
eral spirit no reconciliation is
possible, for the Committee em-
bodies the drive to ban, censor,
forbid, jail that has cursed the
land for 200 years.” True enough,
and so we say: Abolish HUAC!
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