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- __ SPECIAL SUPPLENlENT----

The UPheaval in Central Europe 
1. roday the ~mr-l dis wi tness to the qr-e,:,,,te,,t 
upheavals in Easter-n Eur-ope since the second 
Wor-Iel War-. In just a few months, in Hungar-y, 
Poland, East Ger-many, Czechoslovakia, and 
Bulgar-ia, forty year-s of stalinist one-party 
r-ule in govel~'rlments urlcier Russian COfltr'ol 
since the incorporation of Easter-n Eur-ope 
into the Russian bloc after- the war-, have 
Simultaneously given way to nominally 
multiparty repr-esentative democr-acies where 
the Communist Par-ty retains only a minor-ity 
Irc;l f2. (.\1 cm[] \'Ji th thesE~ pol i ti cal "r-e·for-mS',". 
the r-uling classes of these countr-ies have 
also begun economic "Irefor-ms". They want to 
take these r-igidly centr-alized economies. 
with almost total nationalization of the 
means of production, pr-eviously integr-ated 
into a s~parate trade bloc based in Moscow, 
"mel tr-ansfor-m them into "m<':,r-ket" economips 
that are to be more flexible and open to 
massive Western investment.·The Ber-lin Wall, 
the symbol of a wor-ld divided into two r-ival 
imper-ialist bloc~;, has f,311en and PU5sia hE'~; 

stated its willinqness to withdr-aw all its 
ar-med for-cps stationed in Eur-ope. All of the 
Wester-n media are ecstatically pr-oclaiminq 
the death of communism and the victory of 
capitalism, the triumph of democr-acy brought 
by popular pressur-e, the end of the Eastern 
bloc. and the perspective of a peaceful world 
of little Western-style democracies where 
imperialist conflict is gone for-ever-. 

Ir'l reality, ttlese uptleavals are the 
result of the world economic cr-isis that has 
been ercJding capitalism for the past twenty 
year-s and of the inter--imper-ialist tensions 
that this crisis has exacer-bated between 
Russia and the U.S. Today's events ar-e the 
harbingers of new tensions that risk upset­
ting the balance of power- between the blocs 
in the heart of Eur-ope itself. 

La As spectacular' as they are, the changes in 
Easter-n Europe do not ctlange the capitalist 
class nature of these regimes C)I'· the funda­
mental mode of capital's domination in the 
,~orld today" ie, state capitalism. Nor- do 
thev change the imperialist natur-e of these 
countries and of the bloc they belong to. All 
that is (:~lanqing is the particular form 
capitalist domination has taken. These re­
gimes were always based on wage labor, on the 
separation of the worker-s and the means of 
production. on the operation of the capital­
ist law of value and the accumulation of 
capital~ State totalitarianism in our time is 
no less complete in the lives of its citizens 
1f it takes a democratic Dr a dictatorial 
,:: rJt- in" 

.[ t. pCtpul ar pr-,=:s5Urf"0 'cr"ctL 

r-egimes t .... ·jF~re democratized but under-
pr-essure fr-om Ru~sia~ the head of the ~as·tern 
bloc. The vast pr-ocess of reforms undertaken 
10 Hungary with the fall of Janos Kadar would 
have been imposslble without the go-ahead 
from Gorbachev. Hungar-y was a labor-atorv test 
of r-eforms for the ~ntire Eastern bloc. The 
spectacular changes in Poland, where the Com­
munist Party, Solidarnosc and the hierarchy 
of the Catholic Church formed a coalition 
government, required the prior approval of 
Moscow. Last winter, when General Jar-uzelski 
faced the choice of unilaterally imposing 
drastic austerity on the Polish pr-oletar-iat 
lin which case the author-ity of the r-egime 
could well have had to relv on Russian tanks) 
or- opening negotiations with Solidar-nosc for-

power sharing as the price of getting an aus­
terity program through, the final choice was 
flkide in the Kremlin. This summer- when the 
"con!:;;er-vatism" of the East German leadelrship 
threatened to unleash a massive exodus of 
skilled labor- from East Ger-many and Honnecker 
had decided on a "Chinese·-stvle" solution 
(which would have been possible only with 
help fr-om Russian tanks), it was Moscow that 
decided the outcome by disavowing Honnecker 
and supporting a progr-am of r-efor-ms. therebv 
assuring the success of the mini-COUp in East 
Berlin. In Czechoslovakia this autumn, only a 
week ~'Jas needed .few the appear-ance of "popu-
1 ar· pr-otest" and the end of the resi stence 0+ 
!!conservat.i yes!! after as5ul ..... ances from Gar-­
bachev that the events of 1968 would not be 
r-epeated. In Bulgaria, the r-eformist evolu­
tion is slowly taking place under the benevo­
lent eye of Moscow. 

~. The events of Eastel ..... n Europe are part of 
thE?, "per-estroi ka" begun in Russia four- years 
ago when Gor-bachev took power-. nle Russian 
imper-ialist bloc has always been economically 
backward in relation to its Wester-n rival. 
After- the post-war reconstruction period 
ended, the Russian bloc felt the effects of 
the wor-ld economic cr-isis mor-e bitter-Iy than 
the Western bloc. Russia was only able to 
maintain its claim to hegemony dur-ing the 
reconstruction period by building a bloated 
war economy which absor-bed a consider-able 
share of the economic r-esources of the bloc. 
i.Alherl thE' wOlrId capit,,,list order- sank into an 
operl economic crisis once again at the end of 
the 60's, Russia and its satellites wer-e so 
much behind, economically and technological­
ly, that they wer-e forced to give in to pr-es­
sure fr-om competition with Western countries, 
fir·st ecof1C:lmica.lly and then, mi.litaTily. Th~ 
70's and 80's saw a generalized offensive of 
the American bloc to tak~ fr-om the USSR its 
major zones of influence in the world and 
force it to retreat behind its iron curtain. 
·rhi~:; twofold econDmic 3nd military pr"es":sure 
for-cad the Russian ruling class to make a 
painful choice in the BeY". It cOLlld eithe.r­
continue with Breznev's policies and almost 
certainly. in the long term, have to capitu­
late to Western pr-e.ssur-e, or- it could make 
5Dfne radical changes, with all the risks this 
entails. in order to spark a counter--offen­
Slve on the international scene. The second 
choice was wor-th a tr-y and this was what was 
adopted after- the hesitations of the Andro­
pov/Chernenko period. Gor-bachev came to power­
a.r1,j institLlt(.~d the "perestr-oika" program 
despite the r-eser-vations and even open hos­
tility of large sections of the ruling class. 
The objectives of perestr-oika ar-e. 

- Economically, to make state capitalism more 
flexible so that the unpr-oductive weight of 
an increasingly dr-aining State bureaucr-acy 
can be r-educed; to make State control mor-e 
r-,=a1 and less fonna.listi.c just as "pr-ivati··­
:~cttiOrl~=·H in the West ·try, less dra!stically~ 
to do~ to permit the flow of Western capital 
and increase the exploitation rate of the 
ifJcwking class. 

Politically and socially, to give some 
credibility to the State and its organs of 
war-king class containment by cr-eating forms 
of "democr-atizati.on", so as to avoid uncon-'· 
tr-ollable outbursts of class str-uggle. 

Militarily, on an imperialist 
stop the Wester-n offensive with an 

level, to 
ideologi-



cal counter-offensive whose aim is to divide 
the Western bloc and make it reduce arms 
spending, while trying to gain the techno­
logical and economic mastery needed to even­
tually compete with the West militarily. 
4. To a greater or lesse~ extent. these aims 
ewe al so those beh i nod the chanqes 1 n the sa·­
tellite countries of .Eastern Europe. The de­
vastating economic crisis and the threat of 
class struggle could not be allowed to brino 
these countries and the entire bloc to the 
edge of collapse, as the Polish example 
threatened to demonstrate. Thev must be al­
lowed to benefit as much as pos~ible from any 
capital coming from the West. In the imper~ 
ialist sphere, Russia had no choice but to 
try to destabilize Europe in the hopes of 
gaining some benefit. Europe has always been 
the ultimate theatre of world imperialist 
conflicts and it remains so, more than ever, 
fo~ Russia. For Russia, which has a].way~ 
sought to divide Europe, the perspective of 
the consolidation of the European Economic 
Community into one market in 1992 represents 
a formidable threat since the European Com­
munity is becoming an economic and. eventual­
ly military, bastion of the Western bloc. Bv 
accelerating the reforms in the Eastern Euro~ 
pean countries. Russia is trving to modify 
the ground rul~s of the European problem. and 
open the EEC to the East in order to divide 
and neutralize it. The destruction of the 
Berlin W~:tll, far" fr"om <:1 siqn of peace, I=:· a 
time bomb planted in the· heart of Europe. 
Gorbachev did not miss the chance to evoke 
the possibilitv of a reunification of Ger­
many, while proclaiming it impossible in the 
next breath. thereby unleashing all the Did 
~emons everyone thought forever banished. 

5. By driving forward the present upheavals 
in Eastern Europe, Gorbachev is, in the long 
run, playing a dangerous game. The U.S. has 
the economic and financial means to control 
the countries in its imperialist orbit with­
out necessarilv turning to military occupa­
tion. But historically, Russia has onlv been 
able to keep control of countries in its 
orbit bv imposing a stalinist one-partv re­
gi.m(~ and dir-ec:t militat-y control. Initiating 
a dvnamic is one thing; maintaining control 
over it is another, espec:ially when the so­
cial and imperialist situation is. pot~n­

tially explosive one. The sharing of power 
with fl-actions of ·the naticma.l bOLll-geoisie 
who are pro-Western but who do not necessar­
ily question the fact that their countrv 
belongs to the Russian bloc (Solidarnosc in 
Poland, the Free Democrats in Hungary, the 
Civic Forum in Czechoslovakia, the Catholic 
Church in different countries), already re­
presents concessions imposed on Russia by 
events, a weakening of its control over these 
countries. In the long run, the strengthening 
of economic and financial links between these 
countries and the West will have a tendency 
to strsngthen the pro-Western factions and 
open the possibility of a change of blocs for 
these countries into the Western orbit. Al­
though a reimposition of Russian militarv 
control over these countries is always a pos­
sibility against the threat of a chanqe in 
blocs, such a course would exact an exorbi­
tant price from RUSSia economically, politi­
cally, ideoloqically and militarily. 

b. The dissolution of stalinism in Eastern 
Europe as a form of the domination of capital 
is an eventual possibility which cannot be 
excluded because of the history of these 
countries and the possibility of their being 
pulled into the Western orbit. But it is a 
different matter for Russia itself. Whatever 
the degree of economic and political trans­
formations brought about under perestroika, 
they will not endanger the dominant role of 
the· military and security apparatus forged by " 

the stalinist Party-State. The imperialist 
role of the USSR depends on this and so does 
the power of Gorbachev himself. In the same 
way, perestroika cannot lead to the pure and 
simple incorporation of Russia into the eco­
nomic and financial network through which the 
Amel-ican bloc dominates the world. The econo­
mic backwardness of Russian capital, the 
absence of a complex network of social in­
stitutions such as those that have been ab­
sorbed by the State in the West, fhe history 
of the formation of the Russian State in the 
stalinist counter-revolution, make stalinism 
the only viable basis of the e;·:istence o,F 
Russian capital as an independent pole of 
world capi.tal. 
7. Thus, the situation created by the uphea­
vals in Eastern Europe is highly unstable and 
risks leading to major c:hanges in the balanc:e 
of forces between the two imperialist blocs 
whose consequences are diffic:ult to evaluate. 
But these upheavals also affect the balance 
of forces between the classes q between capi­
t.al and the proletaric"'t. In the st10rt I-un" 
they will strengthen the power of democ:ratic 
mystifications over the working class in the 
East as well as the West. In the East, demo­
cracy is brandished as the alternative to 
forty years of stalinist ~ule. The working 
class is mobilized behind democracv to accept 
sacrifices that no stalinist regime could 
ever hope to make them accept. In the West. 
the workers are subjected to a veritable 
democratic orgy orchestrated by the media, 
tying them ideologically to the democratic 
State. In the long run, however, the drastic 
austerity that will have to be imposed bv 
these new regimes will soon have the workers 
of these countries realize that their deplor­
able conditions and lack of perspectives are 
not the result of stalinism but of the verv 
nature of the capitalist mode of production 
in its phase of permanent crisis. The workers 
in the West will see that the democratization 
of the ruling class brings no solution to the 
"wl-sening livi.ng c:onditi.t:ms i.n the East. In 
fact, the creation of similar political con­
ditions in the East and the West holds the 
promise of an internationalization of 
struggle in the future. 

c1 cl.55 

8. For the upheavals in Eastern Europe to 
contribute to a resurgence of class struggle, 
great clarity is need~d on the part of m2rx­
ist reVolutionaries. To the extent that capi­
talist domination depends on ideuloGlcal 
mystification, the intervention of revolu­
tionaries is an essential contribution to 
the crucial process of demystlfvinq ruling 
class ideology. Revolutionary intervention 
depends on a clear analysis of today's events 
and the capac:itv to withstand the barrage of 
democratism and pac:ificist propaganda direct­
ed against the proletariat today. More than 
ever before, the development of marxist theo­
ry represents a critical moment of interven­
tion in class struggle. 

The External Fraction of the I.C.C. 
Internationalist Perspective Dec. 16, 1989 

Turmoil in the Eastern 
Bloc: A Minority View 
The following text reflects discussions in 
the Fraction as events evolved in late 
November. It expresses a minority view, al­
though substantial parts were incorporated 
into the majority text. The minority text 
develops a different position on the signifi­
cance of the upheaval for the inter-imperial­
ist balance between the blocs. 



I I 

The th~ust of the argument is that these 
events have escaped the control of th~ Krem-' 
lin and have ~!C~§~Y tilted the inter-imper­
ialist balance of Europe in favor of the 
American blDe. According to the minority. 
recent events, like the rapid movement to­
wards the unification of Germany, confirm 
·!chi.'s. In its viewpoint, this reunification is. 
taking shape in terms favorable to the Ameri­
can bloc and even the verv real fears of some 
Western European leaders of capital will only 
Increase their dependence on American leader­
ship. However, it is not the inter-imperial­
i.s.t ,o;.rd.:.ac]oni.sms I"Jhich Cl.re moving to the for-e­
front of history, but the need for all capi­
talists to impose brutal austerity on the 
working class, opening the possibility of a 
peri.od of intensified cla'ss struggle. 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .... These far reaching changes do not affect 
the class nature of these regimes, based as 
they have always been on the system of wage 
labor, the separation of the workers from the 
means of production, and the operation of the 
capitalist law of value. What is changing, 
however, is the FORM of capitalist class rule 
In both the political and economic spheres 
within the countri~s of Central Europe. This 
transformation is fraught with consequences 
for both the balance of power between the 
Russian and American imperialist blocs in the 
very heart of Europe, and for the rapports de 
forces between the working class and capital. 

It is clear that each step in the 
process of "reform" In Central Europe, each 
of the decisive changes in the political and 
economic spheres, has been approved, if not 
initiated, by Moscow. The vast process of 
political and economic reform begun in 
Hungary with the fall of Janos Kadar would 
not have been possible without a green light 
from Gorbachev; Indeed, Hungary represented a 
laboratory in which reforms in the whole of 
the Russian bloc were first tested. The 
dramatic changes in Poland In 1989, which saw 
the formation of a government in which the 
Stalinists shared real power with Solidarnosc 
and the hierarchy of the Catholic church, 
required the prior approval of the Russians. 
This past winter, when General Jaruzelski was 
faced with the choice of unilaterally 
imposing draconnian austerity on the working 
class of Poland (in which case the authority 
of the Stalinist regime might well have had 
to depend on Russian tanks) or opening 
neaotiations with Solidarnosc leading to real 
po~er sharing as the price for an austerity 
program, the final decision was made in the 
Kremlin. Similarly, this past fall when the 
mass exodus of skilled workers from East 
Germany threatened economic coll~pse and 
Stalinist boss Erich Honnecker deCided on a 
"Chin~se· response to the crisis (wh!ch would 
only have been possible with the backing of 
Russian troops), it was Moscow which decided 
the course of events by throwing its support 
to Egan Krenz and a program of reform. thus 
assuring the success of the mini - coup in 
East Berlin. ·The same scenario is now being 
played out in Czechoslovakia, where it is 
certain that the decision for reform, like 
all major decisions for the past forty odd 
years, has been made in the Kremlin. 

While Gorbachev has made the decision in 
favor of the ongoing process of political and 
economic change in Central Europe, this is 
NOT to say that this transformation Is in the 
long term interests of Russian imperialism, 
that it strengthens the Russian bloc in its 
political, economic and military competition 
with its American rival. Far from expressing 
an offensive of the Russian bloc, the 
politico - economic changes in Central Europe 
are one more expression of the particularly 
devastating form in which the global econo~ic 
crisis of the capitalist mode of production 
is now shaking the Russian bloc. The process III 
-- "r_Fnrm" in Central Europe is the ransom 

Russian capital is now paying for its 
economic backwardness vis a vis the West. 

The economic backwardness of the Russian 
bloc would have led to a virtual breakdown of 
the economies of the Central European 
countries in the first phase of the global 
economic crisis in the 1970's had it not been 
for massive credits from the West. The result 
was an additional decade of economic 
stagnation bought at the price of a 
burgeoning foreign debt. In the decade of the 
'80's economic stagnation threatened to 
become economic collapse under the combin~d 
weight of the cost of servicing a foreign 
debt that, for example, had brought Poland to 
the brink of bankruptcy, the sky - rocketing 
inflation accelerated by the massive debt, 
and the scarcity of capital which prevented 
the countries of the Russian bloc from taking 
the most rudimentary steps to modernize their 
economies. In the absence of additional 
Western credits to keep their econo~ies 
afloat (the sources of which had dried up~ in 
the face of the spectre of bankruptcy), and 
faced with the inability of the crisis ridden 
Russian economy to provide even the most 
minimal assistance, the Stalinist rulers of 
Central Europe could only turn to a policy of 
draconnian austerity, a brutal assault on the 
standard of living and working conditions of 
the proletariat, as a response to the 
deepening crisis. 

However, as the repeated efforts of the 
Polish Stalinist regime under Jaruselski 
demonstrated throughout the '80's, the 
imposition of an austerity program based on 
speed -'up and productivity quotas, the 
closure of outdated plants and industries, 
large - scale unemployment, reduction of 
·social services· and drastic price rises for 
consumer goods, was impossible without the 
use of armed force against a militant working 
class. Such a course would only have been 
possible with the approval of Russia, whose 
tanks would have been necessary to put down 
the working class and impose order, just as 
they had been in East Germany in 1953, in 
Hungary in 1956, and in Czechoslovakia in 
1968. If in 1981, the provisional success of 

Jaruselski's declaration of martial law was 
only possibie because Solidarnosc understood 
that any overt resistance would have been 
crushed by Russian tanks if necessary, in 
1989, Gorbachev was unwilling to make the 
committment that Brezhnev had. Faced with the 
choice between the utilization of Russian 
tanks to assure the stability of the 
Stalinist regimes in Central Europe ( which 
would have been the death knell of 
Perestroika and Glasnost in Russia itself, 
and with it Gorbachev's project to 
reinvigorate Russian capitalism) or allowing 
these regimes to embark on a process of 
transformation into formal democracies as the 
price for the imposition of the needed 
austerity programs, Gorbachev could only 
choose the latter. 

Despite the Kremlin's Insistence that 
the process of reform not lead to the 
abrogation of the Warsaw pact, the 
elimination of the Stalinist parties (or 
their successors, such as the "new" Socialist 
party in Hungary) from a share of 
governmental power, and in the case of the 
DDR the reunification of Germany, the present 
course is fraught with danger for Russian 
imperialism and its control of Central 
Europe. Historically, Russian imperialism bas 
only been able to firmly control a country 
through the imposition of a Stalinist single 
party state and military occupation by the 
Kremlin. Whereas, American imperialism can 
control a country without direct military 
occupation, through a network of financial 
and economic institutions and bonds, its 
economically backward Russian competitor has 
never been able to dispense with the props of 
a Stalinist party and Red (sic.) army tanks. 

While the present course of reform may 



relieve the immediate economic pressure on 
the countries of Central Europe, permitting 
the imposition of the austerity that a 
Stalinist regime can no longer assure, this· 
involves the sharing of power with factions 
of the ruling class for whom "really existing 
socialism" and Russian control are anathama 
(e.g. Solidarnosc in Poland, the Free 
Democrats in Hungary, the Civic Forum in 
Czechoslovakia, the hierarchy of the Catholic 
church in each country>. At the very least 
the sharing of power between pro - Russian 
and pro - Western factions of the capitalist 
class in the countries of Central Europe 
(which events have imposed on the Kremlin) 
weakens Russian control. To this danger for 
Moscow must be added the prospect that closer 
financial and economic ties with the American 
bloc (direct Western investment in and even 
control of key sectors of the economy, formal 
links of some kind with the EEC, etc.) will 
further strengten those factions of the 
ruling class which are anti - Russian. In 
such a situation one cannot rule out a 
development where one of the limits 
provisionally imposed by Gorbachev is put in 
question: continued membership in the Warsaw 
pact, participation of the Stalinist party in 
the government, separation of the two 
Germanies. While it is true that as long as 
Russian troops remain on the solI of Central 
Europe a reimpOSition of Russian control Is 
always possible, such a course would impose a 
high price on Russian capital, economically, 

politically and militarily. 
For the moment, Gorbachev can take 

comfort in the fact that the situation in 
Central Europe may be provisionally 
stabilized without the need for Russian 
military intervention. In the medium and long 
term, however, the direction of events can 
only work in favor of the American bloc. 
Either the Kremlin will be forced to 
militaril.y intervene (while it still can) to 
prevent the process of de - Stalinization in 
Central Europe from changing the balance of 
power between the two imperialist blocs that 
was enshrined at Yalta, or the transformation 
now underway will slowly, but inexorably, tie 
the countries of Central Europe to the 
American bloc first economically and then 
politically. In the first case, the 
Gorbachevian project to restructure Russian 
capital will be doomed, and in addition 
Moscow will have to bear the enormous 
economic, politial and military costs of 
direct and armed control by the Kremlin. In 
the second case, the powerful attraction of 
the economically dominant American bloc over 
the ruling classes of the Central European 
countries will tend to erode, If not 
eliminate, Russian control of that vital 
region. Either way, Russian imperialism 
cannot fail to be alarmed at the direction Qf 
events. I f the upheavals in Central 
Europe raise the prospect of the dissolution 
of Stalinism as the basis of capitalist class 
rule in that region, the same CANNOT be said 
of Russia itself. However far reaching the 
Gorbachevian project of Perestroika and 
Glasnost may be, it does not in any way 
involve the end of the Stalinist single party 
state, the dominant role of the military 
security apparat at the pinnacle of state 
power (indeed_ it is this very military 
security apparat which is the foundation of 
Gorbachev's power), the adoption of formal 
democracy of the Western type, or Russia's 
incorporation into the web of financial and 
economic institutions by which American 
imperialism dominates the world market. The 
very backwardness of Russian capital, the 
almost total absence of the complex network 
of social shock - absorbers through which 
capital in the West consolidates its class 
rule, the absence of the intricate web of 
institutions constituting civil society which 

have been swallowed by the STATE apparatus in 
the West and which constitute the basis of 
State capitalism in the American bloc, means 
that the only way in which Russian capital 
can constitute itself as an independent pole 
of world capital and rule its working class 
is through the mailed fist of Stalinism. 
Whereas in the West the organic development 
of civil society and its gradual 
incorporation into the state apparatus in the 
phase of decadence constitutes the basis for 
a state totalitarianism compatable with the 
institutions of formal democracy, the absence 
of these conditions in Russia have meant that 
state totalitarianism and the struggle to 
compete with the American bloc for world 
dominion can only take the form of a single 
party state. In the event that the 
Gorbachevian project of reform instituted and 
controlled by the Stalinist party fails, the 
likely alternative is some kind of direct 
rule by the military - security apparat. In 
either case, the material conditions of 
Russian capitalism as an independent 
imperialist bloc means that Stalinism cannot 
be eliminated by a process of Internal 
reform, from above; the only thing that will 
finally destroy Stalinism in Russia is a 
proletarian revolution! 

Just as the changes sweeping over 
Central Europe portend shifts in the balance 
of power between the two blocs, so too do 
they affect the rapports de forces beween the 
working class and capital. In the short term, 
these changes will consolidate the grip of 
democratic mystifications over the working 
class, East and West. In the East, the 
prospect of democracy is held out as a 
solution to forty years of Stalinist 
barbarism; beneath its banners the working 
class is being mobilized to make the 
sacrifices that no Stalinist regime could now 
impose. In the West, the workers are being 
subjected to a veritable democratic orgy by 
the media, the object of which is to 
ideologically bind them to the d~mocratic 
state. In the long run, however, the very 
harsh austerity imposed by the newly 
democratized regimes in Central Europe will 
make it clear to workers in those countries 
that their low standard of living and lack of 
perspectives is not the result of Stalinism, 
but of the very nature of the capitalist mode 
of production in its epoch of permanent 
crisis. Moreover, workers in the West will 
see that democratization, however much It 

changes the configuration of the ruling 
class, is no solution to the degradation to 
which the working class is subject. The 
"equalization" of political conditions in 
Western and Central Europe holds out the 
prospect for internationalization of the 
class struggle in the future. 

If the ongoing transformations in 
Central Europe are to contribute to a 
resurgence of class struggle, a much greater 
clarity on the part of revolutionary Marxists 
is imperative. To the extent that capitalist 
class rule depends on ideological 
mystification, the intervention of 
revolutionaries 50 as to contribute to the 
vital process of demystification is 
essential. The character of that intervention 
depends on the clarity of the Marxist 
analysiS of the process of change that is now 
taKing place, on the ability of Marxists .to 
recognize the possibility of the dissolution 
of Stalinism in Central Europe and its 
impossibility in Russia, on the ability of 
Marxists to recognize the dangers to Russian 
imperialism attendant on these changes and 
the enhanced possibilities of capitalist 
mystification, particularly in the short run. 
Now more than ever the development and 
elaboration of Marxist theory is a vital 
intervention In the class struggle! 

N MAC INTOSH November 27, 1989 



the eastern bloc democratizes 
to impose more austerity 

Poland 
SOLIDARNOSC 
DROPS ITS MASK 
Just as Dabrowski, the Finance Minister 

was briefing the new Solidarnosc parliamen­
tarians on the austerity plans of the new 
Polish government, Lech Walesa made a speech 
asking the government to speed up reforms and 
asking the wor··ker-s to "r-oll up their- sleeves" 
and. get to wor-k. 

Ther-e's no doubt about it. Walesa, tout­
ed as the voice of the Polish wor-king class, 
the defender- of fr-eedom, is now spouting 
auster-ity and demanding that the worker-s jOy­
f ul. 1 y accept ,. f or the "good of the nat i on", 
the sacr-ifices imposed by the ruling class. 

What else could be expected from this 
holy-water- fanatic, rubbing shoulder-s with 
the power-ful for quite a while now. At the 
fir-st opportunity he shamelessly accepted his 
shar-e of power- r-ight alongside thOse who only 
yester-day had massacred the workers in Po­
l and. 

Our denunciation of Walesa doesn't just 
date fr-om yesterday. Fr-om the moment that 
Solidar-nosc was formed at the end of August 
1980, we said that t:his nev~ "free" union 
repr-esented the voice of bourgeois recupera­
tion of the movement, the gravedigger- of the 
powerful wor-ker-s' struggles 1980. Time and 
again we have shown the real role played by 
this "fr-ee" union against the c::ombativity o·f 
the wor-kers in the 1980's, how it used the 
democr-atic mystification to to obscure the 
r-eal stakes of the wor·key"s' struggle. In 
1981, we denounced the r-ole played by Soli­
dar-nose in the physical repression of the 
wor-king class by Jar-uzelski's army. While 
mass ar-rests eliminated the hard core of 
wor-kers' resistence, the move of the Solidar-­
nose leadership into clandestinity was mer-el~ 
a media operation aimed at revivng its cr-edi­
bility. 

Since then, Solidarnosc's function as an 
anti-working class rampart has become in­
creasingly clear. Many wor-kers in Poland have 
gone out on wil~cat strikes, not only against 

the state but against the advice of Walesa, 
like the wildcats in August 1988. For those 
in the inter-nationalist milieu who still have 
tr-Duble under-standing the nature of unionism 
today, <like the bor"digist Iep), Walesa has 
pr-Dvided the demonstr-ation of what we have 
been saying all these years. In the period of 
capitalist decadence, the wor-ker~ cannot 
expect anything from an or-ganization preach­
ing "improvement" in the system of e}(ploita­
tion. Since 1914, unionism is par-t and par-eel 
of the capitalist system of exploitation and 
defends the perpetuation of the capitalist 
national State. 

But beyond the pr-edictable, open and 
rapid integr-ation of the new union into the 
State structure, a more important question 
arises. What is the meaning of the phenomenon 
in Poland and elsewher-e in the Eastern bloc 
which the bour·geois pr·ess c",lls the "democra­
t.ization" of t.he political scene? 

For many years, the structure of the 
easter-n bloc countr-ies, following the Stalin­
ist. bluepr-int, was characterized by a r-adical 
rejection of Western forms of par-liamentary 
democracy. Stalinist ideology was based on 
the single par-ty openly exercising authori­
tar-ian control. Any form of opposition was 
either brutally repressed or given a limited 
outlet when this suited the State (such as 
the religious or national opposition). As far 
as manifestation of the wor-king class wer-e 
concerned, however, the only sound that 
reached us was the r-umblings of ar-mored cars 
2\nd ta.nks. 

Today an opposition is visible every­
wher-e in the Easter-n bloc. What is going on? 

Before we can answer- this question, we 
have to turn to the differences between the 
forms capitalism takes in the East as opposed 
to the West. In the East, as in the West, the 
State is, of cour-se. the product of capital­
ist r-elations of production. But two elements 
of the State appear to be different in the 
two ar-eas : on the one hand, the form of the 
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The J guardians of Polish capital: the Stalinist party I the catholic church and "30lidari tv'; 

economic centralization the State institutes 
to benefit capitalism, and, on the other 
hand, the political structure justifying the 
development of the State apparatus. Of 
course, a third factor intervenes because it 
is irrevocably linked to the process of pro­
ductic:m. It i;'j i::.he \'Jcw'kinq class hlhich does 
noi::. always act in accordance with the plans 
of capital.. 

During the ascendant period of capital­
ism, capital developed more intensively in 
the more industrialized countries of the West 
than in the East. The bourgeoisie of the East 
was still embryonic and, even until the dawn 
of the 20th century, politically dominated by 
an aristocracy closed to the idea of industr­
ial progress. Unlike the bourgeoisies in the 
West, it had not yet created all the neces­
sary cogs in the machinery of the accumula­
tion of capital the economic cogs via the 

creation of a dvnamic and vital industrial 
network and the political cogs through its 
participation in the decision-making organs 
of thE.' state. 

With the change in the historic period 
occuring in the early 20th century, the sa­
turation of the world market and the subse­
quent exacerbation of international compe­
tition, capitalism was forced into ever more 
ruthless economic war. In the East, capital­
ism dug itself in behind the rampart of state 
protectionism. Because in this zone capital 
moved more slowly from the extraction of 
absolute surplus value to i::.he extraction of 
relative surplus value, the state had to 
develop not only a relatively external ap­
paratus to centralize the productive process, 
but it had to develop~ above all, an ever­
present apparatus to control the management 
of capital and the working class. 

Thus. in the East. the basis of capital­
ist exploitation was directly identified with 
the State apparatus. In the Stalinist period, 
the State had to speed up efforts to prole­
tarianize large populations so as to assure 
capital accumulation. In the West, however, 
the separation between the spheres of econo­
mic management and repression, justified by 
democratic i~eology, allowed the State to 
masqL\erade as a "neutral force", the arbi ter 
of conflicts between the bOUrgeOisie and the 

proletariat ... in the 
course. In the East, 
of the State was not 

interests of capital, of 
this pseudo-neutrality 

be credible enough to 
serve as a basis for a democratic-style ideo­
logy. On the contrary, it was the image of 
the inflexible, all-encompassing State that 
came to the fore despite all the real inade­
quacies of the state in the East. 

With the effects of the crisis and all 
the changes that took place in world capi­
talism, the State became aware of its social 
liabilities and its difficulty in manipulat­
ing the sort of practical mystifications that 
could buy it time. This was especially true 
in the East where capitalism was forced to 
accelerate the generalization of the extrac­
tion of relative surplus value in order t~ 

deal with ruthless world competition and move 
towards draconian austerity despite the dan­
gers of a radical reaction from the working 
class. 

Poland in 1980 showed the abyss that 
existed between a militant, unafraid working 
class ",nd a state tha.t cou.ld "carry '::ln a 
dialogu,~" only with t;:mks. A way had to be 
found to avoid both fUrther violent confron­
tation and any fUrther unmasking of the mean­
ing of the State. 

Gorbachev has learned a lesson from this 
uncomfortable experience for the State. DUr­
ing the last miners' strike, he did every­
thing possible to insure that the central 
government would not be directly attacked, 50 

that it could appear to be the defender of 
the strikers! Perestroika seeks to establish 
an economic structure that only accentuates 
exploitation and the concentration of capi­
tal, but with better structures to contain 
and control the working class. 

On the political side, the Eastern re­
formers have taken meaSUFes to heighten the 
theatrical aspects of the democratic game 
plan allowed in state structures. Election 
after election was called in Hungary and 
Poland to assuage the population's sensitiv­
ity to the propaganda of the West and to 
distract the workers from class struggle 
against the austerity measures affecting 
their lives. In Poland, the opposition won a 
victory which was well-pr~pared by the regime 
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and, contrary to the claims of the ICC, sUr­
pl'-ised no Dnl? ther·e" It i'3 clear tl·1at nothing 
has really changed for the workers except 
that they no longer have a Stalinist auster­
ity but now a Solidarnosc austerity. The 
introductiDn of the electoral circus is un­
likely to change the empty shopping bags of 
the Polish workers" 

The historic tendencv of capitalism has 
been towards a centralizinq fusion of the 

~~~e~ft~~:i~~:~=~o~~he~::o~:a~~::r::e~~ety~~= 
cendent period of capitalism in centuries 
past: the lE'qi!,;lative, jU.dic:ial and e;.:ecu··­
tive branches. The leqislative and judicial 
branches have ceded all autonomy to t~e over­
riding power of the executive. This tendencv 
ha~:; takE·n di++F.'r-ent. for"ms c':tcc:c)!r-dinq t.o thE; 
democratic traditions of the various national 
bourgeoisies but it has shown the compulsory 
strengthening of the executive in state capi­
talism" 

In most. C::I+ thf:.·~' hIE·f.:.i:er'f"t d~::!m(Jcr"ac:::i.es, t.he 
different Parliaments and Coneresses play lnp 
role of watch-dog over the morality of public 
officials in order to maintain enough credi­
bility in democratic mystification to control 
the population and especially the working 
class. And while all the huffing and puffing 
is played out in the parliamentary arena 
without any real influence over substantive 
issues (except for deciding which forms of 
packaging and mystification will be the most 
successful for constituents), the real deci­
sions are taken elsewhere ,where the ups and 
downs of parliamentary life can't interfere: 
in the executive branch, with major indust­
rial and banking representation. 

.1\, Solidarity poster on the side of a streetcar in Warsaw prbclailT!ing, "We 
understand evelybody," 

In the East, the State was not able to 
develop such structures and it suffers from 
being seen in the nakedness of its repressive 
function as the overseer of economic exploi­
tation. The reformers are trying to remedy 
this situation by looking for some scraps of 
ideology that can serve as the basis for 
"qr'eat fi.'}:pE~ctations" and qaining people's 
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support to some degree. and if this means 
using a form of democracy and oppositional 
representation, then, so be it" 

Today's Solidarnosc Parliament in Poland 
illustrates this. The Stalinist bureaus of 
power have been obscured but not eliminated. 
Although the people at the head of the go­
vernment have changed, the logic of Stalinism 
has not and these new leaders will become as 
adept as the old ones in imposing austerity 
and maintaining the imperialist bloc Poland 
belongs to while spouting all kinds of high­
minded moral lessons" 

The stal.es for the new Polish government 
are high: taking ove~ a politically discre­
dit2d and economically paralyzed State. it 
has got to try for a recovery. This means 
austerity measures against the workers. It 

must try to put the Polish economy back to­
qether again not bv dismantling state capi­
talism but by finding ways to strengthen it. 
The measures it is trying to take are like 
those favored by the International Monetary 
Fund in the West lowering the social wage 
by eliminating social services supported by 
the State, thus reducing the debt; decentral­
izing economic decision-making through local 
structures (that contrary to the West have 
not yet been created), etc. Lightening the 
burden that the State bureaucracy represents 
will undoubtedly provoke further reactions 
from the State apparatus, but it constitutes 
the only basis, however small, for the suc­
cess of the democratic experience to immobil­
ize the working class. 

But the hoped-for changes in the effici­
ency of economic management imply a greater 
economic exploitation. It is unlikely that 
the new managers, concerned with efficiency 
and immediate ~esults will have much time or 
taste for parliamentary to and fro. The logic 
of capitalism is the same everywhere and the 
weakness of the economies in the East cannot 
sustain any long-term protests of a radical 
working class without resorting to the old 
tried and true methods again. 

This operation to "modernize" the or­
ganic composition of capital in the East can 
only advance on the backs of the workers by 
intensifying the process of the extraction of 
surplus value. Behind the carrot brandished 
by the unions and the clergy is the stick, 
the State, which far from disarming by an­
nouncing the dissolution of the "Zomos", has 
in fact, strengthened its ability to inter­
vene. 

Economic "privatization" and political 
"democratization" alre merely moments (and 
always reversible moments) in the same pro­
cess of the State trying to deal with the 
exacerbation of world competition. These 
changes in the internal structure of capital­
ism do not alter the fundamental nature of 
the relations of production. On the contrary, 
capitalism must seek greater efficiency to 
deal with this period of its mortal crisis as 
a world-wide system. It is up to the workers 
to answer this ag08Y of the system. 

F.D. 
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STRIKES IN THE USSR 

a blow for perestroika 
The brutal intensification of the economic 
crisis striking Russian capitalism is hurling 
the working class into absolute 
Impoverishment. With ·Perestroika", the 
capitalist class is desperately trying to 
reanimate an economy at the brink of 
collapse. Its entire method of 
rationalization and modernization is aimed at 
increasing profitability through reducing the 
wage bill. Indeed, by the end of the century, 
17 to 20 million layoffs of workers are 
planned. A new wiespread poverty appears to 
be the first "fruit" of Gorbachev's reforms. 
A second is the renewal of worker'S struggle 
in all corners of the Russian empire. As the 
multiplication of strikes attests, economic 
bankruptcy has fanned social tensions. 

Last summer, the eruption of the miners 
strike constituted a powerful protest against 
explOitation, the threat of unemployment, 
destitution and shortages. The opposition of 
the working class was no longer silent. This 
explosion was a warning of social upheavals 
to come. With its impressive scope, its 
determination, its powerful dynamiC towards 
extension and self - organization, the strike 
was the first assault of the exploited 
against the crumbling edifice of Russian 
capitalism. Moreover, coming at a time of 
emerging workers struggle on an international 
scale, this movement gave struggles in other 
countries. a push forward. Whereas the mass 
strike in Poland in 1980 came at the end of 
an international wave of class struggle, the 
miners strike in Russia came at a time 
of workers protests in Poland and Hungary, 
where struggles were breaking out against 
steep price hikes. The arrival of the Russian 
proletariat on the social scene means a 
powerful reinforcement of the international 
character of the class struggle. 

This movement was living proof of the 
maturation of consciousness, invisably 
progressing and suddenly taking concrete 
form. But it also demonstrated how vulnerable 
the working class in Russia still is to 
democratic and nationalist illusions. It's 
IMportant to recognize that the workers, 
after having made efforts to fight 
autonomously, did not succeed in assuring 
that their own class organs kept control of 
the strike. The workers didn't succeed in 
warding off the efforts of their exploiters 
to regain control, and swallowed tne demand 
for "democratic", self - management style 
reforM. 

The sharp conflict 
ainers against 

opposing the 
the central 

mass of 
mining 

administation b~gan on July 10 and rapidly 
spread to the main coalmining centers. This 
passage to arms didn't end at a single blow: 
even after July 25, many pockets of 
resistance remained. 

At first, the strike only affected the mining 
district of Mejdanreschensk in Western 
Siberia, where 13 thousand miners are 
employed. They had filed their intention to 
strike 10 days in advance as the law 
requires, but management had ignored it, 
thereby fueling the worker'S anger. The 
worker's many demands focused on improving 
living and working conditions: the opening of 
dining halls on the weekends (inasmuch as the 
food stores are empty), the inclusion of meat 
on the menu, clean towels and rations of 800 
grams of soap per month, and higher wages for 
night shift workers. In all, there were 42 
demands, which showed the frustration of a 
category of workers falsely portrayed as 
·privileged". As a result of the strike, we 
now know that in the last 9 years 10, 000 
miners died on the job, and that last year 
152 perished in accidents in the Ouzbass 
basin alone! Figures which tell, better than 
anyone could, what a horrendous price in 
blood is payed by this human "herd" as a 
result of capitalist exploitation. 

Immediately after the outbreak of the strike, 
the coal Minister, Chtchadov, and his Vice -
Minister, caught a plane to Siberia to 
"negotiate" with the strikers; that is, to 
drown the movement. But their presence did 
nothing to calm the situation. The angry 
miners refused to go back to work during 
negotiations, asserting that if they didn't 
keep up the pressure they would obtain nothing 

The constant mobilization of the strikers 
sped up the negotiations: 36 demands were 
quickly accepted. After such a "success· one 
might think that the strike would have ended. 
But, while the "comrade" Minister and the 
local strike committee agreed on a compromise 
on July 13, the strike was about to harden 
and spread. While on July 15, the press 

reported that the strike was over, it had 
actually spread to thousands of mechaniCS, 
electriCians and maintenance workers. The 
whole Ouzbass basin was paralyzed. In several 
mining centers, the strikers decided to 
ignore the advice of the leaders of their 
strike committee and to stay out until all 
their demands were met. Several local strike 
committees announced that they had no 
intention of halting their action. In Kemerov 
and Prokoplevsk banners proudly proclaimed: 
·strike until victory". 

4 



Besides the Initial 42 "economic" demands, 
there now appeared what the press called the 
"polltlclzatlon of the Movement". While the 
bourgeoisie proclaimed this as a step 
forward, the desire of the strikers to win a 
"public· discussion of impending changes in 
the constitution of the USSR (sic.) was 
actually a fall into the democratic trap. The 
workers found themselves on a dead - end 
street, where no proletarian perspective is 
possible. 

A week after it started, the strike involved 
80, 000 workers eager to extend their 
movement as much as possible. And indeed, the 
miners of Vorkuta, in the Petchora basin, and 
in the Donbass in the Ukraine, the biggest 
coalmining center in the country, joined the 
fray. Those of Hakejvka, Novocherkask, 
Gorlovka and Pavlograd followed. They put 
forward demands similar to those of their 
comrades in Siberia. 

The Kremlin dispatched a high - level 
delegation to bring the conflict to an end. 
But Sliunkov of the Politbureau, flanked by 
the trade union boss, Chalaiev, got nowhere 
by pandering to what they hoped was the 
corporate pride of the miners, proclaiming 
that ·coal is the lifeblood of industry". The 
strike continued. Its scale was so gigantic 
that Moscow was now confronted by the biggest 
upheaval since the beginning of Perestroika. 
Prime Minister Rljkov had to confess to the 
Supreme Soviet (sic.) that "110,000 miners 
were out". In fact, there were many more. 
·Sovietskaia Rossia· talked about 150.000, 
but the actual figure was 200,000. A state 
that calls itself ·socialist" cannot 
acknowledge the existence of workers 
struggle; lying is erected into a principle. 
Strengthened by their numbers and unity, the 

strikers demanded an end to the privileges of 
local managers when they themselves lacked 
even decent food and clohlng. They held angry 
demonstratIons In front of the luxurIous 
homes of their bosses. But the revolt was 
directed against the personifications of the 
regime, its frontmen, not against the regime 
itself. It spent its energy in an action 
directed against the existing hierarchy, 
without also calling into question the social 
relations of production themselves. 

The miners were aware of their capacity to 
draw other categories of workers into 
struggle. And yet, despite the scope and 
dynamiC of the strike, it remained enclosed 
in a single sector, mining. 

It was in Prokopiesk and Kissikosk in the 
Ouzbass basin that the strike movement began 
to end, when 24,000 miners returned to their 
potentially lethal jobs. In the Ukraine, they 
held out the longest. At first scattered, the 
return to work became general after the 
government commission presided over by 
Sliunkov struck a global accord with the 
regional strike committees. Even then, some 
local strike committees refused to end the 
strike. After some confusion, all the mines 
were functioning normally from July 29. 

THE ORGANIZATION OF THE STRIKERS 

Near the mines and in public places, the 
miners gathered in frequent meetings, packed 
with people. Such worker'S assemblies, where 
the struggle was discussed, where recallable 
delegates were elected, where mass 
delegations were sent to other mines, were 
the basis of the strike. Anyone who wanted 
could speak. But the strike committees 
increaSingly came to grief at the negotiating 
table. The repeated demands for talks with 
the big shots shows the impact of democratic 
illusions. To a considerable extent, the 
workrs fell into the trap of seeing the 
solution in management of the mines by and 
for the personnel. This only masks the 
reality of the system, and thus the absolute 
necessity to destroy it. 

To the satisfaction of the ruling class, the 
calls for "civic responsibility" and the 
safeguarding of plant and equipment, found an 
echo with the strikers. The demand for the 
complete autonomy of the mines, the "bright 
idea" of raising the sales price of coal to 
offset the cost of modernizing antiquated 
machinery, were added to the original 
demands. They watered down the class 
character of the movement. The official union 
organized the food supply for the strikers 
and gave them free legal advice. In that way, 
they sought to weaken the worker's tendency 
to autonomy, and reinforce their ideological 
~nd material dependence on the state. 

Pseudo - worker's militia were set up by the 
union in some places, and by the strike 
committees in others, so as to avoid 
"provocations·. But in reality, they 
guaranteed respect for an order that assures 
the power of the bourgeoisie and the 
dictatorship of wage labor. They delivered 
coal neeed by factories which would be harmed 
by a cut off of supplies. In this fasbion, 
the latent violence of the workers was 
contained and derailed towards the false 
target of "incompetent" bureaucrats. 

As usual. the whole panopoly of direct and 
indirect agents of capital did what they 
could to rein in and divide the workers, to 
keep them in thrall to the false hope of a 
reform of the economy, to make the struggle 
Into a conflict with the bureaucracy and not 
an attack on the global policy that the 
crisis imposes on the Nomenklatura. 

As long as the ruling class has its state 
apparatus as a means of exploitation and 
repression, as long as the workers councils 
do not exercise the dictatorship of the 
proletariat after having destroyed the armed 
power of the bourgeoisie, all talk about 
·workers power", about "the rights of workers 
over the plant and its output·, Is sheer 
mystification. During the mass strike in 
Poland in 1980. Walesa talked consantly about 
the need to protect the national economy 
against the anger of the workers. "Realist" 
slogans,- "responsible", ·constructive", 
demands, flourish so as to keep the workers 
chained to the state. 
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THE ATTITUDE OF THE BOURGEOISIE 

To deal with the workers discontent, which Is 

on the brink of exploding, the Russian state 
bourgeoisie had to find new and more reliable 
for~s of control, so as to mystify the 
proletariat, In February 1989, a new union 
called ·Solidarnosc" was formed in Vorkuta 
<Northern Siberia), which only became 
involved in the strike from July 20 on. Just 
before the strike, a constitutive meeting of 
"Sotsprof·, an association of ·socialist" 
unions, was held in Moscow. These alternative 
unions say that they want to defend the wages 
and "social conquests· of the "workers 
state", in a democratic way. Here is a taste 
of the language by which they seek to provide 
a face lift for the decrepit Stalinist hag: 

There are certainly many blemishes on 
the activities of the unions. But 
when a pimple appears on your face, 
that's no reason to cut your head 
off. (Moscow News, 71 291 89) 

And then there were the flunkeys of the non -
conformist intelligntsia around the academic 
- opposiion leader Andre Sakharov, critical 
of the slow pace of reforms, electing itself 
the enllghtene spokesmen for the primitive, 
uncultured, workers. These vultures came to 
support the strike the way a rope supports a 
hanging man. 

Gorbachev himself went out of his way to 
flatter the strikers, declaring his sympathy 
with ·work stoppages that are not aimed 
against Perstrolka, but support It". And he 
declared the local managers responSible for 
conditions, castigating these "second rate 
apparachiks unable to inform their superiors 
of the aspirations of the workers", He called 
upon party cells and unions to renew 
themselves, lest they be swept aside by 
history, and ordered an expenditure of 10 
billion convertible roubles to buy basic 
necessities in the West. Finally, Gorbachev 
had Boris Yeltsin, the outspoken 
opposition deputy from Moscow, call upon the 
strikers to be responsible and to go back to 
work. 

After being challenged by the miners, 
Gorbachev turned them around, appearing as 
their sincere friend, the bearer of an 
unprecedented progressive transformation of 
Russian society. With an Intelligent round of 
realpolitik, Gorbachev temporarily banished 
the spectre of a generalized strike. After 
having the cold sweats in mid -summer, he 
landed nicely on his feet. 

For" the first time since the aftermath of the 
revolution, a strike in Russia was not 
crushed by violence. And in sharp contrast to 
earlier times, the local media gave it plenty 
of coverage. The struggle wasn't met by a 
bloody slaughter as in 1962 under Khrushchev; 
it was not met with a wave of arrests or 
layoffs, nor were the strikers forced back 
to work with guns in their backs. Today, the 
ruling class in the East has understood that 
its strngth can't come from the barrel of a 
gun, but rather from its capacity to divert a 
workers threat from its own class terrain, to 
harmlessly detonate its explosive force. 

Striking coal miners at a rally in the Siberian city of Prokopyevsk , 

At a time when the real confrontation between 
the classes is heating up, Russian capitalism 
is preparing its defense by creating organs 
for the purpose of mystification, social 
shock absorbers, and other control 
structures, such as exist in the West. With 
such an arsenal, the ruling class in Russia 
would increase its room for maneuver. 
Gorbachev is trying to create the means to 
control the spontaneous reactions of the 
working class. With Perestroika and Glasnost, 
the bureaucratic dinosaur is secreting its 
own antibodies. As its cunning strategy of 
the July days shows, the Russian bourgeoisie 
is better prepared than was the Jaruzelski 
team in Poland in 1980. 

CONCLUSION 

What revolutionaries have long predicted is 
now becom ing a real i ty in Russ ia. In a 
country in which the party - state 
concentrates all the levers of power in its 
hands so as to extract surplus - value, a 
large part of the working class has begun to 
move. It fought in the front lines of the 
class struggle until the illusion that 
Perestroika would resolve the economic 
problems made it possible to restore order. 
But Stalinism with a democratic face -- which 
remains a form of modern totalitarianism 
has by no means obliterated the workers 
movement and its traditions of organized 
struggle in Russia. The workers had come 
together like the fingers forged into a fist, 
aesplte the legacy of a police state that for 
more than 60 years had tried to erase from 
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the life of the class any idea of autonomous 
s~ggle. Nonetheless, there were also 
abundant signs of the weakness of the working 
class on the political terrain, an evident 
lack of clarity concerning the goal of the 
struggle. 

When the stinging blows of the economic 
crisis shatter all illusions, when the lies 
of the reformers become clear, when 
Perestroika is seen as so much gobbledygook 
to divert discontent, the class consciousness 
of the proletariat will rapidly develop Into 
a powerful weapon in the struggle against 
·socialist· austerity and explOitation! 

R. c. 

POSTSCRIPT 

After the strike, Gorbachev showed what 
·democracy· is really good for, and how much 
his ·sympathy" for the workers was really 
worth. The government proposed to the new, 
democratically elected, Supreme Soviet a law 
banning strikes in dozens of key industries, 
including mining. After some democratic 
haggling and a few modifications, the law was 

adopted -- with the support of the Yeltsin 
Sakharov opposition group. 

But at the end of October, 1989, Siberian 
miners again struck, because the government 
had failed to deliver on the promises made to 
end the summer strikes. When the regime 
threatened to use the new law to repress 
them, the miners returned to work. However, 
on November 2, they struck once more. This 
illegal, wildcat, action spread to 12 of the 
13 Vorkuta mines, employing 26, 000 workers. 
In the country's two largest coalfields in 
the Ukraine, the workers did not join the 
strike but they did stage several 2 hour 
protests to express their solidarity. Such 
limited actions are too weak to generalize 
the struggle, but they may have stopped the 
regime from smashing Vorkuta. There, the 
strikers were again threatened but no action 
was taken lest repression spread the strike. 

The threats remained verbal and the strike 
isolated. It was a defeat for the workers but 
also a valuable lesson ~hat may spur unity In 
the next wave of strikes -- which can't be 
too far away. 

ISLAMIC FUNDAMENTALISM 

religiOUS fanaticism 
to reinforce the state 

The past decade has seen a wave of HIslamic 
fundamentalism" rollover the Muslim world. 
The Shia world has seen the consolidation of 
an "Islamic republic· in Iran, under the 
charismatic leadership of the Ayotollah 
Khomeini. In the suburbs of West Beirut, the 
Party of God or Hizbollah has become a 
powerful military and political force, as 
hostile to the Baathist regime in Syria as to 
the Zionist state of Israel, and a major 
factor in the Lebanese imbroglio. In the 
Sunni world, the "fundamentalist" Muslim 
BrotherhOOd is an increasingly potent 
political force in a string of Arab states, 
and a particular thorn in the side of Assad 
in Syria and Murbarak in Egypt, whose regimes 
it Is determined to overthrow. In Libya, 
Colonel Khaddafi has made himself into the 
avatar of "Islamic fundalmentalism-, which he 
is determined to spread across North Africa. 
Islamic fundamentalism has also become a 
decisive factor in the politics of South 
Asia, from Afghanistan, Pakistan and India to 
Malaysia, Indonesia and the Philipines. 

Both academies and politicians in the West, 
and mUllahs and partisans of "fundamentalism" 
in the Muslim world present this phenomenon 
as a revival of religion, a rebirth of the 
faith of the Prophet, which in the West can 
be portrayed as a recrudescence of 

superstition and obSCUrantism, and which in 
the East is portrayed as an ethico - utopian 
revival directed against the evils of 
modernity and capitalism. Both views of 
Islamic fundamentalism, each serving the 
ideological interests of those who articulate 
them, are wrong, Unfortunately, revolutionary 
Marxists, mesmerized by the religious 
trappings and symbols of this phenomenon. 
have accepted its claims to constlt~te a 
religious revival, against which it Is 
sufficient to respond with Marx's famous 
phrase itself most often ripped out of 
context -- about the ·oplum of the people·, 
While there can be no doubt that Islamic 
fundamentalism is a mystification, its 
political potency, its capacity for mass 
mobilization and the constitution or 
consolidation of a state apparatus, and its 
real thrust as a bulwark against socialis~ 
and proletarian revolution in the Muslim 
world, will. be completely missed if· it Is 
seen as a religious phenomenon. 

A real de - mystification of Islamic 
fundamentalism rests on two basic insights, 
which will be elaborated in this article. 
First, the very term MIslamic 
fundamentalism", with its theological 
overtones, is a misnomer. Despite its 
religious trappings and symbolism, Islamic 
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fundamentalism is not a religious phenomenon 
at all. Indeed. far from representing a 
revival of the doctrines and traditions of 
Islam, this movement is based on a rejection 
of much of the doctrinal core and traditional 
institutional bases of Islam. Second, the 
real character of Islamic fundamentalism is 
that of a E2!11122! ideology generated by the 
imperative of state capitalism. It is the 
social conditions peculiar to the Muslim 
world in the era of capitalist decadence, the 
necessity for an ideological response 
adequate to the needs of capitalism. that 
have generated the phenomenon designated as 
"Islamic fundamentalism". 

The extent to which Islamic fundamentalism 
has repudiated the very traditions of Islam 
which it claims to defend can be seen in its 
cultural and political monolithism. Classical 
Islam was doctrinally and theologically 
pluralistic. The absence within Islam of any 
supreme doctrinal authority. such as Western 
Christianity historically possessed in the 
form of the Councils and the Papacy, both 
encouraged and reflected its pluralism. 
Whereas in the Christian world outside of 
doctrinal orthodoxy there was only heresy. in 
the classical Muslim world widely divergent 
schools of thought and a multitude of sects 
and movements flourished -- all within the 
ambit of what was generally accepted as 
Islam. The ruthless monolithism and 
intolerance characteristic of Islamic 
fundamentalism and its political regimes 
stands in stark contrast to the pluralism of 
the classical Islamic world. Indeed, these 
features of Islamic fundamentalism are shared 
with fascism and Stalinism, and constitute 
the very embodiment of the most barbarous 
tendencies of twentieth century state 
capitalism. This can perhaps best be seen in 
the Salman Rushdie affair, where the death 
sentence handed down by the Ayatollah 
Khomeini not merely violates both the spirit 
of traditional Islam and the letter of its 
law, but corresponds solely to the 

totalitarian requirements of the modern 
capitalist state for a mass mobilization and 
xenophobic reaction so as to. insure 
ideological control over the populatlon. 

The relationship between civil society and 
the state provides a further indication of 
the degree to which fundamentalism violates 
the traditional framework of the Islamic 
world. In classical Islam, there is no basis 
for an assimilation of religion to the state, 
nothing comparable to the tradition of 
Caesaropapism in both occidental and oriental 
Christianity with its merger of church and 
state. Furthermore, classical Islam permits 
no reduction of civil society to the state. 
In fact. Huslim law, the Shari'at. as the 
codification of an ideal ethical system, was 
a check on the unrestrained political power 
of the despotic state. The ·ulama. the 
specialists in doctrine and the 
interpretation of the law, was traditionally 
a foraidable counterweight to. and opponent 
of. the state apparatus. Indeed, following 
the depredations of the AbDasids (8th 
century>.the 'ulaaa and the Shari'at "becaae 
the expression of the "autono.y of society at 
large against the absolute monarchy.-

(Harshall G S Hodgson. "Islam and image", 
tll~12tr 21 E~11g12U~' vol.3, 1964, p.234) 
This pattern is not confined to the Sunni 
world. In Shi'ism distrust of worldly power 
and the state is historically ubiquitous. 

By contrast, Islamic fundamentalism is 
committed to the ruthless suppression of 
civil society and the subordination of 
religion to the needs of the totalitarian 
state. The very social fabric of traditional 
Muslim society, already in tatters under the 
impact of capitalism. receives its coup de 
grace from the state apparatus constructed by 
those who claim to preserve it: the Islamic 
republic under its Khomeinist or Kaddafist 
forms is the totalitarian state form which 
uproots the last remnants of traditional 
social and cultural forms ill suited to the 
requirements of capitalism in the Muslim 
world. This is but one more example of the 
ruse of history! 

Even looked at sociologically, IslamiC 
fundamentalism is not an expression of 
traditional Islam. The social roots and class 
bases of Islamic fundamentalism are not the 
"clerics· ('alim and mullahs) of the 
traditional Sunni and Shia worlds. the 
remnants of which still exist, but rather are 
by and large to be sought in the modern. 
capitalist, sectors of society: the urban 
centers, the universities, school teachers, 
academics, engineers, etc. Even in Khomeini's 
·Islamic republic· where mullahs play a 
decisive role. this stratum was, in fact, 
deeply divided. Many mullahs objected to the 
role allotted the state, which so clashed 
with traditional patterns, and many of the 
Ayotollahs opposed Khomelnl's assumption of 
dictatorial powers and pretensions to be the 
Imman as contrary to the doctrines of Shia 
Islam (one thinks. for example, of the ill -
fated Ayotollah Shariat Madari). In many 
cases these clerics who opposed Khomeini's 
project acted in defence of traditional 
landed interests. Nonetheless. this only 
points up the incompatibility of traditional 
Islam and the fundamentalism enshrined in the 
"Islamic republic". Those mullahs in the 
forefront of the Khomeinist regime are 
closely linked to the urban strata which 
constitutes the decisive social base of 
fundamentalism throughout the Muslim world 
today. Their goal Is to absorb civil society 
into a totalitarian state which they will 
direct and administer -- a state which of 
necessity is the embodiment of the capitalist 
law of value. 

Under the ideological guise of reconstituting 
the political structure of the earliest 
Huslim community. and by directing their mass 
appeal to the peasant and traditional petty -
bourgeois masses seething with discontent, 
these urban strata which direct the 
fundamentalist movements seek to become the 
functionaries of a statified capital. Whereas 
traditional Islam was indifferent if not 
outright hostile towards the state, Islamic 
fundamentalism is an ideology dedicated to 
the formation of an omnipotent state. The 
fanatacism of Islamic fundamentalism is not a 
religious fanatacism. a throwback to the 
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Middle Ages as it is portrayed in the West, 
but rather a state fanatacism typical of 
decadent capitalism everywhere, however much 
the particular forms may vary from one sector 
of the world market to another. 

There remains the question of what specific 
configuration of forceB haB generated 
fundmentallsm in the Muslim world as a 
movement and ideology which can respond to 
the imperatives of state capitalism. State 
capitalism is not a phenomenon confined to 
the backward capitalist societies or the 
result of a failed proletarian revolution as 
some have claimed. It is the universal 
tendency of capitalism in Its phase of 
permanent crisis, and as such its classic 
embodiment is in the most advanced capitalist 
societies of Western Europe and North 
America. In these societies, state capitalism 
has been built so to speak from the bottom 
up. The capitalist law of value, originally 
confined to the actual process of immediate 
production (formal domination of capital), 
spread to the process of circulation and 
consumption, ultimately Invading every facet 
of social and personal life and subjecting 
the whole of civil SOCiety to its sway (real 
domination of capital). This coincided with 
the permanent crisis of capitalism, and 
ended in the state becoming the 
crystalization of the law of value and 
swallowing civil society itself. In the 
backward societies, where the process of 
capitalization itself largely coincided with 

the onset of capitalist decadence, the 
imperative of state capitalism made itself 
felt well before such an organic process 
could run its course (in some cases when it 
had scarcely begun). As a result, in large 
parts of the world state capitalism emerged 
in the absence of the socio - economic and 
political foundations which existed in the 
West; to a considerable degree it had to be 
constructed from the top down. To compensate 
for the weakness of its foundations, state 
capitalism in these societies took on more 
violent forms, the totalitarian state 
operating less with the enormous power of 
surveillance and control represented by a 
well articulated civil society now thoroughly 
Incorporated within it, than through the more 
direct application of force and violence 
which Its weak articulation necessitated. 

To compensate for its weaknesses, the 
capitalist state in these societies has 
typically had recourse to the most racist and 
xenophobic forms of nationalism as the only 
ideological glue capable of consolidating its 
rule. In the Muslim world, however, even 
nationalism, in the absence of well 
articulated nation - states, has often proven 
inadequate to the task of providing an 
ideological basis for the capitalist state. 
Throughout North Africa, for ~xample, the 
existence of different ethnic groups (Arab. 
Berber), and the persistence of tribalism, 
makes an "Islamic" ideology a far more 
effective basis for mass mobilization than 
nationalistic appeals. Much the same is true 
in Afghanistan and Pakistan, where there is 
no such thing as an Afghan or Pakistani 
-nation", and where only an Islamic ideology 
promises to provide a basis for the 
construction of a stable entity. In Iran and 
Indonesia, the existence of rival ethnic 
groups within the frontiers of the same state 
(e.g. Azeris, Baluchis, Arabs as well as 
Farsi speakers in Iran) has made recourse to 
an Islamic Ideology an alternative to 
possible civil wars and distintegration of 
the politio - economic entity. In each of 
these cases, Islamic ideology functions not 
as a religion, but as an ersatz nationalism, 
a means by which the functionaries of capital 
can seek to forge a mass base and try to 
legitimate their rule. 

The spread of Islamic fundmentalism across 
the Muslim world can only be understood and 
resisted if it is clear that we are facing a 
phenomenon that is modern, not medieval, and 
capitalist, not traditional. The capacity of 
the Islamic ideology to mobilize the 
impoverished masses of the Muslim world is 
certainly enhanced by its anti - capitalist 
rhetoric, its crass appeal to a traditional 
world destroyed by the "Satanic" forces of 
modernity and Westernization. Nonetheless, 
behind this Ideological cloak lurks· the 
imperative of state capitalism and the law of 
value itself. In that sense, the Islamic 
ideology cannot satisfy the hopes which the 
masses who have rallied to its cause have 
invested in it. Moreover, Islamic 
fundamentalism cannot assure the construction 
of a stable soclo - political entity as a 
necessary framework for the operation of the 
capitalist law of value. This effort to 
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construct a durable state capitalist entity 
from the top down is doomed to fail. The 
existence of a permanent crisis of capitalism 
as a mode of production, the existence of an 
open economic crisis, which Is most 
devastating in the Third World, and the 
absence of the necessary framework in the 
form of a well articulated civil Bociety 
5haped by the law of value, means that the 
state apparatus forged in the name of the 
Islamic ideology will simply preside over a 
process of increasing capitalist 

CORRESPONDENCE 

barbarization. 

The world of traditional Islam is dead, and 
the Islamic ideology which promises to 
preserve it, in reality is its gravedigger. 
However, what it brings in its place is not 
historical progress, which in this epoch can 
only take the form of international 
proletarian revolution, but rather the dark 
night of totalitarian state capitalism. 

HAC INTOSH 

THE RECONSTITUTION OF 
THE CLASSES UNDER 
STATE CAPITALISM 

In the course of this century. the conditions 
in which the proletariat fflU5t 5truggle have 
undergone -- and continue to undergo 
profound and rapid changes. That is why one 
of the essential tasks of revolutionaries is 
to work out a Marxist understanding of these 
changes. In this publication, we have already 
treated the organization of capitalism in the 
present period ("State Capitalism", I.P. #7). 
We now continue this effort by raising the 
question of the changes undergone by the 
working class. 

The two texts published below treat this 
question, which is why we have chosen to 
publish them together. The first is a letter 
sent to us by comrade G.S. (France). In our 
o~inion, its interest lies in the fact that 
it raises important questions, although we do 
not always share the answers formulated by 
its author. The article by our Fraction which 
follows (·The Recomposition Of Classes Under 
State Capitalism·) must be viewed not as a 
specific answer to this letter, but as a 
larger contribution on this subject. 

Through these texts, we intend to stimulate a 
debate in the revolutionary milieu. We can 
only encourage militants and groups in this 
milieu to commit themselves to such a 
discussion. 

EFICC 

c. .. J 
To begin with, I would like to "reassure· you 
by saying that a communist revolution is only 
possible with an historical SUbject; that is 
to say, with a social class that is able to 
accomplish the project through a total break 
with the capitalist system. r. therefore, 

still base myself on the perspective of a 
mass revolutionary act, which by its 
radical character -- would establish a human 
community on a global scale. 

That said, if, more than ever before, I am 
interested in changes in the structure of 
social classes, it is because the 
t.ransformations wrought by the successive 

crises of capitalism have impinged on the 
real -- as opposed to the "philosophical" -­
~~~~city of the working class to assume the 
·historic role· granted it by a ,theory now 
become ideology.* We must accept the fact 
that the working class, in the sense of 
laborers doing mechanical or manual tasks in 
large - scale industry, is shrinking in 
sociological and purely numerical terms. The 
techno - economic movement set in motion In 
the interests of capital is destroying 
·working class culture· by dislocating its 
old productive bastions. Through the 
elimination of blue collar workers (steel 
workers, metallurgical workers, etc.), the 
closure of factories, the dispersion of 
working class neighborhoods adjacent to them, 
a class identity is being lost. This 
transformation, already underway and apparent 
in ~he '60's, has been fully confirmed of 
late. Here ts the real -truth- of the '80's 
I!! Revolutionaries must open their eyes and 
immerse themselves in reality so as to rid 
themselves of certain dead ideas. Is not the 
clearest example the planned closure due 
to lack of profits -- of the place that was 
the scene of the class confrontations 
promised at the beginning of the decade now 
ending: The Gdansk shipyards? You can say 
that that is only the result of the 
displacment of industrial zones to the 
periphery, in the Third World, where wage 
costs are lower. Undoubtedly, the 
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International division of labor is the 
response to a system of exploitation up 
against the contradictions exacerbated by Its 
general crisis. But the phenomenon of 
proletarianization is really limited to 
certain specific regions, e.g. South - East 
Asia, and does not tend to recreate a modern 
working class inasmuch as the new wage 
workers are confined to unskilled jobs and 
extremely precarious employment linked to sub 
- contracting. 

Perhaps we must speak of the proletariat as 
meaning that fraction of the population which 
lives on nothing but the revenues from the 
sale of their labor power, a notion 
incorporating all the sectors beyond 
industry, and all tasks, including those 
dependent on the rationalization of brain 
power and subject to the sway of computers. 
As studies have indicated, the tendency over 
the past 20 years has been that of a 
continuous fall in the number of manual 
workers due to a shrinkage in factory jobs. 
With the new technology, -the only category 
of workers to increase in number are those 
working on computers (+ 23%)- (Le Monde, 
1/5/89). Faced with the crisis, companies 
have answered by the modernization of their 
constant capital and by the growth of highly 
skilled positions (engineers, technical 
cadre). The real domination of capital 
expresses itself: by the ever growing weight 
of dead labor over living labor. 

You can object that my concerns about the 
structural (socio - economic) changes in the 
proletariat proceed from a view of the 
working class as a simple exploited class, a 
class lu itself, -for capital-, whereas 
revolutionaries must avoid sociology by 
proclaiming -- with Marx -- "the proletariat 
is revolutionary or it is nothing-, and 
exhalting the class for itself. I would 
answer by saying that in-order to achieve Its 
essence, to be able to transcend its 
existence as a simple economic category of 
capital. the proletariat must possess 
certain means. Instead of taking refuge in 
incantations leading to a sort of 
metaphysical belief in the permanent 
revolutionary virtue of a quasi - immutable 
working class (as do the Trotskyists and the 
ICC), we must grasp the concrete conditions 
in which we find ourselves. In this sense. 
the present crisis is also a crisis of the 
"representation" of the proletariat. of its 
forms of identity. and of the practices 
determined by the class struggle. Of course. 
this crisis has not eliminated the 
fundamental antagonism based on the 
exploitation of wage labor, but it compels us 
to reflect on the limits of a teleological 
(subjectivist or objectivist) 
conception peculiar to Marxism. In order to 
grasp the stakes invol ved in the 
universalization of the antagonism 
(transcending nation - states and the 
constitution of the proletariat into 
different national classes) a structural and 
cultural historical method (the bases of 
which are found in Marx) seems to me necessry. 

I will also say that Harx, while basing his 
theory on the revolutionary ~§§~Ug~ of the 
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proletariat. never ignored the social 
aggearance of the exploited class on which he 
based~is hopes for "a movement of the 
immense majority for the benefit of the 
immense majority". With the development of 
the productive forces, the industrial working 
class had to dominate the social scene, 
becoming the most numerous faction of the 
active population. The ·progressist" vision 
of the world and its prOjection into the 
ideal of a communist society flowed from 
this. Thus, Marx wrote in the Manifesto: 

Of all the classes that stand-face-to 
face with the bourgeOisie today, the 
proletariat alone is a really revol­
utionary class. The other classes decay 
and finally disappear in the face of 
Modern Industry; the proletariat is its 
special and essential product. 

Now, proletarianization is occurring 
differently in this end point of the 
twentieth century: by an extension of wage 
labor that considerably reduces the weight of 
the industrial working class properly so 
called; by a movement creating an "anonymous" 
mass of laborers with precarious employment, 
fully realizing what Marx had theorized when 
he characterized proletarians as "dispossessec 
and "excluded" 

If one wants to be up to the contemporary 
tasks posed by the revolution, it is necssary 
to take into account the structural changes, 
and social behavior that they induce, within 
the proletariat. Failing that, any 
intervention is condemned in advance to 
defeat. 

·The working class did not expect miracles 
from the Commune. They have no ready - made 
utopias to introduce by decree of the people. 
They know that in order to work out their own 
emancipation, and along with it that higher 
form to which present society is irresistibly 
tending by Its own economical agencies, they 
will have to pass through long struggles, 
!br2Y9b ~ §~rl~§ 21 bl§!2rl£ Qr2g~§§~§~ 
!r~n§12rmin9 £lr£Ym§!~n£~§ ~ng m~n·- (Marx, 
Ib~ gl~ll ~~r In fr~ng~, 1871, our emphasis) 

G.S. 

* With Engels, and German Social - Democracl 
in particular, Marx's theory was transmuted 
into official Marxism (by the -experts" as 
Rosa Luxemburg sald). Then with the 
Bolsheviks and the Third International this 
ideology was sacralized into a state 
religion. 

the reconstitution of the classes 
under state capitalism 

Capitalism has obviously undergone pro­
found changes in the course of the twentieth 
century. Its passage from a progressive his­
toric phase to the phase of decadence, and 
the profound metamorphosis of capitalism that 
accompanied this change, transformed the 
whole economic, political and social order 
and thus, the conditions under which class 
struggle developed. These transformations 



were so great that the mass organizations of 
the proletariat parties and unions 
could not resist the tide and capitulated to 
the capitalist state at the first overt mani­
festation of the epochal change: the first 
World War. Even though the Third Internation­
al was founded on a recognition of this chan­
ge in the system, it was not able to draw all 
the necessary conclusions and foundered in 
its turn. Even the small communist groups and 
fractions that managed to survive the demise 
of the Internationals or that have appeared 
since that time have always had trouble un­
derstanding the meaning and consequences of 
theSE; transformations. In our PLlblications, 
we have often pointed to the weakness of the 
present revolutionary milieu in relation to 
the understandi ng of state capi. tal ism. (1) In 
this text, we want to deal more precisely 
with a question that is crucial to the pro­
letariat : the transformation of the classes, 
and particularly the working class itself, 
under state capitalism. 

Recognizing the existence of state capi­
talism automatically means recognizing a 
transformation of the capitalist class be­
cause state capitalism reveals itself through 
a transfer of basic economic and political 
power from the bourgeoisie to the state ap­
paratus. In this process of the recomposition 
of the capitalist class, the "classic" pri­
vate bourgeoisie, characterized by individual 
private property, gives way -- either gradu­
ally by a progressive fusion, or violently by 
expropriation -- to a new form of this class: 
the state bureaucracy, characterized by state 
property. But even this reconstitution, which 
is especially obvious in the so-called IIS0C­

ialist countr-ies", is not fully grasped by 
the revolutiona~y milieu, (2) let alone the 
issue of the reconstitution of the working 
class itself. Although certain groups (like 
the ICC) implicitly base their analyses and 
their intervention in the class struggle 
today on a vision of a contemporary working 
class composed differently today than in the 
time of Marx a century ago, there is no ex­
plicit recognition of these changes and no 
coherent explanation of them and their im­
plications for class struggle. What is even 
worse is that a large part of the present 
milieu, especially tendencies coming from the 
Italian Left, refuse to admit that the work­
ing class has changed in any way and continue 
to identify it today with the industrial 
proletariat of Marx's time. Such a position 
is taken by the group "Communisme OLI Civi.lis-·· 
ation" (3), which, in an interesting study on 
the two phases of capitalist development 
(formal and real domination of capital), 
never gets beyond an "orthodo){ " mar;d sm, 
never makes marxism into a living method as 
it was in the time of Marx and completely 
fails to see the reality of state capitalism 
today as the outgrowth of the real domina­
tion of capital. "Communisme OLI Civilisation" 
throws all unproductive wage laborers (who 
are the majority of the workers employed by 
the state) into the "middle strata" and con­
siders them "a major bar-rier against the 
communist revolution". As w<= hope to show, it 
is, in fact, groups like "Communisme ou Civ­
ilisation" that have made themselves into 
barriers between different categories of the 
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working class, against the unification of the 
class and the communist revolution. 

The reason why the present revolutionarv 
milieu has been so unable to deal with th~ 
changes in social classes is simple. This 
milieu had to reconstitute itself after the 
reawakening of class struggle twenty years 
ago against all the ideological nonsense 
about the "disappearance" or "integration" nf 
the working class, typical of the previous 
period of counter-revolution. 

One of the principled mainstays of the 
milieu was and is the recognition nf the 
ruling class as a class and its reactionary 
role allover the planet, on the one hand, 
and the identity of the revolutionary class, 
the proletaria.t, on the other hand. In the 
East and the West, the North and the South, 
the proletariat had to, first of all, be 
identified as the revolutionary force against 
the reactionary power of the bourgeoisie. 
Revolutionaries were constantly up against 
two types of reactions: either a capitulation· 
to bourgeois ideology which took the form of 
modernism, or a defensive reaction to this 
pressure affirming not only the correct revo­
lutionary nature of the proletariat but a so­
cc~lled "invariance of mar-,).(ism". These two 
poles of modernism and invariance a~e merely 
two sides of the same coin because they both 
ignore the dialectical movement of reality 
which preserves itself through change. The 
first considers only appearances, concrete 
change, and the second considers only es­
sence, conservation. The fact that these two 
poles are once again battling it out among 
the weak revolutionary forces today is a sure 
sign of the crisis in the present milieu. If 
we do not recognize the revolutionary nature 
of the proletariat over and above all the 
concrete changes in its conditions of exis­
tence, then no revolutionary activity is 
possible.8ut, on the other hand, if we do not 
recognize the existence of these concrete 
changes, any affirmation of the revolutionary 
nature of the working class becomes a mere 
abstraction, producing interventions divorced 
from the reality of class struggle. In this 
spirit, we greeted G.S.'s letter as an ex­
pression of a much-needed questioning o-f what' 
is going on in social reality today. 8u~, in 
our opinion, this letter is based on an ana­
chronistic way of looking at the working 
class as "industrial workeF·s carrying out 
manual or mechanical tasks" and does not take 
into consideration the recent changes in the 
composition of the working class. To under­
starid these changes, they must be se~n in the 
context of the general changes in the working 
class during the period of state capitalism. 

THE REVOLUTIONARY NATURE OF THE PROLETARIAT 

In 1'1andsm, a class is, first of all, 
defined in economic terms according to its 
place in the relations of production. What 
defines the proletariat, and at the same time 
gives it a revolutionary nature in capital­
i =_ is the fact th",t :i t: produces surpl us 

value. This definition, in itself, implies 
the existence of capital and wage labor and 
the exploitation of the latter by the former 
and their class antagonism. The production of 
surplus value implies the extraction of sUr­
plus labor from the producers and, therefore, 
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the existence of relations of exploitation 
and antagonism between the ruling class and 
the producing class. The specific form this 
surplus labor takes as surplus value implies 
that labor is used to produce value (exchange 
value), that this process of production is a 
process of valorization and growth of capi­
tal, which is precisely what defines capital­
ism as a system. This presupposes that labor 
power has a value and that it is exchanged 
for"" a wage. 

The proletariat has a revolutionary 
nature not simply because of its antagonism 
towards the bourgeoisie due to the extraction 
of surplus labor. This characteristic is 
sha~ed by all the exploited classes of the 
past. It is the specific form that this an­
tagonism takes in the relation between capi­
t","l and 1 abor" 

"In the f"elation of capital to labor, eH­
change value and use value are linked: on 
the one hand, capital faces labor as ex­
change value, and on the other hand, labor 
facE.'s capi tal as use value." (4) 

"Labor is use value facing capital which is 
its eHchange value. Capital is exchanged; 
in this form, the eHchange can only take 
place in relation to non-capital, to the 
negation of capital, which is the only way 
it can assert itself as capital. The only 
ver""itable non-capital is labor." (5) 

This antagonism between labor as use 
value and capital as exchange value is re­
flected in the objective motivation of the 
two classes. Workers exchange their labor 
power to obtain an eHchange value in the form 
of a wage, but this in turn is only a way of 
getting the use values necessary to satisfy 
human needs. The capitalist, on the other 
hand, purchases labor power against its use 
value, but this in turn consists only of pro­
ducing exchange values. In other words, work­
ers live for use values, for the satisfaction 
of human needs, while the capitalists live 
for exchange values, for the satisfaction of 
the needs of capital. That is why, behind the 
conflict between capital and labor, lies the 
conflict between capitalism, the last mode of 
production based on exchange values and com­
munism, the mode of production that will 
follow it based on use values and the satis­
faction of human needs. This is also why 
Lenill could wr"ite that "behind each strike 
lLlrks the spectre of t.he I~evolution", because 
behind the apparently petty wage demands on 
the terrain o"f the e){change value of labor 
power, objectively but implicitly lurks a 
whole other social project based on human 
needs. The role of marxism is to make this 
perspective eHplicit, to make those who carry 
this perspective forward in their activity 
conscious of it. 

PRODUCTIVE AND UNPRODUCTIVE LABOR 
UNDER STATE CAPITALISM 

Recognizing the proletariat as the pro­
ducers of surplus value is, therefore, essen­
tial not only for its immediat~ struggle but 
for its historic future. In other words, the 
productive nature of the proletariat is es-
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sential. Under capitalism: 

"A pr"oducti ve wOI'"ker is one who does pro""­
ductive work; productive work is that 
which directly creates surplus value; 
wor"k tha"t valol~izes capitaL" (6) 

From this definition, we could quite 
wrongly deduce that for Marx, only those 
workers who were individually productive were 
part of the proletariatThis is not at all 
the case. In his theoretical analyses, MarH 
generally spoke of an abstract, general work­
er and not of particular, concrete individu­
als. Immediately after defining productive 
labor, MarH quickly adds : 

"When the real submission of labor to 
capital grows, that is, a submission to 
the specifically capitalist mode of 
production, it is not the individual 
worker but a socially coordinated labor 
force that becomes the real agent of the 
labor process as a whole. The different 
labor powers that cooperate and consti­
tute the total productive machine par­
ticipate in different ways in the im­
mediate production of commodities (or 
products) : the task of some is mainly 
physical, for others. intellectual; some 
are engineers, manag~rg, technicians, 
etc.; some are supervisors; sdme are 
manual workers or simple laborers. At 
that point, the functions of labor power 
are taken up in the immediate concept of 
productive labor and its agents, under 
the concept of productive workers di­
rectly exploited by capital and totally 
subordinate to the capitalist process of 
pr6duction and valorization. If we con­
sider the collective worker, the shop, 
its coordinated activity is directly ma­
terialized in a collective product which 
is, at the same time, a mass of commodi­
ties. It is of little importance whether 
the function of the individual worker, a 
cog in the machinery of collective la­
bor, be close to simple manual labor or 
not." ("7) 

It is clear, then, that for Marx the 
definition of the proletariat and of the 
productive character of labor is a collective 
definition and not an individual one." and 
that the collective, social character of 
labor constantly increases in the course of 
the development of capital. MarH and marxists 
have never wasted their time trying to separ­
ate, in one enterprise, the worker individu­
ally attached to productive activity from a 
worker individually attached to unproductive 
labor such as cleaning up or packaging; any 
more than marxists have separated the worker 
at the moment he is employed from that same 
worker when he is thrown on the scrap heap as 
a result of the criSis. The productive chara­
cter of the proletariat is determined, not in 
a particularistic, immediate, individual way, 
but on a global, historic and collective 
basis. 

In his time, Marx was confronted with a 
capitalism still in full eHpansion and at the 
beginning of the real submission of labor to 
capital. In addition, his critical analysis 
of the society and the capitalist mode of 
production remained incomplete, especially in 



relation to the most universal, general as­
pects rn, the State and the world market It 
i5, therefore, impossible to try to find in 
his work the answer to all the problems fac­
ing us today. His analysis of the productive 
or unproductive character of labor is, for 
example, limited to the immediate process of 
production. Although this understanding is 
vital, it is not enough in the present phase 
of state capitalism. 

State capitalism developed on the basis 
of the real submission of labor to capital 
as the ultimate stage in the concentration of 
capital and the collectivisation of the pro­
ces~; of thf" valof"i~3ati.on of cap:i,tal. l>Jhat. 
Marx showed in t.he immediate process of pro­
duction wit.h the appearance of t.he real sub­
mission of labor to capital -- the creat.ion 
of a collective worker -- is expressed today 
on the scale of the whole nat.ion and t.he 
overall process of valorizat.ion. St.at.e capi­
t.alism destroys the barriers bet.ween the 
different spheres of production, circulation 
and consumpt.ion, and unifies them int.o one 
huge process of 
and accumulat.ion 

reproduction, valorizat.ion 
of national capit.al. This 

unit.y carried out bv st.at.e capit.alism remains 
cont.radictory, because the contradictions 
between t.he different spheres continue to 
exist., which presupposes t.he existence of 
crises, but the important change lies in t.he 
fact. that. the agent of capital the st.at.e 
apparat.us -- is now one overall whole with 
the entire process of the valorization of 
national capital in it.s hands. 

This unification leads bo profound modi­
fications not. only in t.he operation of t.he 
law of value but. in t.he composition of the 
classes. The field of application of the law 
of value grows considerably under state capi­
t.alism to encompass t.he whole of the national 
economy. Despite t.he repeated intervent.ion of 
the State in the immediat.e application of the 
law of value, this law st.ill governs every 
moment of the process of valorization, in­
cluding in the "socialist" countl"'ies whel"-e 
state capitalism is formally t.he most. ex­
tl"'eme: 

"Even .. Jhen a system 0+ prices is used. ii­
is a simple accounting t.echnique 
which the planning board can dispense 
with at any time. This is simply an 
extension of a well established tendency 
under monopoly capitalism. In trusts and 
vertical concentrations, products are 
neither bought nor sold but allocated to 
different sectors regardless of their 
value or individual production cost. For 
example, Bethlehem St.eel, which produces 
its own iron for use in its steel mill~, 
does not have to make a profit on this 
iron. It.'s only with t.he final product, 
the steel in this case, t.hat a profit 
must be made. What was merely a tendency 
under monopoly capit.alism expands con­
siderably under state capitalism. Here, 
the calculations of the stat.e in search 
of the highest. growth rate possible, are 
based on the profits of air nat.ional 
production taken as a whole. 

Even though it is the national capit.al 
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as a whole that. is concerned and not 
each individual product, the law of 
value regulates the whole economy. Al­
though the 'price' by which each com­
ponent. of the state economy is exchanged 
does not represent its value or the cost 
0+ producing these products, any sale of 
a product under its value at. one end of 
the cycle must be compensated for by t.he 
the buying of a similar product over it.s 
value, or else t.he profits of t.he na­
tional economy will be in danger. Thus, 
although the law of value does not seem 
to operate in the economy, behind these 
phenomenological forms (price as an 
account.ing technique et.c.) the cat.egor­
ies and the processes of value determine 
E~i",_ch std(Je of pl"'oduction." (B) 

The unification of the national economy 
under the aegis of the St.at.e affect.s t.he 
criteria of the productivity of capital. From 
t.he point of view of the immediat.e process 0+ 
[H"CJducti, em, (vli'1ich is i3,l~3c) the point. 0+ vie .. J 

of the individual capit.dlist), any work crea­
ting surplus value is productive, whatever 
t./'-,e u.se of thE? products of this labor. If 
t.hese product.s return to the productive pro­
cess as means of production or as means of 
consumption for the working class or, on the 
contrary,if they are wdsted as luxury pro­
duct s or we<~pon'.;, thei 1'" cont.ent. is :i, rrel. event 
t.o the det.erminat.ion of product.ive labor: 

"It ieo pel"'fect.ly true, and \ler'y revealing" 
that economists can assert. t.hat workers 
in t.he luxury trades are productive work­
ers while those who consume these 
luxuries are considered unproduct.ive 
parasites .... These workers are no 
more int.erested in the garbage they pro­
duce t.han t.heir employer is int.erested in 
the gal~bagf? he sell s." (9) 

On the ot.h-er hand, from the poi. nt of 
view of the valorizat.ion of capital as a 
whole (the point of view of t.he State) the 
immediate productive character of labor is 
not enough. The product of this labor has to 
be consumed in a productive way, has to re­
turn to the productive process. The viewpoint 
of the national capital is the Viewpoint of 
the unity of the production and consumption 
process. That.'s why for national capital, a 
sector is productive only if both t.he work 
included and t.he consumpt.ion of the product. 
is productive. From this point of view, sec­
tors like the prodUction of luxury goods and 
weapons are not productive because their 
products do not return to t.he product.ive 
process and represent a drain on t.he ~ccumu­
lation of capital. 

Under these conditions, the immediately 
productive or unproductive character of labor 
is no longer an essentiai point. In fact, the 
immediately productive or unproduct.ive nature 
of certain t.ypes of labor is irrelevent to 
state capitalism, as long as this labor is 
part of the overall valorization of the na­
t.ional capital as a whole. This is the case 
for public services and, in general, for 
everyt.hing that participates in the function­
ing of the economy and the social reproduc­
tion of labor power: education, health, 



tr-anspor-tation, housing, leisur-e, etc. It-lese 
sector-s can be or-ganized as productive labor 
or public ser-vices or even be fr-~e of charge 
without fundamentally changing anything in 
the overall pr-ocess of the valo~ization and 
accumulation of nat.ional capit.al. In fact, 
differ-ent policies towards t.his issue ar-e 1n 
effect in different countr-ies and the r-ecent 
wave of "pr i vat i sat ions" in some of thf=se 
sectors has shown, if this was still needed, 
that they can function just as well as ser­
vices or· as pr·oductive sectors .. In eit.her 
case, what counts is their ability to assure 
the conditions necessary for the functioning 
of basic productive sectors, the sectors 
producing t.he surplus value necessar-y to the 
accumulation of capit:i~J.. This, of COUr!5e, 
does not mean th·at capital is indi++erent to 
the immediate productive character of labor 
i~ gener-al or that it can increase unproduc­
t.ive sectors at will with no negative rami+i­
cations. The hypertrophy of unproductive 
sectors typical of the present period, espe­
cially in the State bureaucracy and the arma­
ments sector, is essentially an expression of 
t.he decadence of the capitalist svstem, 
weighed down bv its economic:, social and 
military contradictions historically getting 
worse and worse. In an overall sense, these 
sectors are growing at the expense of the 
productive sectors and hold back the accumu­
lation process instead of stimulating it. 
Again, the unity realized by state capitalism 
does not absorb the contradictions of capital 
but carries them onto a higher level. 

Thus, state capitalism generalizes to 
the whole of the national economy what used 
to happen in the work placas at the beginning 
of tha phase of the real submission of labor 
to capital the real agent of the total 
labor process is no longer the individual 
worker or even the collective labor power of 
one enterprise or one sector, but the total 
social labor power of the entire nation which 
constitutes the total productive machinery 0+ 
the national capital. 

THE PROLETARIAT AND THE MIDDLE STRATA 

Under state capitalism, the proletariat 
is the social labor power that valorizes 
capital. Therefore, any reference to the 
productive or unproductive character of the 
specifi~ labor done by an individual worker 
ought to be banished from any definition of 
the proletariat today. One worker, employed 
today, will be unemployed tomorrow. Another 
whose labor is today consumed as a form of 
service will see the same labor consumed 
tomorrow as productive labor after some pri­
vatization or other. Another worker, produc­
tive today, will cease to be 50 tomorrow when 
the factory he works in is no longer profit­
able, but still necessary to the national 
capital and 50 subsidized by the State. 

At the same time as it unites the dif­
ferent phases of the overall process of va­
lorization, state capitalism unifies the 
di++erent kinds of labor, in particular men­
tal and manual labor. One of the characteriS­
tics of the real submission of labor to capi­
tal is the application of science to the 
productive process. Science constantly chan-
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ges the conditions of prodUction, increases 
the productivity of labor and increases the 
profits for the capital that uses a scien­
tific discovery first. Although science is 
not immf~~diatEd.y pr·oduc:tive, it indirectly 
becomes a more and more powerful factor in 
the productivity of capital, a tendency that 
continues to develop under state capitalism. 
There is the growth of a whole series of 
branches, linked to science and using intel­
lectual labor, which goes from the production 
of science (scientific research), to its 
application to the material process of pro­
duction (en(ri.neers, tec:hnic::i.r~ns), and incll ... !···· 
eli ng :i. t.s t.I'··cinsmi ssi on (educed:i on) . ThE;se 
sectors become an increasingly closer part 0+ 
the overall process of the valorization of 
capi.tal" 

The metamorphosis that took place with 
state capitalism makes the figure of the 
worker with callused hands as obsolete as the 
figure· of the capitalist in top hat chomping 
on a big cigar. Today, we are seeing a recom­
position of the classes which makes their 
boundaries somewhat less clear-cut. Class is 
no longer determi.ned on an individual basis 
but on a collective basis. The capitalist 
class is no longer a class consisting of 
individual owners of the means of production 
but a social entity collectively directing 
the process of the valorization of national 
·capital, and which includes individual owners 
of the means of production but also bureau­
crat.s who are only inelirectly the owners of 
the means of production in their capacity as 
repn:esentati ves of the Stat('? In the s03.me 
way, the working class can no longer be de­
+ined as i.ndividuals IHho· supply productive 
labor but as a social entity whose collective 
labor valorizes capital" Next to these two 
fundamental classes there is a whole series 
of intermediary strata whose social position 
attaches them neither to the bourgeoisie nor 
the proletariat (certain middle management of 
companies and diverse State institutions, 
professionals, independents, etc.) and espe­
ciallv in underdeveloped countries, a mass of 
petty producers who are not under the formal 
submission to capital, in addition to the 
masses who have no work and are thus excluded 
from any link to the productive process. 

The tendency to generalize wage labor to 
all classes and strata in state capitalism 
makes the formal limits between the classes 
more difficult to discern. Unlike the members 
of other classes and strata, the worker keeps 
his fundamental attributes : he faces capi­
tal owning only his labor power, separate 
from the means of production and the products 
of his labm-. 

In its movement, capital constantly 
creates middle strata, but also, constantl~ 
rejects them into the proletariat. The vast 
majority of services provided by middle stra­
ta in the past are today provided by prole­
tarians. Take the example of eelucation which 
is particularly significant because it con­
cerns intellectual work and also because it 
regularly leads to all kinds of confused 
debates in the revolutionary milieu. At the 
outset, professors and other teachers pos­
sessed an individual body of knowledge and a 



privileged social status (in relation to the 
proletariat). Today, in the advanced coun­
tries, they represent merely an impersonal 
body ~f knowledge regulated by the State and 
their social position has fallen to the point 
where their wages are less than many factory 
workers. They are forced to sell their labor 
power in the same way as any proletarian. 
Marx noted more than a century ago that tea­
chers could ~ven be productive workers like 
any other- : 

"In certain teaching institutions, for 
example, the teachers are mere wage labo­
rers for those who own the many teach­
ing factories that exist in England to­
day. Although they are not productive 
workers in relation to their students, 
they are productive workers in relation 
to their boss. He exchanges his capital 
for their labor power and he gets rich 
e~r." (10) 

Even if the State does not get rich 
directly because it uses the labor of teach­
ers, it exploits them in the same way as the 
oth~rs to assure the overall process of the 
valorization of national capital. Education 
has become an important factor in this pro­
cess. Capital takes away all special qualifi­
cations because it has to increase the mobil­
ity of labor power, but it also ne~ds to edu­
cate the masses enough to make It possIble 
for capital to use any labor power for all 
the basic functions of modern society. (There 
is, of course. in education the crucial in­
gredient of t~e ideological molding of the 
labor force.) 

It is,obvious that the reality of state 
capitalism is far from the thoughts of groups 
like "Communisme ou Civilisation" for whom 
unproductive workers are to be put en ,blOC in 
the category of middle strata. Since unpro­
ductive -sectors are constantly growing in 
state capitalism, 
tion" is forced to 
this proliferation 

"CommLtlrisme OLI Civilisa­
invent an explanation for 
of middle strata: 

"In of'der to hold back the development of 
the productive forces which would rapidly 
come into conflict with capitalIst rela­
tions of produc~ion, the need is felt, 
for a class that does not have accumula­
tion as its goal, that can epitomize the 
passion for consumerism, the passion for 
spending, so as to limit accumulation, 
limit the valorization/devalorlzatlon 
contradiction, and give capitalist ac­
cumulation a sphere which produces no 
supplementary accumulation but whose 
products can be consumed unproductlvely. 
This class is the intermedIary strata. 
By creating this class, the bourgeoisie 
strengthens its poweF' and security." (11) 

This justification is wrong on at least 
three counts. First of all, capital never 
seeks to limit its own expansion. By its very 
nature, capital is forced to valorize itself 
as muc~ as possible. Even if an individual 
capitalist or a particular State had the 
aberrant idea of holding back their own ac­
cumUlation the competition coming from other 
capitalist~ or States would quickly remind 

them of the fundamental laws of capitalism. 
The asseF'tions of "CommUni!5me au Civilisa-' 
tion" are even more absurd because capitalism 
has, for a long time, already been in a his­
toric phase where the productive forces have 
come into conflict with the relations of 
production. Most national capitals try des­
perately to realize the accumulation that 
would assure their competitive position on 
the world market. Second of all, if the bour­
geoisie merely wanted to waste the surplus 
value produced, it wouldn't need to extract 
it in the first place. Raising the wages of 
workers would be just as effective in holding 
back accumulation-and strengthening the power 
and security of the bourgeoisie. Finally, for 
the unproductive proletarians that are the 
mi~jority of what "Communisme OLI Civilisation" 
calls middle strata, this "passion for con-­
sumeri sm" i. s a myth' taken from the bOLwgeoi s 
legend of the "consumer society". In reality, 
capitalism simply does not give them the 
mleans to satisfy the "passion for spending". 
That's why they fight against capital instead 
of assuring its security. 

THE DIFFICUL.TIES AND THE PROMISE OF THE PRO­
L.ETARIAT'S COMING TO CL.ASS CONSCIOUSNESS 

The recomposition of the proletariat 
that is taking place under state capitalism 
is a constant thing. In the course of its 
historic evolution, state capitalism has 
amplified its basic tendencies, especially 
the relative growth of unproductive sectors 
over productive sectors. This growth of un­
productive sectors is partly the result of 
the increasing complexity of the economy and 
the need to centralize a whole series of 
economic activities into the hands of the 
State in the form of public services. But, it 
is also largely linked to capitalism's need 
to deal with the internal contradictions 
sapping its strength in the period of deca­
dence - economic, imperialist and class con­
tradictions. In today's open crisis of capi­
talism. these tendencies only strengthen each 
other, 'especially because the productive sec­
tor itself is directly hit by the crisis. In 
the last ten years, the accentuation of the 
contradictions of capitalism, has produced a 
double movement. Whole branches of heavy 
industry have been dismantled (the mines, 
steel, naval shipyards) producing a real de­
industrialization in certain regions. At the 
same time. unproductive sectors have mush­
roomed (a~maments. insurance, advertising, 
accounting, infor~ation management, etc.l, 
increasingly manned by temporary or part-time 
wor-keF's. 

Any change in the composition of the work­
ing class is potentially a factor of division 
within the class. because the State and its 
organs, especiall~ the unions, will us. th.s. 
changes to build an ideological wedge in the 
class making class consciousness and the 
development of class perspectives ~ll ~hat 
much more difficult. Under state capltallsm, 
the proletarianization of "White-collar" 
workers. such as teachers, nurses, various 
kinds o~ pencil pushers, and so on, whose 
work is partly intellectual, does not mean 
that these workers are automatically con­
scious of belonging to the proletariat. Have 
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we not recently seen these same teachers and 
nurses, in struggles in Italy and in France, 
assert that they were QQt part of the working 
class and that their interests were specific 
to themselves? This difficulty in recognition 
is not specific to these workers: bourgeois 
pr-opag,C>T'lda const,,,,nt 1 y hammel~s "b 1 ue--c:oll ai"'" 
workers on the head about how they are the 
on1 V 11t.! .... ue ~~Jc:)lkE·r-·S 11 b13:~ci;:r.u.se they do manual 
labor and have nothing in common with the 
''If,,lhitE~ col:1.21r" t-lorkpr'!s" "TRe leJorst of it is 
that even revolutionaries believe and per­
petuate this sort of fatal division in the 
c l.:.",~:;s; .. 

In the same way, unpmploympnt and tempor-
ary or part-timp work have grown considerably 

creating a basis for divisions bptween work­
r.~r~ s i."'lho .:-~{r··e 111. u.C ky II enDuqh to ha.v~:~ lIner-rna 1. II 

work and those who do part-time or underpaid 
work or who have no work at ail. The crisis 
always begins by aggravating the competition 
{:;.inc)nq V'Jor kE:.·I .... ~::. ~ 

The fact that the number of productive, 
industrial workers in the proletariat and in 
the population as a whole has steadily fallen 
as decadent capitalism has continued to ex­
ist, does not weaken the historic potential 
of the proletariat. The examples of united 
,-,;truqqlf-"", of ""Jhite-collar'" and "blue-"collar" 
workers are leqion in the twenty years since 
the reawakening of c:lass struggle in the 
60'5. Only those who are nostalgic for the 
"pur-e and ;",imple" stel'"eotyped I'lorker- of the 
past are still lamenting the changes in capi­
talism. Certainly factory closings in the 
former industrial heartlands, in the mines 
and the steel mills, have dislocated militant 
and expprienced sectors of the proletariat 
who used to be in the forefront of the class 
struggle. But, in the long run, the mass of 
unemployed that has been created is also apt 
to crystallize the workers' revolt against 
the existing 50cial order in a particularly 
explosive way, because of the inhuman treat­
ment the unemployed are getting and the fact 
that they are relatively freer of union con­
trol. To a lesser extent, perhaps, the same 
thinq can be said for temporary and underpaid 
',·.!Or-l:f"r'S. 

Althouqh the recomposition of the two 
fundamental classes under state capitalism 
has made class struggle more difficult, it 
has, in fact, forced it onto a hiqher level. 
In the phase of the formal submission of 
labor to capital, workers found themselves in 
a personalized relationship with the capital­
ists who exploited them. Class conflict pit­
ted workers directly against the boss of a 
particular company in a direct way. Class 
antagonisms were clearly identifiable and the 
c l,ass cdn!?:,c :i. ou~mess necf~ssary to wage these 
struggles was relatively elementary. With the 
passage to the real submission of labor to 
capital, capital became more impersonal, 
labor power more collective and the stakes of 
the struggle widened out Lo encompass a lar­
ger social arena. The extraction of relative 
SLWplLl!5 value -fOr-oil'! labOl~ power' implies a 
direct interdependence between different 
sectors of production in the determination of 
wages and the rate of exploitation. These 
tendencies are carried to an extreme under 
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statp capitalism. The unification of the 
different spheres and sectors of the national 
economy and the impersonal and collective 
nature of class relations means that the 
rroletariat must deVelop a consciousness of 
the soc~al relations of capital as a totality 
if it is tb suc:ceed even in its immediate 
struggles. What was merely an abstract his­
torical exigence in the phase of the formal 
submission of labor to capital becomes an 
immpdiate necessity under state capitalism, 
uniting the immediate and the historic pro­
qrams of the proletariat into one. 

There is no doubt that this makes immedia­
te struqgles more difficult; partial strug­
gles, for example, are doomed to failure. 
But, it forces the proletariat to develop a 
more profound consciousness of capitalist 
social relations and the nature of comnrunism. 
At the beginning of the century, in an under­
industrialized Russia, Lenin could still 
believe that socialism equaled elec:tricity 
plus the soviets. Today, such a belief is 
unthinkable. The social-democratic concept of 
class struggle that leninism inherited and 
which still permeates certain sectors of the 
revolutionar-y milieu today, is, in fact,· 
baspd on the conditions of the formal submis­
sion of labor to capital. For socialism to be 
realized, it used to sepm enough to eliminate 
the formal relation of the submission of 
l<3.iJor to capital. In this sense, the historic 
potential of the class consci~usness of the 
proletariat is greater today than in the 
Pi~st. 

THE F~~DAMENTAL NATURE OF SOCIAL CLASSES 
REI'lA I I'.IS 

Despite constant changes in their composi­
tion and in the conditions of their existen­
ce, social classes have changed neither their 
fundamental nature nor their fundamental 
relations. As we have seen, state capitalism 
does not eliminate capital or its complement. 
wage labor, or the antagonism between them. 
It brings them onto a higher, more imperson­
al, more collective level. 

In this sense, it seems useless, even 
dangerous, for us to want to change Marxist 
terminoloqy to qo along with the constant 
chanqes in the composition of the classes. 
This would imply that these chanqes in the 
sociologic:al composition of the classes were 
more important than their historic nature. In 
the bourgeoisie, the evolution from the in­
dividual bourgeoiS property owner with his 
ownership of the means of production at the 
beginning of capitalism, to the state bureau­
crat, simple cog in the apparatus of the 
social domination of capital, was a more or 
less qradual historical evolution, even 
though a qualitative leap was taken at the 
beginning of the twentieth century when capi­
talism ent~red its declining phase. The often 
violent struggles that took place between 
factions of th. privat9 bourgeoisie and re­
presentatives of the state bureaucracy in 
certain countries were only one expression 
among others of the competition and conflic:t 
of interest typical of this class, but it 
does not make these factions into different 
and opposing classes. The individual bour-



geois as well as the state bureaucrat have 
never been anything other than agents of 
capital re1'lecti,ng differ-ent phases in thf2 
dev!?lopment and centralization of capitaL In 
this sense, the distinction made by MacIntosh 
j,n tli;; arti.cle in Lf'.#? between "the bour-·-· 
geoisie" and "the capitc:dist cl<3.5s" is" in 
our opinion, to be rejected. Although it 
allows taking into account the changes in the 
makeup of the capitalist class, it can leave 
itself open to the possibility of a misunder­
standing about the historical continuity of 
the fundamental nature of the ruling class. 
State capitalism is only a form of capital­
ism; state property is only a form of private 
property. It is, therefore, perfectly consis­
tent to present the state bureaucracy as a 
form of the bourgeoisie. 

In the proletariat, there has been a simi­
lar evolution towards the accentuation of its 
social and collective character. But for the 
sam(~ I'-ea~~ons" the distinction bewt.\AJeen "pro--­
let,,>ri.at" and "working class" that the letter 
from G.S. seems to be suggesting, and which 
used to be the hobby horse of modernism, 
should also be rejected because it brings 
confusions about the unity of the proletariat 
and the historical continuity of its nature 
and fundamental tasks. 

So many things have changed during this 
century. Capital has changed, the bourgeoisie 
has changed, and the proletariat has changed. 
The conditions of class struggle have changed 
as well as the enormous stakes involved i.n 
its outcome. But changes in terminology will 
scarcely help the proletariat gain the class 
consciousness necessary for its historic 
tasks. Today, in both theory and practice, 
the proletariat has to understand both capi­
tal and communism as a totality, as a social 
relation. The depth of class consciousness 
needed to accomplish this task, and the enor­
mity of the task itself, explains the slow 
pace and extreme difficulty of the maturation 
of class consciousness and class struggle 
today. The great potential of class struggle 
today demands that revolutionaries raise 
their sights both theoretically and practi­
cally to face this challenge. 

t-1. Lazare 

Notes : 

L t3ee "State Capitalism" in LP.#7 
2. See "Privatizations and state Capitalism" 

in I.P.#10. 
3. "CommLmisme ou Civi.l.isaticm" #5,7 and 9. 
4. i'1an~, (2!:l-. .mflr:.t§§g 2, "Ch<3.pitre du Capital", 

10/18, p. 41 
5. Marx, ibid, p. 49 
6. jvla.r'·~, "t-1ateriaLn( pour l'economie", La 
Pleiade, vol 2, p. 387 

7. IVlan(, ibid, p. :~~8B 
8. "State Capitalism and the Law of Value", 
IQt~!:Q~tiQDaii§m #2, translated in B§yglutign 
IDt§!:D§tigD§l~ #4. In comparing this text to 
the prose appearing today in ICC publica­
tions, one can see the full measure of the 
degeneration of this organization; the gan­
grene has spread to its understanding of 
fundamental economic categories. In the 1Q= 
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tg!:D~tigQ§l_~B~view #54, the ICC criticizes 
the thesis put forward in I.P. #7 that the 
field of application of the law of value has 
expanded under state capitalism. The ICC 
seems to think we justify this assertion by 
pointing to "the development of fr-ee tr-adc~ 

after' th(;? Second I;Jnr'ld Wal--" (!sic). And the?y 
proceed to cite numerous examples of protec­
ticmism, cclrtels and monopolies to "illu"tr·a .... 
te the process of the relative restriction of 
the a.pplicatiol1 of the law of v':'iluE~1I (p .. 1:~;"" 

14). If the ICC believes that the application 
C)·f the lan·.J of valLH? r'equire,s "free tr-ade", it 
should logically conclude that the law of 
value no longer applies in the so-called 
"socialist" countries and throw out the c::om'­
munist program altogether. The ICC today 
seems to believe that the law of value means 
the exchange of commodities at their value. 
But even if trade is free, the law of value 
assures that no individual commodity (with 
some exceptions) will be sold at its value. 
Throughout the history of capitalism, the law 
of value has always been applied on a larger 
and larger scale, distorting more and more 
the relation between the individual value of 
the commodity and its price on the market. 
State capitalism only amplifies this process. 

9. t'lan" [:;I~:,!.,ln<.:jr.j2!?~ -,c, "Chapi tre elL!. Capi tal" 
p. 48 

10. 1··1ar;·:, "1··1at.(?ri<3,LI.)·( pour 1 "Ec:onofJi:i.e" , p. ::~;C;>E3 

11 .. Communisme au Ci\lilisi3.-t.ion lt #9, p .. :~;6 

DEBATE ................ . 
IN THE REVOLUTIONARY MILIEU 

report on a meeting 
with the ebg 
We report here a meeting which took place 
between the EFICC and the Communist Bulletin 
Group during the past summer. We believe 
this to be of interest to the revolutionary 
milieu for a number of reasons_ In the 
first place, the fact that the meeting took 
place at all shows there has been clarifica­
tion on matters of principle concerning the 
conduct of groups in the milieu towards one 
another; many readers will be aware of diff­
erences originating in 1981 over the 'Chenier 
affair', the thefts of material from the ICC 
and the aftermath, all of which have until 
now precluded fraternal relations between the 
CBG and several other groups, the Fraction 
among them. Secondly, the drawing up of the 
agenda of the meeting illuminated the diff­
erent views of the two groups concerning the 
bases of organisational dlffentiatlon at 
present. Thirdly, the discussions which 
took place - on the state of the class 
struggle, the crisis of the revolutionary 
milieu and on the tasks of revolutionaries 
today - highlighted the main areas of agree-



.ent and disagreement between us on more 
general political questions. 

In this article, we report on these aspects 
of our meeting and draw some conclusions 
which we hope will be discussed by other 
revolutionary organisations. 

THE CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH 
THE MEETING WAS HELD 

The Fraction has striven to have the widest 
possible contact with groups in the political 
milieu, through polemic in IP, discussions at 
public meetings, correspondence and one-to­
one meetings. The specifics have been de­
termined by many contingent factors such as 
proximity - geographical and political - and 
the value of a discussion at a given moment, 
all subject to resources available at the 
time. We have encountered the CBG at public 
meetings, there have been polemics in our two 
publications and some correspondence. How­
ever, the Fraction has always held to the 
view that no fraternal discussion and rela­
tionship was really possible while certain 
fundamental questions concerning the rela­
tions between revolutionary organisations 
were not resolved, matters which referred 
back to the circumstances around the splits 
In the ICC some eight years ago. We have 
discussed these in previous issues of IF 
particularly in relation to the degeneration 
of the ICC [references: 1. In brief, 
there have been three issues: the thefts of 
material from the ICC and the events of the 
recuperation, the import of the warning given 
by the ICC to the milieu about the activities 
of the ex-member Chenier, and the behaviour 
of the CBG concerning the material belonging 
to the ICC which they still held. Although 
there were (and remain) serious disagreements 
about the first two, it was the third matter 
which had precluded the two groups having any 
fraternal relations oyer these years. How­
ever, correspondence between us since the 
autumn of 1988 showed the promise of clarifi­
cation on the thefts of material and the 
return of that still held. This encouraged 
further contact and finally the meeting was 
arranged. Because of this history between 
the two groups, we must here dwell on the 
discussions on these matters, although they 
were not part of the agenda proper. 

Ever since 1981, the old Aberdeen section of 
World Revolution (section of ICC in Britain) 
had held onto material (including cash, 
duplicating Materials and internal bulle­
tins). The Fraction has always insisted 
that this should be returned. For us, it 
was and remains a principle of behaviour 
among proletarian organisations that theft -
the appropriation of material necessary for 
organisations to carry out their work of 
political clarification and intervention in 
the struggle of the working class - must be 
rejected as being antithetical to the goals 
of that struggle. And for us, the point of 
this is not simply to agree in wo~ds but to 
adhere to it lu 2r2~~1~£. The fact that the 
CBG still retained the Material to us demon­
strated a lack of good faith, and had led us 
to disbelieve their commitment to this prin­
ciple. Good intentions, in abstract, are 

insufficient. The CBG had said it would 
return this material - although there was a 
question over how much there was. However, 
eight years on the material was still in Its 
possession. 

At our insistance, and as a pre-condition of 
the meeting, the CBG agreed to return the 
material in their possession to the ICC, and 
when we met the matter was discussed further. 
The CBG emphasised that it had never stolen 
material, it had simply not returned what was 
in the possession of some of the members at 
the time of the splits. It was ironic that 
one militant who played a direct role in the 
thefts from WR subsequently rejoined the ICC 
while they, who had criticised the thefts at 
the time and many times since, had been 
treated as pariahs. They also emphasised 
that they had written several times to the 
ICC to arrange for the return of material but 
had never even received an acknowledgement. 
The CBG interpreted this, correctly In our 
view, as a sign that the ICC has not wanted 
to resolve the issue. However, by taking no 
initiative the CBG has enabled the ICC to 
continue what had become a 'cat and mouse' 
game. While we appreciated the Ironies, we 
insisted that material had to be returned 
even if the recipient was unwilling; it was 
essential that the milieu could see by lh£ 
Q~g:~ 2~!12U~ where they stood. -

The discussions on this point widened to 
cover the other matters mentioned above, and 
although we can only be pleased that they 
were raised and discussed, it was clear that 
there remain wide differences between us. 
On the question of Chenier, in particular, 
the CBG argued that this was a blatant exam­
ple of an organisation using character ass­
assination as a means of dealing with politi­
cal disagreements; they also cited the warn­
ing about Albar In Accion Proietaria last 
year to show that this method is still being 
used. 

In dealing with this the Fraction pointed out 
that it agreed that character assassination 
is an unprincipled and unacceptable means of 
dealing with political and organisational 
problems. However, we rejected the CBG 
assertions that in 1981 the ICC was saying 
that Chenier was a police agent. We pointed 
out that the fact that the ICC's warning that 
this militant's behaviour was suspicious 
('louche') was not a nod and a wink to encou­
rage any speculation to take place,whatever 
any Indlviqual ICC Member May have thought or 
fia.la.. In. fact the ICC t t.ae 1 f Md. 3.hlqa 
held to the position that there Was overwhel­
ming and Irrefutable evidence of the shadi­
ness and intentionally destructive behaviour, 
but no clear evidence as to its origin and 
motive. The fact that the ICC had not been 
manufacturing a campaign of whispers was 
evidenced in its efforts to involve other 
organisations In the COMmissIon of enquiry 
which was set up, and Its wIllingness to show 
to other revolutionary organisations the 
evidence gathered. In our view, the ICC 
could not be blamed for the general complac­
ency of other groups which for the most part 
showed little concern at the time. On the 
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other hand, the ICC does not seem to have 
maintained its standard of conduct with its 
warning about the militant Albar which 
appeared only in the territorial press of the 
organisation in Spain in 1988. Following 
the publication of the warning in Accion 
Proletaria, the Fraction contacted the Int­
ernational Secretariat of the ICC for infor­
mation which we were told would be supplied. 
However, although two appointments were made, 
no dossier was produced. Months have passed 
since the warning which has been neither 
repeated in the ICC's international press 
(or, so far as we are aware, in any other 
territorial publication) nor withdrawn. No 
basis for the warning has been given, no 
explanation for its appearance offered; given 
the ICC's general demeanour, we cannot give 
it 'the benefit of the doubt' in this case. 
We did not convince the CBG on Chenier, but 
our two groups have at least been able to 
agree that we do not in any way defend 'char­
acter assassination', that organisations in 
the milieu should warn others of suspicious 
behaviour on the part of militants of the 
milieu, and that specific cases are open to 
examination and discussion. 

We had some discussion about the state of the 
ICC in 1981, referring to the debates on 
political and organisational issues raging 
inside. The ICC had been riven since 1980 
by the debate on whether or not 'hybrid' 
class organs had existed in the British steel 
strike in 1980 (i.e. were the strike committ­
ees part-union, part working class, or only 
part of union recuperation). This discus­
sion was never thoroughly clarified during 
the strike and lingered on in an unsatisfact­
ory way for a long time after. This was an 
organisational prQblem - and not only a pol­
itical debate - because a sizeable proportion 
of the ICC viewed the events and evaluated 
the intervention within them in quite a diff­
erent way from the majority, to the degree 
'that the seeds of suspicion and hostility 
sewn from another quarter had a political 
conflict in which to be nurtured further and 
find a legitimacy. In addition, many organ­
isational questions about the conduct of 
debates, the taking of pOSitions by central 
organs, the posing of disagreements in the 
press were current, and by the time of the 
splits these hostilities were developed. 

The political Issues beneath the splits were 
confused and compounded by the thefts, which 
heightened the levels of distrust between 
militants of the organisation. In reaction, 
the central organs demanded to know who 
really dissociated themselves from this be­
haviour and who did not. Again, this was 
seen in different ways - either as a demand 
for a 'loyalty oath', or as a legitimate 
request to the entire membership to say where 
they' stood. When this was followed up by 
the recuperation of much of the stolen 
equipment, an exercise whose force was blown 
up out of all proportion by those who had 
stolen from the ICC and who disliked it being 
taken back. a further round of resignations 
followed. When attempts were made by some 
splitters to have printers stop producing WR 
and IR, with threats made to call the police, 
the entire situation degenerated to utter 

confusion in which it seemed to the majority 
of the organisation that a sizeable minority 
was making every attempt to destroy the ICC, 
while - as the CBBG put it to us - it seemed 
to much of the minority that the central 
organs were "trying to hijack th~ organisa­
tion". 

Certainly, some of us in the Fraction now 
think that one of the crucial factors in the 
way that the whole situation unfolded was the 
push inside the ICC for the recuperation 
prior to the holding of the extrordlnary 
conference at which all these matters - in­
tervention, hybrid organs, Chenier, thefts, 
etc - were to be discussed. Insteaa, be­
cause of the confusion matters were reduced 
to a simplistic choice of 'sides', with the 
result that all the political issues took 
second place to 'defending the organisation' 
or not. Under5tandable, 6Lven the emotional 
content of the moment, but politically damag­
ing in the longer term. One can see that 
the step was not too large to get to the 
point where 'decisiveness' would become the 
antidote to the 'centrism' supposedly infect­
ing the organisation only a few years' later. 

The whole organisation was very confused over 
the plethora of issues. Although the extra­
ordinary conference cemented the organisation 
temporarily, many underlying political issues 
remained unresolved. The tendency to use 
organisation measures to deal with political 
questions was reinforced. Although we can 
look back at these'events with the benefit of 
hindsight, and with time having lessened the 
emotional content, we do not divorce our­
selves from responsibility in the events. 
There were principles we wanted to uphold, 
and we still believe we were right to do so. 
Nonetheless, it was informative to discuss 
with the CBG for it made us appreciate other 
perceptions on the confusion of the time, and 
we can see that it is still useful to review 
the episode as part of our getting to grips 
with the crisis of the milieu and the degen­
era~ion of the ICC in particular. 

The CBG then became the personification of 
theft and gangsterism in the milieu in the 
eyes of many of us, and we can see the irony 
in this - since none of their members endor­
sed the 1981 thievery. However, neither did 
they do enough to distance themselves in a 
categorical way from it. The distrust grew 
to a near-hatred as a result of the threats 
by the Aberdeen militants to call the police 
And although this was subsequently and pub­
licly withdrawn and admi~ted to have been a 
grave error, the damage was done. 

This only emphasises the importance of action 
in clearing matters up. Both the CBG and 
ICC bear responsibilities for the situation 
that the gulf between them has generated 
inside the milieu, a situation which clouded 
many discussions in the milieu for years. 

But so too must the rest of the milieu accept 
responsibility: for at the time the proleta­
rian milieu contriputed little beyond apathy 
to dealing with the convulsions inside the 
ICC and almost everywhere else. And little 
has been done since to overcome the problems. 



II 

Years have passea With the polarisations 
w1dening and IDcrea~ln9 the dlfflcuJtlpR fnr 
groups to discuss. 

However, we think that at this meeting 
based on the clea~ statement of the p~lnclple5 
involved - i~ was shown that it is possible 
to overcome hostility and distrust and face 
up to the most contentious matters. Neither 
would pretend that agreement on these Issues 
has been reached. 

THE MAIN DISCUSSIONS 

1. The Class Struggle 

This had as its axis the 'years of truth' and 
how our expectations at the beginning of the 
'80s compared with the actual evaluation of 
the class struggle. There was a substantial 
level of agreement here. 

The CBG and the Fraction were agreed In the 
appreCiation of the historic course moving 
towards profound class confrontation. There 
was also an agreement that the immediate 
class confrontation expected in this decade 
had not been verified. The capacity of the 
bourgeoisie to delay the crisis, a capacity 
that had seemed to be rapidly diminishing at 
the end of the '70s, had surprised us all 
with its longevity and the associated 
blunting of the immediate promise of the 
class struggle. Thus, the workers' 
struggles in Poland had not been equalled, 
far less surpassed, anywhere in the centres 
of capi tal. The CBG stre,ssed the increased 
organisation and preparedness of the b~ur­
geoisie on one hand and the divorce experien­
ced by the working class from its own hist­
ory. Thus, were the same level of overt 
struggle to break out today, it would mean 
that its developedment had gone much further. 
In considering the views of other groups, 
both the Fraction and the CSG rejected the 
triumphal Ism of the ICC and the pessismism of 
the CWO. 

What was less clear to the Fraction was the 
CBG's assessment of the development of class 
consciousness over the past decade. The CBG 
tended to argue that this development could 
not be known because the links between the 
working class and Its proletarian milieu 
were, to all practical purposes, non-exist-
Aot.. .T.bfl .FY'BDt.j fU1 .. , ftl1 .tbf! .o.tbtU' .band ... i11'= 
gued that, however indirect, it was possible 
to see evidence of its development. For 
example, although it was indeed the case that 
the bOUrgeoisie had beCOme more organised and 
effective in dealing with the class its eff­
orts to maintain its supremcy had become more 
and more frenetic. No ideological campaign 
used to derail the class lasted to any deg­
ree. Had the bourgeoisie been consolidating 
a firmer grip on the working class in a 
longer-term way we would expect to see a 
process of mobilisation of the class, and a 
stabilisation of the ideological content. 
Instead, the content of campaigns has changed 
from year to year - broadly speaking - and no 
mobilisations have really been sustained. 

This issue will be taken up again between us. 

2. The Crisis of the Political Milieu 

Both the Fraction and the CBG agreed that the 
crisis of the milieu exists, that it is deep 
and that most of the groups in the milieu do 
not or will not recognise it. We both 
linked it to the lack of significant adVance 
of the class struggle in this decade. 

For the Bordighist groups, for example, the 
issue is that the programme is not being 
assimilated; they recognise that sectarian­
ism is a weaknesses - though it does not seem 
that for them discussion is necessary. 
Specifically, for the Mouvement Comuniste the 
task is to destroy the milieu which they 
consider to be bourgeois. 

Our two groups recognise the crisis, and its 
unprecedented nature which manifests itself 
through sectarianism and regression on class 
lines. We agreed on the symptoms shown by 
the CWO, but not by the ICC. 

For the CBG, the crisis stems from a failure 
to appreciate the transition of the capital­
ist system from its ascendant to decadent 
epochs, a transition which has produced a 
profound separation of the milieu from the 
class as a whole. Broadly, we would agree 
with this but when the point is taken further 
differences between us become apparent. The 
eBG considers that many of the differences 
between organisations in the milieu are not 
programmatic and relate to Issues of organls­
atjonaJ iunctjonjn9~ ~bjcb c~uJd De re$o]ved 
within the same organisation. For the Frac­
tion, on the other hand, there are much more 
profound problems: the question of state 
capitalism, the organised form of capital 
this century, is barely addressed by most of 
the milieu; the understanding of how the 
process of class consciousness develops in 
the proletariat is dealt with little better; 
the actual development of the class struggle 
is trivialised into episodic assessments. 
What this tells us is that a veritable ren­
aissance of marxism is needed - and only the 
milieu as a whole can provide it - as a basiS 
for the further development of the milieu 
botn politically and organisationally, and 
thus for its increasing effectiveness as a 
weapon of the proletariat. 

Thus, for the CBG, the degeneration of the 
ICC is primarily an organisational issue, of 
bad fraternal relations and this appreciation 
is rooted in the issues mentioned in the 
first part of this article; for the Fraction 
this degeneration is underpinned by the poli­
tical weaknesses which can only be overcome 
by a theoretical development, by a further 
development of marx ism. ' Thus for the CBG 
fraternal debate is a pre-requisite for re­
groupment, of organisation healing; for the 
Fraction, fraternal debate is necessary not 
just at that level but as a material founda­
tion for the proletarian milieu and the work­
ing class to go forward. 

3. The Tasks for the Political Milieu 

In keeping with their views of the evolution 
of the class struggle and on the nature of 
the crisis of the milieu, the CBG saw the 
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main tasK being the need to set u~ an inter­
national framework for fraternal debate: the 
priority for the milieu is regroupment U2~ on 
the basis of class lines. This position is 
intimately related to the view that sectar­
ianism is a product of isolation from the 
class only, and that however profound the 
political differences they can coexist in the 
same organisation. 

The Fraction considers this to be simplistic, 
as the CBG implies that because the class 
struggle in these decades is moving forware, 
regroupment is de facto on the agenda at all 
times. While it is true that the possibili­
ties for regl'ouplflcnt 1ibould alwayo b(l eJ!plor= 
ed as far as possible whatever the period, it 
would be wrong to ignore the actual limita­
tions imposed by the situation. Thus the 
Communist Left in the 19305 attempted to, and 
did, regroup many militants as the counter­
revolution approached its nadir. But these 
regroupments were to pull together the resid­
ues of a once-massive movement hit by a fero­
cious repression, and did not accompany a new 
proletarian resurgence. Today, however, 
despite the clement nature of the period for 
a process moving towards massive class con­
frontation there is no widespread appearance 
and development of revolutionary groups. On 
the contrary, the milieu has shrunk substan­
tially since the mid-'70s, a phenomenon which 
is surely beyond dispute. (This is not the 
place to go into the reasons in any extensive 
way; it is topic being dealt with in other 
articles in IP.) All the same, we have 
participated in-a regroupment process already 
with the Jalons publication ceasing and join­
ing the Fraction - and is probably typical 
of the generally small-scale movements which 
take place in the milieu today. The Frac­
tion therefore stands for the regroupment of 
revolutionary forces at all times; but the 
priority and effort this task can be given 
depends primarily on constraints and oppor­
tunities determined by general circumstances 
and not simply by internal resources. 

To the EFICC, there is a need for the work of 
fractions in the milieu today. As we have 
stressed we see the need for a 'renaissance 
of marxism' which, far from being an academic 
pursuit, is absolutely essential for the 
milieu if it is going to have the theoretical 
weapons to arm its intervention in the work-

ing class. We do not believe it is possible 
to rely on the belief that 'all questions 
will be answered in the heat of the class 
struggle' - for while new waves of struggle 
can answer some current questions they also 
throw up new ones. A 'renaissance of marx­
ism' is not an event to be finished before 
intervention can begin but a process to be 
embarked on, to recognise the changed and 
changIng circumstances in which the class is 
coming to consciousness. It does not aim to 
replace our platform, but enrich and deepen 
it to maintain its correspondence with the 
evolution of the actual situation of capital­
ism in this period. 

The CaG was receptive to the spirit of our 
approach, but we have yet to see what their 
considered views are. 

On the intervention of revolutionary groups 
there was clear agreement - on its necessity 
for the working class, that it depended on 
the forces of the revolutionary organisation, 
and that intervention had to be towards the 
milieu as well as the class as a whole. 
Both organisations recognised the dangers of 
the triumphal ism which has become the hall­
mark of the ICC and of the pessimism of 
groups such as the CWO. 

CONCLUSION 

This meeting was a positive, though in many 
respects only a tentative, contact between 
the two groups. We hope that it has 
contributed to the breaking down of some 
barriers and the clarifying of some issues 
which have festered in the milieu for much to 
long. We also hope the ICC will make some 
positive response to the CBG taking action to 
return their material. 

If nothing else, the meeting did show that it 
is possible for revolutionary organisations 
to discuss fruitfully even when they have a 
history of distrust between them. Neither 
group would want to have any Illusions about 
how far we got, but we did go forward. 

Marlowe 

PUBLIC MEETING 

IT~TER!\lATIOl\lALI ST PERSPECTIVE holds regular 
public meetings in London. Paris. Brussels 
ano !\lew York. They are part of our e~fort 
to contribute to real discussion and debaf~ 
around vital questions facing revolutionaries 
and the whole working class today. For in­
:formation on coming public meetings. please 
write to our local adresses. 

APPEAL TO READERS 
We intend to make this magazine an instru­
ment of political clarification and under­
standing of the situation today. We also 
need to have the tools necessary for dir­
ect intervention in the class s·truggle 
(leaflets, posters, newspapers). Our 
limited material resources and our small 
number makes this task very difficult. 
We appeal to our readers to help circu­
late Internationalist P~rspective and to 
carryon political discussion with us. 
We ask you to subscribe to OUr magazine 
and to show a practical support for our 
efforts by giving a contribution if you 
can. 
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II 

THE ICC AND CHINA 

what happened to the class struggle? 
the very aim of the massacre was to be 

spectacular, to show the masses what they get 
when they oppose the state. The propaganda 
campaign itself was an integral part of the 
terror: the state wanted to show that it 
could not only suppress action but also 
thought and speech." ("Order Reigns In 
Be i j i ng", 1. P . # 14) 

In the wake of the "Beijing spring", posters, 
slogans and "solidarity" meetings for the 
Chinese people have mushroomed throughout the 
world. The purpose of all these 
demonstrations organized by bourgeois 
humanists (from the banners in Chinese 
unfurled by Amnesty International to the 
·clandestine" inteviews with refugee students 
dramatized by the media) has been to turn the 
two months of bloody struggles in China into 
a simple contest between rival factions of 
the bourgeoisie for control of the state: a 
struggle between democracy and the 
totalitarian state in its Stalinist form. 

But, surprise, surprise, this smokescreen Is 
far from being a monopoly of the Western 
bourgeoisies: a revolutionary organization 
like the International communist Current 
(ICC) -- ever ready to proclaim its pure and 
intransigent Marxism ,-- has come close to 
engaging in this same sickening undertaking; 
for the greater good of the proletariat(!), 
it is busily rewriting history and covering 
up what was really at stake in China. First, 
at a public meeting in Brussels at the end of 
June, the ICC denounced us as fools and dupes 
because of our assertion that the real key to 
understanding the situation in China had been 
the existence of an ~m£~2u12 mass strike. 
Then in the pages of "Internationalisme" the 
ICC asked: "Where was the workers struggle 
that the EFICC claims to have seen?- Finally, 
the ICC posed the issue thusly: "Either one 
believes that last spring the workers had 
nothing to do with the student democrats and 
that they were right to save their strength 
for the important battles to come, or one 
pretends -- with the Trotskyists, and 
apparently with the EFICC -- that they should 
have utilizd the 'breach' in the ranks of the 
bourgeoisie and acted on a terrain that was 
not their own. In the latter case, it's 
important to see that -- as in the case of 
the minority of the Italian Fraction during 
the clvli war In Spain -- you end up in the 
camp of the counter - revolution" 

How simple reality is when it is viewed 
through the lenses of the ICC. It must be 
very comforting and secure to live in a world 
only activated by bourgeois intrigues and by 
a proletariat waiting In the wings and 
·saving its strength for the important 
b'attles". It's quite true that such a world 

is alien to us -- and for good reason! For a 
truly revolutionary organization, the task is 
more difficult than the ICC imagines. The 
real task is to combine in a coherent and 
dynamic analysis the strengths and weakneses 
of the working class; and in spite of its 
pretentions, the ICC is more and more 
incapable of doing this. This incapacity is 
seen in its most caricatural form in the 
almost pathological refusal of the ICC to see 
the proletariat in the events in China. Such 
deafness to the cries of the class -- the 
global interests of which the ICC claims to 
defend -- is truly upsetting. More and more 
over the last few years, because of its wish 
to see the revolution behind every corner, 
the ICC has had difficulty analyzing the 
class struggle. Their position on China is an 
expression of this weakness. The ICC is 
characterized by an incessant wavering 
between overestimation and underestimation of 
the strength of the proletariat; a growing 
imperviousness to the real lIfe of the class, 
its contradictions and its promises. The 
disastrous result is that the ICC now decrees 
WHEN, WHERE, and HOW the proletariat CAN and 
MUST struggle. Last year, for example, in the 
hospital workers strike in France -- once 
again reduced to a Machiavellian plot of the 
bourgeoisie -- the ICC proclaimed that this 
was no longer the time· to fight. Such a 
discrepency between the objective situation 
and the analysis or practice of communist 
minorities at the end of the '80's can seem 
of little consequence given the slight impact 
that revolutionaries now have on the actual 
unfolding of events. However, as the 
insurrectional movements in Germany in the 
1920's showed, if such a gap persists in a 
critical and decisive situation the result 
can be grave indeed for the proletariat. A 
revolutionary minority that demonstrates its 
incapacity to take the pulse of its class Is 
at best condemned to being marginal, and at 
worst to depriving this class of a 
revolutionary dynamic opening new 

perspectives for humanity. 

For ten years, the ICC has been the first to 
proclaim that it was virtually the only group 
to grasp the class struggle. Such 
clairvoyance has now blinded it. Since 1985, 
when we were excluded from the ICC because of 
divergences with its increasingly false 
conception of class consciousness and its 
growing activism vis a vis the class struggle 
<leading it to blur certain principles, such 
as the nature of unions), the ICC has moved 
heaven and earth to denounce our 
·underestimation" of the development of 
workers struggles, our "desertion", our 
irresponsibility. But today, the ICC wants to 
blast us because we see the proletariat at 
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work in China. We are not the only targets of 
the ICC: it has also drawn a bead on 
Battaglia Comunista, which proclaimed "long 
live the Chinese proletariat" in its 
headlines -- and that after having criticized 
Battaglia for its incapacity to see a social 
upheaval bringing the proletariat onto the 
scene in the student movements at the end of 
the 1960's. The political milieu's 
understanding of the events in Beijing 
sometimes resemble an endless ping - pong 
match; so as not to get lost, it is necessary 
to understand the source of the zig - zags 
which border on the most total incoherence. 
In fact, what is at issue, is the very method 
by which we analyze the class struggle. While 
our method of analysis of and intervention in 
the class struggle attempts to base itself on 
an understanding of the basic historic 
tendencies at work (taking account of both 
the strength and weakness of the workers 
struggle), for many years the ICC has been 
engaged in imposing its schemas on reality, 
in exercises in ·workerism", and in inventing 
sophisticated tactics so as to artificially 
close the gap between workers and 
revolutionaries. Its understanding of workers 
struggle has increasingly been reduced to 
flattering the mere physical presence of 
workers at the point of struggle. Faced with 
a more complex situation, the ICC is helpless. 
Thus, in China, because petit - bourgeois 
demands were grafted onto the workers 
struggle, that struggle did not exist for the 
ICC. This workerism (in which revolutionary 
minorities can only lose their raison d'etre) 
has led the ICC to only recognize as an 
action of the proletariat one that 
corresponds to its own arbitrary and shifting 
framework. If the proletariat does not behave 
in the way prescribed by the ICC, then it 
simply is not present. In the past, workerism 
and activism have always been the other side 
of the coin of the bankruptcy of 
revolutionary organizations inapable of 
formulating a clear and coherent analysis of 
the prevailing social upheavals. That was the 
path trod by the Third International; it is a 
danger today. 

In the case of China, it is much easier to 
assert -- as do the newspapers in Beijing 
that the proletariat was absent as a class, 
than to try to understand what real 
possibilities existed, and what prevented 
them from developing. What is really bizarre 
is that the ICC, utilizing the errors of the 
war in Spain in the 30's, charges those who 
today seek to measure those possibilities 
with being "counter - revolutionaries". 

In our long article in I.R.# 14, ·Order 
Reigns In Beijing", our analysis, and the 
lessons to be drawn, can be summarized in the 
following six points. 

1) The upheavals which shook China in the 
spring of '89 had their source and dynamic in 
the existence of antagonistic class 
interests. It is both mistaken and dangerous 
to reduce these upheavals to simple squabbles 
within the ruling class. The trees must not 
hide the forest: the bourgeoisie is so 
divided only when faced by the enormous 

threat repnsented by the irruption of the 
proletariat. 

2) The stUdent movement, which at first 
occupied center stage with its demands for a 
more "democratic" administration of the 
Chinese state, by mid - May was largely 
overtaken by the massive appearance of the 
proletariat, demonstrating, striking, 
threatening the state with a general strike, 
and like the railwaymen -- paralyzing 
economic activity. The ICC decreed that the 
student movement alone expressed the social 
upheavals plaguing China, thus reproducing 
the schema of the "cultural revolutions" 
which in the past pit rival factions of the 
bourgeoisie against one another. Any other 
analysis could only be petit - bourgeois! 

What an about face! In '68, the crowning 
point of student agitation, hadn't the 
predecessors of the ICC pointed out 
(correctly!) the working class potential 
ripening in the entrails of society -- a 
potential that announced the beginning of a 
new historical period? Is the ICC today so 
exhausted that it cannot see beyond the 
student movement in itself? We heard the 
same indignant cries from the ICC in ~86: in 
the midst of the student agitation in France, 
we pointed to the working class discontent on 
the horizon. A petit - bourgeois deviation 
proclaimed the ICC; a few weeks later the 
railwaymen went out on strike. 

3) This working class tidal wave was the 
product of ten years experience with the 
economic "liberalization- carried out by Deng 
Xiao Ping (now being replicated in Russia 
under Gorbachev's Perestroika). Inflation, 
scarcity, unemployment -- this is the 
"miracle" that was inflicted daily on the 
workers of China; and this was the objective 
basis that engendered their combativlty in 
the great industrial centers of China. 

4) For the moment, a whole series of factors 
prevented this combativity from giving birth 
to a real proletarian perspective. These 
included as particular factors: the weakn~8s 
and lack of experience of the Chinese 
workers; the traumatism of repressions and 
massacres in the past. To these must be added 
general factors: the formidable difficulties 
faced by the international proletariat in 
sorting out its perspectives as a 
revolutionary class, the bearer of a social 
project which will shatter the very 
foundations of capitalism, from its daily 
struggles. The sum of these factors, to which 
must be added the potent factor -- within the 
Stalinist countries -- of illusions in a 
possible improvement in living conditions by 
way of a "political democratization", 
deprived the Chinese proletariat of a 
development of its class autonomy. Its 
struggle could only be concretized by street 
demonstrations and chaotic confrontations 
with the forces of order, which rather 
disrmed it than strengthened it. But this 
difficulty in finding Its way to self 
organization is far from being confined to 
the workers of China. 



5) Democratic mystifications engulfing the 
Chinese proletariat prevented it 
from developing its own class perspective. In 
failing to clearly refuse to participate in a 
"democratic debate" (the bourgeois terrain of 
which will always lead to a smoother 
exploitation, repression and mystification of 
the working class), the Chinese proletariat 
condemned itself to defeat and left the road 
clear for the bourgeoisie to mop it up. The 
ICC's accusations of our Fraction's implicit 
support for the democratic mystification 
<besides the fact that they are reduced to 
nothingness by the actual positions taken in 
our press) are in fact part of the very 
funeral choir which has crowned the defeat of 
the Chinese working class. 

6) The blackmail about the danger of civil 
war, the ferocious repression which followed, 
and which is not yet over, while indicative 
of the basic UNITY of the bourgeoisie when it 
must crush the proletariat, also showed the 
great anxiety of the Chinese state when faced 
with the threat of the working class; that 
state had to inflict such punishment on the 
workers that they would never forgt it, with 
the goal of preventing future movements. That 
is why the first victims of the repression 
were unemployed workers; the publicity about 
their execution stemmed from the need to make 
an example of them. 

The question remains: why has the ICC become 
so blind when over the previous decade it has 
unceasingly vilified the revolutionary milieu 
for Its purported ·passivity· vis a vis the 
class struggle; its failure to recognize the 
potential of the working class, its 
"centrism", its lack of responsibility, its 
academicism, its slackness, laziness and 
isolation from the proletariat? According to 
the ICC, the '80'5 were to have been the 
"years of truth": at the end of that decade, 
the ripening of the workers struggle was to 
have definitively decided the historic course 
in either a revolutionary sense or one 
leading to a third inter - imperialist 
butchery. Basing itself upon its rigid 
schema, the ICC has everywhere perceived the 
working class to be stronger than it was, 
more conscious, more radical on a day to day 
basis, always on the brink of the decisive 
struggles. The utter falsity of that analysis 
-- while pointing up the necessity for 
revolutionaries to really grasp the general 
conditions of class struggle in our time 
can escape no one. Except the ICC, which 
stubbornly refuses to critically re - examine 
its own perspectives, This absence of a 
critical balance sheet can only lead to a 
growing incoherence vis a vis the class 
struggle, It is sufficient to take account of 
the eighth congress of the ICC, specifically 
its perspectives for the class struggle, to 
see how in the ranks of the ICC the Marxist 
dialectic has been transformed into the art 
ur sen • nypnoS1S. If wey now say more 
circumpectively that "the wave of class 
struggle developing since 1983 poses the 
perspective of the unification of struggles" 
or even "that the class struggle is not 
sufficiently developed to make it possible 
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for the revolutionary perspective to be 
posed", there are still no signs whatsoever 
of the beginning of a questioning of the 
mistaken characterization of the '80's 
previously advanced. When revolutionaries 
transform themselves into priests, it is true 
that they only answer to themselves for their 
own sins! 

The phantasy of a proletariat always growing 
stronger in the present period on the one 
hand, and the living and contradictory 
reality of a class seeking to extricate 
itself from the snare of capitalist ideology 
on the other, can only turn into fools those 
who try to reconcile them, The idiocy of the 
ICC became fully apparent on the occasion of 
the Beijing spring, Rather than acknowledge a 
torturous dynamic involving class demands and 
illusions in the possibility of "reforming" 
the bourgeois state, demonstrating how vain 
it is to think that the revolution is just 
around the corner, the ICC contented itself 
with "the absence of the Chinese 
proletariat", Rather t~an recognize the 
weakness and provisional defeat of.a part of 
the world proletariat, the ICC preferred to 
mystify Itself with the idea of an 
"unscathed" proletariat ·saving its 
strength" , 

The culminating point of the craziness was 
reached when the ICC wrote: "In China, at the 
present time, there was no possibility of the 
proletariat developing its struggle on its 
own class terrain", Everywhere else, the 
proletariat is uniting, getting ready for its 
decisive struggles, but the Chinese 
proletariat alone (still in the stone age) is 
condemned to silence so as to fit into the 
schema of class struggle prescribed by the 
ICC. Whereas, by its struggle (the demands 
put forward and the obstacles encountered) 
the Chinese proletariat showed that it was an 
integral part of the international working 
class, the ICC (perhaps mesmerized by the 
Great Wall) isolated it and cut it off 
from its class brothers. An organization that 
can only prattle about the impossibility of 
struggle for a proletariat had better declare 
itself bankrupt and devote itself to 
gardening, 

ALMA 
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OUR POSITIONS 
The external Fraction of the Inter­

national Communist Current claims a con­
tinuity with the programmatic framework 
developed by the ICC before its degenera­
tion. This programmatic framework is it­
self based on the successive historical 
contribution of the Communist League, of 
the I, II and III Internationals and of 
the Left Fractions which detached them­
selves from the latter, in particular the 
German, Dutch and Italian Left Communists. 
After being de facto excluded from the ICC 
following the struggle that it waged again­
st the political and organizational degen­
eration of that Current, the Fraction now 
continues its work of developing revolu­
tionary consciousness outside the organi­
zational framework of the ICC. 

The Fraction defends the follOWIng 
basic principles, fundamental lessons of 
the class struggle : . 

Since World War I, capitalism has been 
a decadent social system which has nothing 
to offer the working class and humanity as 
a whole except cycles of crises, war and 
reconstruction. Its irreversible historical 
decay poses a single choice for humanity : 
either socialism or barbarism. 

The working class is the only class able 
to carry out the communist revolution again­
st capitalism. 

The reVOlutionary struggle of the pro­
letariat must lead to a general confronta­
tion with the capitalist state. Its class 
violence is carried out in the mass action 
of revolutionary transformation. The prac­
tice of terror and terrorism, which expres­
ses the blind violence of the state and of 
the desperate petty-bourgeoisie respective­
ly, is alien to the proletariat. 

In destroying the capitalist state, the 
working class must establish the dictator­
ship of the proletariat on a world scale, 
as. a transition to communist society. The 
form that this dictatorship will take is 
the international power of the Workers' 
CCPJ...l"1Ci1s. 

Communism or socialism means neither 
"self-management" nor "nationalization". 
It requires the conscious abolition by the 
proletariat of capitalist social relations 
and institutions such as wage-labor, com­
modity prodUction, national frontiers, 
class divisions and the state apparatus, 
and is based on a unified world human 
community. 

The so-called "socialist countries" 
(Russia, the Eastern b1oc, China, Cuba, 
etc.) are a particular expression of the 
universal tendency to state capitalism, 
itself an expression of the decay of capi­
talism. There are no "socialist countries',' 
these are just so many capitalist bastions 
that the prOletariat must destroy like any 
other capitalist state. 

In this epoch, the trade unions every­
wnere are orgllI1t'J or c:apitaliiJt Il:i.u":i.p."n>ll 
within the proletariat. Any policy based 
on work~hg in the unions, whether to pre­
serve or "transfOrm" them, only serves to 

subject the working class to the capital­
ist state and to divert it from its own 
necessary self-organization. 

In decadent capitalism, parliaments and 
elections are nothing but sources of bour­
geois mystification. Any participation in 
the electoral circus can only strengthen 
this mystification in the eyes of the work­
ers. 

The so-called "workers" parties, "So­
cialist" and "Communist", as well as their 
extreme left appendages, are the left face 
of the pOliticnl apparatus of capital. 

Today all factions of the bourgeoisie 
are equally reactionary. Any tactics call­
ing for"Popular Fronts", "Anti-Fascist 
Fronts" or "United Fronts" between the pro­
letariat and any faction of the bourgeoisie 
can only serve to derail the struggle bf 
the proletariat and disarm it in the face 
of the class enemy. 

So-called "national liberation strug­
gles" are moments in the deadly struggle 
between imperialist powers large and small 
to gain control over the world market. The 
slogan of "support for people in struggle" 
amounts, in fact, to defending one imper­
ialist power against another under nation­
alist or "socialist" verbiage. 

The victory of the revolution requires 
the organization of reVOlutionaries into 
a party. The role of a party is neither to 
"organize the working class" nor to "take 
power in the name of the workers", but 
through its active intervention to develop 
the class consciousness of the proletar­
iat. 

ACTIVITY OF THE FRACTION 
In the present period characterized by 

a general rise in the class struggle and 
at the same time by a weakness on the 
part of revolutionary organizations and 
the degeneration of the pole of regroup­
ment represented by the ICC, the Frac­
tion has as its task to conscientiously 
take on the two functions which are basic 
to revolut:i.onary organizations; 

1) The development of revolutionary 
theory on the basis of the historic ac­
quisitions and experiences of the prole­
tariat, so as to transcend the contra­
dictions of the Communist Lefts and of the 
present revolutionary milieu, in particu­
lar on the questions of class conscious­
ness, the role of the party and the con­
ditions imposed by state capitalism. 

2) Intervention in the class struggle 
on an international scale, so as to be a 
catalyst in the process which develops in 
workers' struggles towards consciousness, 
organization and the generalized revolu­
tionary action of the proletariat. 

The capacity to form a real class party 
in the future dep~nds on the accompliSh­
ment of these tasks by the present revolu­
tionary forces. This requires, on their 
part, tn~ w111 t.o un~o~.~~w • ~~~1 ~,~~~-

fication'and open confrontation of commu­
nist positions by rejecting all monolith­
ism and ,sectarian:i.:>m. 
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