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Tom Kerry 

A MAO-STALIN RIFT: 

MYTH OR FACT? 

The myth of Stalin's infallibility was assiduously cultivated by the 
ruling bureaucratic caste in the Soviet Union until his death in 1953. 
The parvenu bureaucracy, which had usurped the state power, re
quired a supreme arbiter to adjudicate its disputes and to reconcile 
any differences that might arise among members of the ruling group. 
Du ring his lifetime Stalin had the last word and final decision. 

By the time of Stalin's death the world had undergone consider
able change. The Soviet Union was no longer the sole custodian 
of "socialist" state power, upon whose authority the whole structure 
of Stalinist monolithism was erected. The social overturns in East
ern Europe and above all, the conquest of state power by the Chi
nese Communist Party [C C P], introduced a schismatic process 
that gave rise to "polycentrism" - that is, the conflict of interests in
herent in the existence of separate national states, albeit national 
states resting on the foundation of socialist property forms and prop
erty relations. 

With other times, came other needs. Stalin's heirs found it expedient 
to initiate the process of deStalinization. The myth of Stalin's infalli
bility was thoroughly demolished in the famo:usspeech by Nikita 
Khrushchev at the 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union in 1956. Recently, under the inspiration of the Maoists, 
there has been a concerted attempt to refurbish the Stalin myth. But 
this is a hopeless task. Not all the k~ng' s horses and all the king's 
men can ever put humpty-dumpty Stalin back together again! 

The Maoists need the Stalin myth to bolster an official mythology 
which seeks to elevate Mao to the status of a deity whose super
natural omnipotence-Mao's thought-is invested with retroactive 
infallibility to prove that he was always right in the past- even as 
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against Stalin. Past errors, where admitted, are attributed to the short
comings of others. 

It would be instructive to unravel the strands of this deification 
of Mao. In this article, however, we are concerned with a myth of a 
different order, the concept that Mao broke with Stalin to lead the 
Chinese revolution. This "theory" has been advanced in order to an
swer the seeming enigmas: How explain that the Chinese Com
munist Party, under a Stalinist leadership closely linked with the 
Kremlin, could carry through a revolutionary action and take state 
power in seeming contradiction to Stalin's policy of class collabora
tion and peaceful coexistence? 

This widely current myth of a Mao-Stalin schism on revolutionary 
strategy has unfortunately been taken up and elaborated in a recent 
collection of essays edited by Tariq Ali, the Pakistan-born British 
antiwar leader who has become a Trotskyist. * 

"Stalin," writes Ali, "had not believed that a socialist revolution was 
possible in China; his disastrous policies had resulted in the massacres 
of Shanghai and Canton. Perhaps he believed that since most of the 
leading Communist cadres had been wiped out it was now fairly 
safe for him to deal with Chiang Kai-shek. Stalin had reckoned with
out Mao Tse-tung. It is not necessary to go into details of how Mao 
organized the Chinese Communist Party and led it to victory. What 
is important to note is that if Mao had followed Stalin's advice he 
would have disbanded the Chinese party and merged with Chiang 
Kai-shek's nationalists and in the process would, no doubt, have 
been liquidated. Despite paying lip-service to Stalin, Mao in fact did 
exactly the opposite. He fought the most protracted civil war in recent 
history, with no material aid from Stalin. Unless, of course, one 
counts a manual on partisan warfare which Stalin sent him as a gift 
and which Mao handed to Liu Shao-chi with the inscription: 'Read 
this carefully if you want to end up dead.' [Ali does not explain 
the source of this story. But it is of such stuff that myths are woven. 
-T.K.] 

"The success of Mao's armies," Ali continues, "came as a shock to 
Stalin; right up to 1948 he had been persuading the Chinese Com
munists to come to some sort of agreement with the nationalists and 
this the Chinese steadfastly, and to their credit, refused to do. In 
October, 1949, exactly thirty-two years after the Bolshevik revolu
tion, Mao's peasant armies marched into Peking and proclaimed 
China a People's Republic." 

Tariq Ali concludes his essay on the Chinese revolution with the 
assertion, "Mao's stature as one of the greatest revolutionary leaders 
of this century is beyond question." But the actual record which I 
propose to examine far from bears· out this judgment. If Stalin had 
not believed that a socialist revolution was possible in China, as Ali 
correctly asserts, neither had Mao. And Mao persisted in this dis-

"The New Revolutionaries: A Handbook of the International Radical left. Morrow. 319 pp. 55.95. 
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belief to the very end. That is why he proclaimed China a People's 
Republic and not a Socialist Soviet Republic, as the Bolsheviks had 
done in October 1917. 

Tariq Ali wrote this article for the anthology before the announce
ment of his adherence to the International Marxist Group, the British 
section of the Fourth International. Earlier this year, in a valuable 
eyewitness report from Pakistan, he published some trenchant criticism 
of the attitudes of the Chinese leadership and the native Maoists 
toward the mass upheavals against the military dictatorship in that 
country. * 

Milovan Djilas' Conversations with Stalin 

Considering the historic significance of the events and the multitude 
of writings about them, there is remarkably little evidence to support 
the theory that Mao broke with Stalin during the Chinese revolution. 
Milovan Djilas reports a statement by Stalin in his Conversations 
with Stalin published in 1962. It concerned the postwar uprising in 
Greece, which Stalin insisted "must be stopped, and as quickly as 
possible" according to the former high Yugoslav official. 

Djilas writes, "Someone mentioned the recent successes of the Chinese 
Communists. But Stalin remained adamant: 'Yes, the Chinese com
rades have succeeded, but in Greece there is an entirely different situa
tion. The United States is directly engaged there- the strongest state 
in the world. China is a different case, relations in the Far East are 
different. True, we, too, can make a mistake! Here, when the war with 
Japan ended, we invited the Chinese comrades to reach an agreement 
as to how a modus vivendi with Chiang Kai-shek might be found. 
They agreed with us in word, but in deed they did it their own wa y 
when they got home: They mustered their forces and struck. It has 
been shown that they were right, and not we. But Greece is a different 
case-we should not hesitate, but let us put an end to the Greek 
uprising." 

Djilas' assertion is of dubious validity. The alleged conversation 
occurred in February 1948 when sharp differences had already arisen 
between Stalin and the Yugoslavs. Soon after this the Kremlin launched 
a public attack on the Yugoslav leaders and the open break occurred 
in June, 1948. It was not in character for Stalin to confess his "errors," 
certainly not to the Yugoslavs at that time. 

Djilas did draw a generalization that is, on the whole, valid: "As 
far as the pacification of the Chinese revolution was concerned, here 
[Stalin] was undoubtedly led by opportunism in his foreign policy. 
Nor can it be excluded that he anticipated future danger to his own 
work and to his own empire from the new Communist great power, 

." Report on the Political Situation in Pakistan." Intercontinental Press, Vol. 7, No. 17, May 5, 1969. 
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especially since there were no prospects of subordinating it internally. 
At any rate, he knew that every revolution, simply by virtue of being 
new, also becomes a separate epicenter and shapes its own govern
ment and state, and this was what he feared in the Chinese case, all 
the more since the phenomenon was involved that was as significant 
and as momentous as the October revolution." 

Since the book was written in 1961, however, thirteen years after 
the event and at a time when the Sino-Soviet dispute had erupted, 
it is hard to decide whether to attribute Djilas' preScience to foresight 
or hindsight. Stalin tried to guard against this "future danger" by 
innovating a new state form standing somewhere between a capitalist 
state and workers state, which he dubbed a people's state, or a people's 
democracy or people's republic. There was no difference on this 
score between Mao and Stalin. 

Maoist criticisms of Stalin 

Aside from the Djilas revelation there is the evidence of differences 
between Mao and Stalin cited by the Maoists themselves. As part 
of the polemic between Peking and Moscow, the editorial depart
ments of Renmin Ribao (People's Daily) and Hongqi (Red Flag) 
published a violent attack on Khrushchev's 20th Congress speech, 
September 13, 1963. The article, republished as a pamphlet, was 
entitled On the Question of Stalin. In sort of a bookkeeper's approach 
to politics, it totes up the pluses and minuses of Stalin's career and 
concludes that, on balance, the pluses outnumber the minuses: "Stalin's 
merits and mistakes are matters of· historical, objective reality. A 
comparison of the two shows that his merits outweighed his faults. 
He was primarily correct, and and his faults were secondary." 

One "error" mentioned is the frightful blood-purges of the 1930s 
which decimated Lenin's Bolshevik Party. "In the work led by Stalin 
of suppressing the counterrevolution, many counterrevolutionaries 
deserving punishment were dul y punished, but at the same time there 
were innocent people who were wrongly convicted; and in 1937 and 
1938 there occurred the error of enlarging the scope orthe suppression 
of counterrevolutionaries. In the matter of the party and govern
ment organization, he did not fully apply proletarian democratic 
centralism and, to some extent, violated it." How delicately put! The 
"error" of committing fratricide, you see, was a "fault" of secondary 
rank and hardly worth mentioning. 

Stalin's basic "error," according to Mao's pundits, was his failure 
to master Mao's thoughts. For, they explain: "In struggles inside 
as well as outside the party, on certain occasions and on certain 
questions he confused two types of contradictions which are different 
in nature, contradictions between ourselves and the enemy and con
tradictions among the people, and also confused the different methods 
needed in handling them." What unadulterated tripe! 
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On the question of Stalin's errors in China the authors are quite 
vague. In one passage they remark that Stalin "had given some bad 
counsel with regard to the Chinese revolution. After the victory of 
th~ Chinese revolution," they assert, ''he admitted his mistake." But 
the nature of this "mistake," when it was supposed to have occurred 
in the Chinese revolution, and where Stalin admitted he was wrong, 
the authors do not say. They hasten on to another subject. 

One more instance is cited: "Long ago," they write, "the Chinese 
Communists had firsthand experience of some of his mistakes. Of 
the erroneous 'Left' and Right opportunist lines which emerged in 
the Chinese Communist Party at one time or another, some arose 
under the influence of certain mistakes of Stalin's, in so far as their 
international sources were concerned. In the late twenties, the thirties 
and the early and middle forties, the Chinese Marxist-Leninists re
presented by Mao Tse-tung and Liu Shao-chi resisted the influence 
of Stalin's mistakes; they gradually overcame the erroneous lines of 
'Left' and Right opportunism and finally led the Chinese revolution 
to victory." 

This pamphlet was published in 1963, when Liu's name was still 
intimately coupled with that of Mao and before the "cultural revolu
tion" disclosed that Liu Shao-chi was an imperialist agent, a diver
sionist and wrecker, as far back as 1924, the year the Chinese Com
munist Party first cemented an alliance with the Kuomintang. But 
that is another story. In what now reads as a monumental bit of 
irony, the authors of On the Question of Stalin contend that the Chi
nese Communist Party always disavowed the "cult of the personality": 
"While we attach importance [to] the role of leaders," they aver, 
"we are against dishonest and excessive eulogy of individuals and 
exaggeration of their role." 

At any rate, this is the extent of the Maoist record of Stalin's "mis
takes" in China. It hardly constitutes proof of a break between Mao 
and Stalin on the question of the character or course of the Chinese 
revolution of 1949. In fact, the authors of On the Question of Stalin 
insist: "But since some of the wrong ideas put forward by Stalin 
were accepted and applied by certain Chinese comrades, we Chinese 
should bear the responsibility. In its struggle against' Left' and Right 
opportunism, therefore, our party criticized only its own erring com
rades and never put the blame on Stalin." (Emphasis added.) 

Far from placing any ''blame on Stalin" for "mistakes" made in the 
course of the Chinese revolution, Maoist historians go to great lengths 
to establish the fact that Mao was Stalin's foremost disciple. On the 
occasion of Stalin's seventieth birthday,' Chen Po-ta, a leading ex
ponent of the "cultural revolution" and militant protagonist of "Mao's 
thought," composed a eulogy entitled Stalin and the Chinese Revolu
tion. It was published by the People's Publishing House, Peking, 
May 1953. Here are samples of Chen Po-ta's testimony on the ques
tion of Stalin's "errors" and the relations between Mao and Stalin: 

"Under the leadership of Comrade Mao Tse-tung, our party, by 
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advancing along a devious path, finally overcame both the objective 
difficulties and subjective errors and carried the revolution to victory. 
This is because Comrade Mao Tse-tung's views on the nature and 
tactics of the Chinese revolution were based on the teachings of Stalin 
and were identical with the views of Stalin." 

"Comrade Mao Tse-tung is Stalin's disciple and comrade in arms. 
He is Stalin's outstanding disciple and has been able to lead China's 
revolution to victory because his method of work and his way of 
reasoning are those of Stalin. He uses Stalin's methods to learn 
from Stalin ... " And so forth and so on, ad nauseam. 

It is quite obvious that the brief references by Mao and his his
torians to "subjective errors" and "mistakes" do not refer to Stalin's 
basic line 011 the character and perspective of the Chinese revolution. 
Because of the disastrous consequences of the zig-zag policies followed 
by the Stalintern af~er the death of Lenin, it became standard practice 
to fix the blame on those individuals and groups responsible for and 
identified with the carrying out of the "general line." Thus arose the 
system of scapegoatism. With each zig-zag new leaders were created 
and old ones scrapped as "Left" or "Right" opportunists, depending 
on the thrust of the new turn. No one dared place the blame on 
Stalin-where it properly belonged. It was along this "devious path" 
that Mao became head of the Chinese Communist Party in January, 
1935. 

The date is significant. Following the debacle of Stalin's "Third 
Period" insanity, which paved the way for Hitler's march to power in 
Germany, the Stalintern matle a one hundred and eighty degree turn 
to the People's Front. The leaders of the national sections of the 
Communist International were junked in wholesale lots, including 
the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party. That Mao was a 
People's Frontist from the beginning is testified to by Chen Po-ta in 
his pamphlet, Mao Tse-tung on the Chinese Revolution, written in 
1951 and published in a revised edition in Peking in 1963. 

"After 1927 Mao repeatedly refuted the erroneous 'Leftist' ideological 
trend in relation to the question of the character of the revolution. He 
considered that the Chinese democratic revolution must be carried out 
to the end, saying: 

"'Only in this way can a socialist future of the Chinese revolution 
be fostered. Misconceptions such as denying this period of democratic 
revolution and considering that the opportune moment for a socialist 
revolution in China has arrived are extremely detrimental to the 
Chinese revolution.' (Resolution of the Sixth Congress of the Fourth 
Army of the Red Army, drafted by Mao Tse-tung, December 1928.) 

"Mao Tse-tung regarded the opinion then held by the Communist 
International that the character of the Chinese revolution remained 
bourgeois-democratic as completely correct. He said, 'The struggle 
which we have gone through verifies the truth of the opinion of the 
Communist International.' 
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"In the light of the concrete conditions in China, Mao Tse-tung de
veloped the teachings of Lenin and Stalin regarding the continuous 
development of the bourgeois-democratic revolution into the socialist 
revolution." He said: 

"'We advocate the theory of the continuous development of revolu
tion, but not the Trotskyite theory of permanent revolution. We stand 
for the attainment of socialism through all the necessary stages of 
the democratic republic. We are opposed to tail-ism, but we are also 
opposed to adventurism and ultra-revolutionism." 

The theory of the revolution in stages was not unique with Mao 
and the Popular Front. It was developed as part of the theoretical 
arsenal of the reformist socialists in Europe and was advocated by 
the Russian Mensheviks in opposition to the course followed by the 
Bolsheviks. The latter, under Lenin and Trotsky's leadership, re
fused to halt the revolution at its "bourgeois-democratic stage" fol
lowing the overthrow of the Czar in February. They pressed forward 
to the socialist victory of October, along the line laid down by Trotsky 
in his theory of permanent revolution. 

The theory of the revolution in stages leads ineluctably to the prac
tice of class collaboration through coalitionism. If the bourgeois
democratic stage was to prevail for a prolonged period - as Mao 
insisted it must- then the Chinese Communist Party would have to 
share power, as junior partner, with the political parties of the bour
geosie, above all with Chiang Kai-shek's Kuomintang. 

The theory of revolution in stages 

Mao's views on coalition government were elaborated if' a political 
report to the Seventh National Congress of the Chinese Communist 
Party on April 24, 1945. The first Chinese edition in English, en
titled On Coalition Government, was published in 1955. However, 
the text of this speech was published ten years earlier in this country 
in December 1945 by New Century Publishers, the Comnmnist Party 
publishing house, with the title The Fight for a New China, and with 
an introduction by William Z. Foster. There are extensive changes, 
alterations, amendments and deletions in the later Chinese editions 
compared to the 1945 text. The citations which follow are from the 
earlier New Century edition. 

In expounding the theory of the revolution in stages, Mao declared, 
"Socialism can be reached only through democracy; this is an ac
cepted truth of Marxism. The struggle for democracy in China still 
requires a prolonged period. Without a new democratic, united state, 
without the economic development of a new democratic nation, without 
the development of a broad private capitalist and cooperative econ
omy, without the develoPrwiPt of a national, scientific, popular and 
new democratic culture, wifROut the emancipation and development of 
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the individuality of hundreds of millions of people, in short, without 
the thorough, new bourgeois democratic revolution, to establish so
cialism over the ruins of the colonial, semi-colonial, and semi-feudal 
China would be a utopian dream." 

How explain that "Communists" advocate the establishment, for a 
"prolonged period," of a bourgeois-democratic state? "Some people 
cannot understand why the Communists, far from being antipathetic 
to capitalism, actually promote its development. To them we can 
simply say this much: to replace the oppression of foreign imperialism 
and native feudalism with the development of capitalism is not only 
an advance, but also an unavoidable process; it will benefit not only 
the capitalist class, but also the proletariat." 

But, if the historical imperative dictates that the course of develop
ment proceed through the stage of bourgeois democracy, how explain 
the Russian revolution, which proceeded from the overthrow of the 
semi-feudal Czarist regime to the establishment of the bourgeois
democratic Provisional Government, to an abbreviated period of Soviet 
dual power, to the establishment of the proletarian dictatorship, all 
within the span of a few months? Mao advances a theory of Russian 
exceptionalism. "Some people wonder if the Communists, once in 
power, will establish a dictatorship by the proletariat and a one
party system, as they have done in the Soviet Union. We can tell 
these people this: A new democracy of a union of democratic classes 
is different in principle from a socialist state with the dictatorship of 
the proletariat. China, throughout the period of her new democratic 
system, cannot and should not have a system of government of one
class dictatorship or one-party monopoly of government." 

As for Russia: "Russian history determined the Soviet form of society. 
There the social system in which man exploits man has been abol
ished; a new democratic (socialist) political, economic and cultural 
system has been established; all anti-socialist political parties have 
been rejected by the people, who support only the Bolshevik Party. 
But even in Russia, where the Bolshevik Party is the only political 
party, the governmental authority is invested in the alliance of workers, 
peasants and intellectuals, or in the bloc of party members and non
party members, and not in the hands of the working class, or Bol
sheviks alone. In the same way, Chinese history will determine the 
Chinese system. A unique form - a new democratic state and regime 
or a union of the democratic classes - will be produced, which will 
be different from the Russian system." 

"The carrying out of this program will not advance China to so
cialism. This is not a question of the subjective willingness or un
willingness of certain individuals to do the advancing; it is due to 
the fact that the objective political and social conditions in China do 
not permit the advance."· For how long? "In the entire bourgeois 

*Thls paragraph I. deleted from revised Chinese editions~ 
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democratic revolution stage, over scores of years, our new demo
cratic general program is unchanged." 

Relations between capital and labor 

Mao paints an idyllic picture of the harmonious relations that will 
exist between capital and labor in the ''bourgeois democratic revolu
tion" stage. "Under the new democratic state the policy of harmo
nizing the relationship between capital and labor will be adopted. 
The interests of the workers will be protected. An eight to ten-hour 
day system, according to varying circumstances, will be established, 
as well as suitable relief for the unemployed, social security, and 
the rights of labor unions. On the other hand, the proper profits, 
under reasonable management, of state, private and cooperative 
enterprises will be assured. Thus, both labor and capital will work 
jointly for the development of industrial production." 

One of the more persistent tenets of Maoist mythology is the al
leged uncompromising hostility that Mao always held toward the 
imperialist powers, especially toward British and American impe
rialism. It is no wonder that those sections of his speech in which he 
expresses gratitude to these powers are carefully deleted from the re
vised Chinese versions. For example, in expressing his gratitude to 
the Soviet Union for its help, he adds: "We are also grateful to Britain 
and the United States, particularly the latter, for their immense contri
bution to the common cause-the defeat of the Japanese aggressors. 
We are grateful to the governments and the peoples of both countries 
for their sympathy with the Chinese people and their help." 

But gratitude never cut much ice with the imperialist bandits. Mao 
dangled more tangible material benefits to whet their appetites. In 
the bourgeois- democratic stage, he pdnted out, "Large amounts of 
capital will be needed for the development of our industries. They 
will come chiefly from the accumulated wealth of the Chinese people, 
and at the same time from foreign assistance. We welcome foreign 
investments if such are beneficial to China's economy and are made 
in accordance with China's laws. Enterprises profitable to both the 
Chinese people and foreigners are swiftly expanding large-scale light 
and heavy industries and modernizing agriculture, which can. become 
a reality when there is a firm internal and international peace, and 
when political and agrarian reforms are thoroughly carried out. 
On this basis, we shall be able to absorb vast amounts of foreign 
investments. A politically retrogressive and economically impoverished 
China will be unprofitable not only to the Chinese people, but also 
to foreigners."· 

In the light of subsequent developments it is no wonder that the 

"Deleted from revised Chinese editions .. ,f!I 
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Maoists subjected the text of On Coalition Government to extensive 
revisions. In his foreword to the American edition, William Z. Foster 
indicated the setting in which the speech was made. "On April 24, 
1945," he wrote, "the day on which the great Chinese Communist 
leader, Mao Ts~tung, delivered the following report to the Seventh 
National Congress of the Chinese Communist Party, Allied unity was 
at a high point. On the following day the United Nations Conference 
was to open in San Francisco. In Europe the Red Army from the 
East and Anglo-American forces from the West were rapidly bringing 
to all end the Hitler state and the Nazi armies. Rangoon and Davao 
were about to fall to the Allies in the Pacific theater. American Marines 
were writing a glorious chapter in military history in Okinawa. The 
Soviet Union had already made clear its intention of joining the 
war against Japan by abrogating its treaty with the Mikado." 

These military victories induced a condition of euphoria in Stalinist 
circles throughout the world. Coalitionism, i.e., class collaboration, 
was touted as the wave of the future. On the basis of the pacts and 
agreements forged by the Big Three, (Teheran, Yalta, etc.) the class 
struggle was declared outmoded. Peaceful coexistence was to reign 
supreme. With the exception of the Soviet Union, of course, the struggle 
for socialism was postponed to the Greek Kalends. In Europe, the 
French Communist Party entered a coalition government, disarmed 
the Resistance and, along with deGaulle, proceeded to restore the 
bourgeois democratic order. The same process was duplicated in 
Italy. In Eastern Europe, coalition governments were hastily rigged 
under the umbrella of Soviet occupation forces. 

To the consternation of the Stalinist pipedream of an era of per
manent peace and prosperity following the war, however, the impe
rialist jackals resumed their scramble for spheres ofinfluence, markets, 
areas for the investment of capital, sources of raw material, the super
exploitation of cheap labor and colonial dominion. The war had 
changed nothing in the nature of the beast. It was not that the wartime 
coalition was being "pried apart" - as the Stalinists cried - it was 
coming apart at the seams by virtue of its inherent contradictions. 
The class struggle, so cavalierly consigned to the limbo of innocuous 
desuetude, soon asserted its lusty presence. 

Dual power in the Chinese revolution 

In China, the path to coalition government was bestrewn with 
booby traps. The Chinese Communist Party headed a surging mass 
movement that made it a power to be reckoned with. The Japanese 
invasion of China in the 1930s sparked a recurrent and mounting 
wave of nationalist feeling that infected all sections of the population. 
The CCP rode that wave from the beginning. Stalin viewed a Japanese 
military presence in China with consi1r'erable alarm. It was a dagger 
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pointed at the 3,000-mile Soviet eastern frontier and held the threat of 
a war on two fronts in the event of a military conflict in Europe. 

In Thirty Years of the Communist Party of China, published by 
Lawrence and Wishart in 1951, Hu Chiao-mu, the vice-director of 
the propaganda department of the CCP central committee wrote that, 
"after the Japanese invaders had attacked China the Chinese Com
munist Party was the first to call for armed resistance. In January 
1933, the Chinese Workers' and Peasants' Red Army declared that, 
on the three conditions of ceasing the attacks on the Red Army, 
safeguarding the peoples' democratic rights and arming the masses, 
the Red Army was willing'to stop fighting and make peace with all 
other troops throughout the country for the purpose of jointly resisting 
Japanese aggression." 

Needless to say, Chiang Kai-shek rejected the proposal. The Kuo
mintang had less to fear from the Japanese invaders than from the 
Red Army. Instead, Chiang mounted a series of major military cam
paigns designed to encircle and destroy the Red Army. As a result 
of these offensives the Red Army was compelled to undertake its 
"Long March" to seek sanctuary in the remote Chinese hinterland. 
After incredible hardships the Red Army reached North Shensi in 
October 1935. Hu writes that before the retreat "the Red Army had 
expanded into a force of 300,000 troops, but after reaching North 
Shensi at the end of the Long March. . . the Red Army totalled less 
than 30,000 troops." 

But the decrepit and corrupt Kuomintang government offered no 
effective resistance to the Japanese invaders. Dissatisfaction grew and 
along with mounting discontent a process of disintegration ensued 
which led to splits and defections by dissident groups in the Chiang 
forces. A number joined with the Red Army to carry forward the 
resistance. In the process, the Red Army and the Chinese Communist 
Party underwent an enormous expansion. Hu reports that by the 
time of the Mao speech at the Seventh Congress in April of 1945, 
there had been created under the leadership of the CCP, "nineteen 
Liberated Areas ... with a total population of 95,500,000, a People's 
Liberation Army of 910,000 (including the Eighth Route Army, the 
New Fourth Route Army and other anti-Japanese people's troops) 
and a people's militia of 2,200,000 men who were simultaneously 
engaged in production." Even allowing for some exaggeration, this 
was a force of considerable magnitude. 

When the war in the Pacific ended with the unconditional surrender 
of Japan on August 14, 1945, de facto dual power existed in China. 
Unlike Russia in 1917, where the dual power was institutionalized 
in the form of Soviets of workers, peasants and soldiers deputies 
on one side, and the bourgeois government on the other, the dual 
power in China took the form of rival armies engaged in military 
conflict. The state, wrote Engels, consists of bodies of armed men. 
In China the Red Army exercised state power in the "liberated areas" 
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through the administrative apparatus of the CCP and its "demo
cratic allies." 

Hu Chiao-mu explains that the areas under Red Army control 
were adminstered by a "coalition" whereby "the 'Three-threes repre
sentative system,' namely the system whereby the Communists (repre
senting the working class and poor peasants), the progressive elements 
(representing the petty bourgeoisie), and the intermediate elements 
(representing the middle bourgeoisie and enlightened gentry) each 
contributed one-third of the leading personnel of the government 
administration, was introduced in all Liberated Areas." But the real 
power resided in the Red Army controlled by the CCP. 

This power existed alongside that of the National government ruled 
by Chiang Kai-shek and his Kuomintang under a system of "political 
tutelage," the political formula for Chiang's one-party dictatorship. 
Chiang's regime was recognized as the legitimate "national govern
ment" by the "Big Three," Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin, in the Mos
cow Declaration of October 30, 1943. In fact, upon the insistence 
of Roosevelt, the Big Three was expanded to include Nationalist 
China and became the Big Four, with the addition of Chiang Kai
shek. 

The China White Paper, originally issued in August 1949 under 
the title United States Relations With China, With Special Reference 
to the Period 1944-49, records that in the fall of 1943: "The United 
States insisted that China be included as a signatory, together with 
the United Kingdom, the USSR, and the United States, of the Dec
laration of Four Nations on General Security, signed in Moscow on 
October 30, 1943, which recognized the right and responsibility of 
China to participate jointly with the other great powers in the pros
ecution of the war, the organization of the peace, and the establish
ment of machinery for postwar international cooperation." The Mos
cow Declaration provided the juridical rationalization subsequently 
used to justify continued financial, material and military support, to 
the Chiang Kai-shek regime. 

Marshall's attempt to mediate the dispute 

With the end of the war, both sides invited the U. S. government 
to mediate the armed conflict which had erupted into full-scale civil 
war. In December, 1945, Truman designated General George C. 
Marshall as his personal representative to mediate the dispute. 

The United States urged Chiang Kai-shek to "democratize" his 
regime and to broaden the base of the National government in order 
to include representatives of various "democratic" opposition groups. 
Washington favored participation of the CCP in such a "reformed" 
government. This policy was based on the conviction that the Red 
Army could not be eliminated by militarymeans. In his later testimony 
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before a joint session of the House and Senate committees on foreign 
affairs, February 20, 1948, Marshall observed: "Considering the 
military aspects of the problem it was clear from V-J Day in 1945 
that the Chinese government was confronted by a military situation 
which made it, in the opinion of virtually every American authority, 
impossible to conquer the Communist armies by force." 

The alternative to a mediated political settlement in Marshall's 
opinion would be a massive intervention by the armed forces of the 
United States in which the U. S. "would have to be prepared virtually 
to take over the Chinese government and administer its economic, 
military and governmental affairs." This was excluded. For, as Lyman 
P. Van Slyke observes in his Stanford University Press edition of 
The China White Paper, "Not only were America's resources insuf
ficient for military intervention in [Marshall's] opinion, but the Amer
ican people would not sanction such a course." 

This view was bolstered, not only by the attitude of the American 
civilian population, but more importantly by that of the American 
army. When the Truman administration sought to shift American 
troops to Asia after the end of the war in Europe, there was a virtual 
rebellion which took the form of a movement to "Bring the Boys 
Home," which received widespread support from an aroused citizenry 
in this country. The time was not propitious for a massive American 
military intervention in China. 

Marshall arrived in China in January, 1946. The circumstances 
were not auspicious. The United States had made commitments to 
the Chiang regime beginning with the Moscow Declaration of 1943 
and there was burgeoning opposition to compromise by the rabid 
anti-communists in Washington, among whom Chiang had his 
staunchest supporters. Van Slyke writes, "By October 1944, when 
General Joseph W. Stilwell, who favored a tough quid pro quo policy 
toward Chiang, was recalled at the Generalissimo's insistence, General 
Patrick J. Hurley had already arrived in China. He expressed clearly 
the goals of American policy: to keep China in the war, to support 
Chiang and the National government, to persuade Chiang to under
take certain reforms, and to promote the unity and democracy to 
which all Chinese parties proclaimed their dedication. It is clear now 
that these goals were irreconcilable, for if there was no possibility 
of withdrawing our support from Chiang, there was no way of getting 
him to make changes he did not choose to make. America's role as 
mediator was compromised for the same reason. But this was far 
from clear at the time, except to those who knew the situation in 
China most intimately." 

Marshall was confronted with two opposing views on how a new 
"democratic" government was to be established. The CCP insisted that 
a coalition of the various political parties determine the conditions 
under which a National Assembly was to be convened and a draft 
constitution adopted. While granting the National government a sub-
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stantial majority, they insisted upon certain safeguards in the form 
of minority representation sufficient to veto any attempt on the part 
of the majority to substantially alter the terms upon which agreement 
was reached. 

Chiang insisted that inasmuch as his Kuomintang government was 
the only "legal" and recognized authority all other political parties 
should enter the National government with the rights of minority rep
resentation as defined by a new constitution adopted by a National 
Assembly and by the legislative and executive organs created by it. 
He remained adamantly opposed to granting the CCP minority veto 
power at any stage of the process of establishing the "new" bourgeois
democratic state. 

Chiang's position was publicly endorsed by Washington. In a state
ment defining "United States Policy Toward China," December 15, 
1945, Truman declared: "The United States and the other United 
Nations have recognized the present National government of the 
Republic of China as the only legal government in China. It is the 
proper instrument to achieve the objective of a unified China." It was 
on this rock that all subsequent negotiations foundered. 

Nevertheless, the extent of CCP representation in the post-civil-war 
government was not the only question open for negotiations between 
the warring sides, and in the last analysis, it was not the most im
portant question. It was overshadowed by the question of the fate 
of the Red Army. Truman added in the same 1945 policy statement: 

"The United States is cognizant that the present National govern
ment of China ia a 'one-party government' and believes that peace, 
unity and democratic reform will be furthered if the basis of this 
government is broadened to include other political elements in the 
country. Hence, the United States strongly advocates that the nation
al conference of representatives of the major political elements in the 
country agree upon arrangements which would give these elements 
a fair and effective representation in the Chinese National govern
ment. It is recognized that this would require modification of the one
party 'political tutelage' established as an interim arrangement in 
the progress of the nation toward democracy by the father of the 
Chinese Republic, Doctor Sun Yat-sen. 

"The existence of autonomous armies such as that of the Communist 
army is inconsistent with, and actually makes impossible, political 
unity in China. With the institution of a broadly based representative 
government, autonomous armies should be eliminated as such and 
all armed forces in China integrated effectively into the Chinese Na
tional Army." (Emphasis added.) 

General Marshall's primary assignment in China was to preside 
over the liquidation of the Red Army and this he failed to do. But 
the reason does not lie in political intransigence on Mao's part toward 
reorganization of the Communist forces in the interest of forming 
a "new" state. Marshall's failure is fundamentally to be explained 
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by Chiang's terms for formation of the postwar government. The 
Generalissimo insisted on unconditional surrender. His terms would 
have been virtually suicidal for the Communists to accept. 

The Political Consultative Conference 

When Marshall arrived in China in January 1946, he was gratified 
to find that considerable progress had apparently been made toward 
the achievement of his objective. Under prodding from the Americans, 
both sides had agreed to the convening of a "Political Consultative 
Conference" [PCC] in Chungking to begin the process of forming 
a unified national government. A truce had been declared and a joint 
"Order for the Cessation of Hostilities," had been issued on January 
10 in the name of Generalissmo Chiang Kai-shek and Chairman 
Mao Tse-tung. A number of basic documents were adopted by the 
PCC designed to lay a foundation for the new state order. These 
included a "Resolution on Government Organization" and a "Resolu
tion on Military Problems." Examination of these two documents 
shows how far Mao was willing to go toward the formation of a 
coalition government and also the points on which Mao and Chiang 
ultimately could not reach agreement. 

The "Resolution on Military Problems" is divided into four sections, 
"Section r' itemizes "fundamental principles for the creation of a na
tional army": "Point 1) The army belongs to the state. It is the duty 
of the soldier to protect the country and love the people." "Point 3) 
The military system shall be reformed in the light of the d~mocratic 
institutions and actual conditions prevailing at the time." ""Point 5) 
Military education shall be conducted in the light of the f.-.lregoing 
principles, and shall forever be dissociated from party. affilifltjon and 
personal allegiance." 

"Section If' sets forth the "fundamental principles for the reorgani
zation of the army," "Point 1" provides: "Separation of army and 
party." "Subsection A" under "Point 1" states, "All political parties 
shall be forbidden to carryon party activities, whether open or sp.cret, 
in the army." 

"Section III, Point 5) A military Committee shall be established 
within the Ministry of National Defense to be charged with the double 
duty of drawing up schemes for the creation of a national army and 
of seeing to it that the schemes are faithfully carried out. Members 
of the committee shall be drawn from various circles." 

"Section IV" covers the "practical methods for the reorganization of 
the army." Under "Point 1) The three-man military commission shall 
proceed according to schedule and agree upon practical methods for 
the reorganization of the Communist troops at an early date. The 
reorganization must be completed as soon as possible." "Point 2) The 
Government troops should be reorganized, according to the plan 
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laid down by the Ministry of War, into ninety (90) divisions. The 
reorganization should be completed within six (6) months." "Point 3) 
When the reorganizations envisaged in paragraphs 1 and 2 have been 
completed, all troops of the country should be again reorganized into 
fifty (50) or sixty (60) divisions." And in this way would be created 
the "new" democratic army of the "new" democratic Republic of China. 

The "Resolution on Government Organization" provides that, "1) 
Pending the convocation of the National Assembly, the Kuomintang, 
as a preliminary measure preparatory to the actual inauguration of 
constitutionalism, will revise the Organic Law of the National govern
ment in order to expand the State Council." It was around the question 
of the composition of this "State Council" that an irreconcilable dis
pute subsequently occurred. 

"Point 1" under "Section f' reads: "There will be forty (40) State 
Councillors, of whom the Presidents of the Executive, Legislative, 
Judicial, Examination, and Control Yuan will be ex-officio members." 
"Point 3) The State Council is the supreme organ of the Government 
in charge of national affairs." "Point 6) General resolutions before 
the State Council are to be passed by a majority vote of the State 
Councillors present. If a resolution before the State Council should 
involve changes in administrative policy, it must be passed by a 
two-thirds vote of the State Councillors present. Whether a given 
resolution involves changes in administrative policy or not is to be 
decided by a majority vote of the State Councillors present." (Empha
sis added.) "Point C) Half of the State Councillors will be Kuomintang 
members and the other half will be members of other political parties 
and prominent social leaders. The exact number of members of other 
political paTties and prominent social leaders who are to serve as 
State Councillors will form the subject of separate discussions." (Em
phasis added.) 

The "Resolution on Military Problems" was the first to be imple
mented. An executive "Committee of Three" was established to super
vise the cease-fire and to begin the process of "Military Reorganization 
and Integration of Communist Forces into National Army." The 
committee was composed of a representative of each of the three 
parties underwriting the agreement: General Chan Chih Chun, rep
resenting the National government; General Chou En-Iai, representing 
the CCP and General George C. Marshall, acting as chairman and 
listed as "advisor," representing the United States. The process of "in
tegration" was to encompass a period of eighteen (18) months. At 
the end of this period it was envisaged that all troops would be under 
the command of the Minister of War to be designated after the N a
tional Assembl y had established a new government. 

The agreement to establish an "Executive Headquarters" to be ad
ministered by the Committee of Three was signed by Chan Chun and 
Chou En-Ial on January 10, 1946. But trouble broke out almost 
immediately. Manchuria had been invaded by the Soviet Union after 
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it had declared war on Japan in August 1945. To secure the ter
ritory for the National government, the United States placed at the 
disposal of Chiang the planes, ships and personnel to transport his 
armies to Manchuria. Red Army units in the area also converged on 
the territory. An open clash was inevitable. 

Both sides had agreed to stay away from those areas occupied by 
Soviet troops. But who was to exercise control in the remainder of 
the territory? Soon charges and countercharges were hurled by each 
side that the other was guilty of violating the terms of the cease-fire. 
The Executive Headquarters of the Committee of Three was paralyzed 
since the agreement provided that all of its decisions were to be by 
unanimous consent. 

Chiang demanded that the provision for unanimous decision be 
amended to provide for majority rule. The Americans were all for it 
but the CCP balked. In June 1946 the Generalissimo issued an ulti
matum declaring a 15-day truce in the fighting in Manchuria and 
demanding that the Red Army withdraw within that period or suffer 
the consequences. The ultimatum was condemned by the CCP as a 
violation of the January cease-fire agreement and contrary to the 
spirit of the PCC resolutions. At this Chiang launched a general 
offensive against the major forces of the Red Army concentrated in 
Northern China. 

Cold war and a turn in China 

Up to this point there had been no reason for a rift between Mao 
and Stalin. Mao had faithfully adhered to Stalin's coalition line. 
But the events following the convening of the PCC in January 1946, 
marked a definite shift in China toward increasing friction, then open 
hostilities and later, resumption of full-scale civil war. It was this turn 
of events, I believe, which in retrospect led some to the conclusion 
that a "break" had occurred between Mao and Stalin sometime in 
the period 1946-47. 

The turn in China was in large part a reflection of the change in 
the international situation. As has already been noted, the wartime 
coalition between the imperialists and Stalin came apart with the end 
of the war. The break was heralded by increasing friction and was 
publicly proclaimed in Winston Churchill's famous "iron curtain" 
speech in Fulton, Missouri, March 5, 1946-the opening salvo of 
the cold war. 

Churchill's speech created a sensation. It was obvious that the time, 
place and setting of the speech was arranged in collaboration with 
Truman. In China, the turn toward cold war politics along with 
increased U. S. military aid hardened Chiang Kai-shek's position 
that the CCP enter the National government on his terms or not at all. 
Failing a "negotiated" agreement which would lead the CCP into a 
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suicidal trap Chiang was convinced that Washington would have 
no alternative but to support his preferred course of mounting an 
all-out military assault and smashing the Red Army as a prelude 
to "national unity." Yet, the coalition charade continued until the end 
of the year. 

It took the form of a dispute over the number of representatives to 
be allotted the CCP on the State Council which was to convene the 
National Assembly. Of the forty State Councillors fixed by the PCC, 
50 per cent, or twenty councillors were allotted to the Kuomintang. 
Of the balance, the PCC "Resolution on Government Organization" 
provided that the "exact number" to be allotted to other political 
parties would "form the subject of separate discussions." 

Chiang proposed that the CCP be allotted eight seats and that its 
front organization, the Democratic League, would get four, or a total 
of twelve. This number was just short of the one-third required to 
block any "changes in administrative policy" under the State Council 
setup. The CCP rejected this proposal. On September 21, 1946, Chou 
En-Iai wrote General Marshall: "If the Kuomintang would agree to 
appropriate fourteen seats of the State Council to the Chinese Com
munist Party and the Democratic League, thus definitely ensuring a 
one-third vote to safeguard the PCC common program from being 
infringed upon, the whole issue of the State Council can be settled 
almost overnight." 

Under prodding from General Marshall the Generalissimo was 
constrained to offer a "compromise." On October 2, 1946, he wrote 
Marshall: "The Chinese Communist Party has been incessantly urging 
the reorganization of the National government. This hinges on the 
distribution of the membership of the State Council. The government 
originally agreed that the Chinese Communist Party be allocated eight 
seats and the Democratic League, four, with a total of twelve. The 
Chinese Communist Party, on the other hand, requested ten for them
selves and four for the Democratic League with a total of fourteen. 
Now the government makes a fresh concession by taking the mean 
and offering one seat for the independents to be recommended by the 
Chinese Communist Party and agreed upon by the government, so 
that, added to the original twelve, it makes a total of thirteen seats." 
He couples this "concession" with the demand that the CCP immediately 
produce their list of candidates for the State Council and their list 
of delegates to the National Assembly and that it proceed immediately 
to implement the PCC program for the "reorganization" of the Red 
Army and its withdrawal to previously "assigned areas." 

Thirteen seats was still short of the one-third "safeguard." The "com
promise" proposal was rejected· in a letter from Chou En-Iai, October 
9, 1946, to Marshall, in which the demand for fourteen seats "to 
ensure that the Peaceful Reconstruction Program would not be re
vised unilaterally." Back and forth, the controversy raged. Chiang 
Kai-shek refused to be budged. 
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The U. S. withdraws 

While this exercise in parliamentary bickering continued, the real 
battles were being waged by the opposing armies in the field. Tem
porary military successes bolstered Chiang's conviction that a military 
victory was in the cards. Brushing aside the proposals in the October 
9 letter from Chou which set forth the terms on which the CCP would 
participate in the forthcoming National Assembly, Chiang proceeded 
full-speed ahead to convene the National Assembly, November 15, 
1946. This body, in the absence of the CCP, adopted a "democratic" 
constitution and proceeded to form a "new" bourgeois democratic 
state with all of the parliamentary trappings attendant thereon. The 
split became definitive. The CCP was frozen out. The question of 
state power in China could be resolved only by force of arms. 

General Marshall took his departure with a parting shot at Chiang 
on January 7, 1947, exactly one year from the day he arrived. In 
a "personal statement" Marshall observed: "I think the most important 
factors involved in the recent breakdown of negotiations are these: On 
the side of the National government, which is in effect the Kuomin
tang, there is a dominant group of reactionaries who have been op
posed, in my opinion, to almost every effort I have made to influence 
the formation of a coalition government. This has usually been under 
the cover of political or party action, but since the party was the 
government, this action, though subtle or indirect, has been devas
tating in its effect. They were quite frank in publicly stating their 
belief that cooperation by the Chinese Communist Party in the govern
ment was inconceivable and that only a policy of force could def
initely settle the issue. This group includes military as well as political 
leaders." 

Marshall returned to the United States to become Secretary of State. 
His mission, which sought to resolve the state of dual power by 
persuading the CCP to liquidate the Red Army contingent upon the 
establishment of a coalition government with Chiang Kai-shek failed 
because of Kuomintang intransigence. 

On January 29, 1947, the U. S. Department of State issued a press 
release which read: "The United States government has decided to 
terminate its connection with the Committee of Three which was es
tablished in Chungking for the purpose of terminating hostilities in 
China and of which General Marshall was chairman. The United 
States government also has decided to terminate its connection with 
Executive Headquarters which was established in Peiping by the Com
mittee of Three for the purpose of supervising, iIi the field, the 
execution of the agreements for the cessation of hostilities and the de
mobilization and reorganization of the Armed Forces in China." 

On its part, the CCP continued to press its demand for a coalition 
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government, but this time excluding Chiang Kai-shek and the Kuo
mintang "reactionaries." (An editorial broadcast by the North Shensi 
Radio as late as May 24, 1948, called for the "swift convening of a 
new political consultation conference by all liberals, democrats and 
independent groups and organizations and all social luminaries to 
discuss and approve the calling of a People's Congress to establish 
a Democratic Coalition government.") 

The Communist Party chooses to fight 

Meanwhile the cold war continued to heat up. On March 12, 1947, 
the White House called a joint session of Congress to hear Truman 
request emergency authority to aid Britain against a new upsurge 
of the Greek revolution. In this speech Truman laid down what has 
since become known as the "Truman Doctrine": Washington's manifest 
destiny to "defend" the "Free World" against "Communist aggression." 
It was a virtual threat of war against the Soviet Union. 

This was followed on June 5 by a speech at Harvard by General 
Marshall outlining a plan for the rehabilitation and stabilization of 
capitalism in Europe. The details were worked out at a number of 
conferences and the "Marshall Plan" was adopted by Congress in 
November. 

These developments threw the Kremlin into a paniC. It seemed that 
once again the question of world war was placed high on the agenda. 
The spurious "coalition" governments artificially imposed on the oc
cupied countries of Eastern Europe were summarily jettisoned and 
replaced by "People's Democracies" headed by the various Communist 
parties. An international center was established in Belgrade designated 
as the Communist Information Bureau, or Cominform. As its official 
organ, the Cominform published a paper with the mouth-filling title: 
For a Lasting Peace-For a People's Democracy. In China, Mao 
hailed these developments as a turning point in the struggle. In a 
speech to the central committee of the CCP, December 25, 1947, on 
the "Present Situation and Our Tasks," he declared "The revolutionary 
war of the Chinese people has now reached a turning point." After 
commenting on the continued advances of the Red Army in the civil 
war Mao observed "The various new democratic countries of Europe 
are consolidating themselves internally and uniting with one another. 
The anti-imperialist forces of the people of various European capital
ist countries, especially in France and Italy, are growing. Within the 
United States the people's democratic forces are daily growing." (The 
latter refers to the movement by the American CP to organize the Pro
gressive Party to run Henry Wallace for president in 1948.) And most 
important of all: "The Communist parties of nine European countries 
have organized an information bureau and published a summons 
to battle, calling on the people of the whole world to arise in op
position to the imperialists plans of enslavement." While Mao is so 
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given to hyperbole that he cannot refrain from exaggeration, the 
essence of the matter was that a critical division between the Soviet 
bloc and its imperialist antagonists had developed. 

Under the circumstances Stalin could only view with jaundiced eye 
the prospect of a Nationalist victory in the Chinese civil war or even 
a coalition regime in which the CCP was stripped of its armed forces 
to become hostage to a puppet of American imperialism. Stalin was 
prepared to go to considerable lengths to avoid the danger of a war 
on two fronts inherent in the control of China by a hostile regime. 
In the period from June 1946 to the definitive split in China in 
January 1947 and after, there was no valid reason, either from a 
political or military view, for a ''break" between Stalin and Mao. On 
the contrary, the interests of the Soviet Union required a friendly ally 
on its eastern frontier. 

Given the choice of unconditional surrender or fight, the CCP elected 
to fight. Once the war erupted in earnest, the inner decay of the Chiang 
regime was quickly revealed. Documents in The China White Paper 
offer eloquent testimony: On Jauary 12, 1948: "Observers report no 
improvement in the morale of the Nationalist forces, now at a dan
gerously low ebb. Field Commanders and troops are unwilling to 
fight, except as a last resort, and large-scale defection of combat 
elements confronted with battle can be expected to continue." 

On November 8, 1948: "Within the past few weeks, the government's 
military power and economic position have so deteriorated that we 
seriously question its ability to survive for long. There is just no 
will to fight in Nationalist government armies and in high official 
circles there is only befuddlement." From the same dispatch: "Only 
a few days before Mukden fell, the government had five well-equipped, 
supplied and trained armies in the Manchurian field, the most for
midable striking force at its command, and within a few days these 
armies were lost. They were lost not from battle casualties, but from 
defection, although among their commanders were numbered officers 
long associated with the Gimo [Generalissimoj, and in whose' loyalty 
he trusted implicitly. The troops at Hsuchou are far inferior to the 
Mukden garrison, and their commanders are already resigned to 
defeat. There is no reason to believe in their will or ability to resist 
an offensive. And when they are gone, Nanking has no defense 
worthy of the name." 

And again: "There appears no reason to believe that the Gimo has, 
or will consider, a negotiated peace with the Communists, even should 
they agree to deal with him. This intransigence will prolong the con
flict as long as there a,.re any who will stand by him. It remains to 
be seen how many of his followers will remain when the news of 
Mukden becomes generally known. Their members will be appreciably 
less when the assault on Hsuchou begins. Whether he will have enough 
of a following to attempt a defense of Nanking is problematical, even 
doubtful, but it seems clear that once he has left Nanking in flight, 
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he will never again be a really effective political force in this country." 
Chiang's armies melted away before the advance of the Red Army 

so that at the end some of the larger urban centers, including the 
largest city in China, Shanghai, fell without a shot. Unfortunately, 
because of the CCP policy to restrain the city workers from rising 
in solidarity with the approaching Red Armies, Chiang was able to 
evacuate the remainder of his armed forces to Formosa where he 
quelled an incipient rebellion and established himself as ruler of 
Taiwan. 

* * * 
The theoretical possibility of a Stalinist party taking state power, 

even with its class collaborationist program and practice, was not 
ruled out by Trotsky. In the Transitional Program, adopted by the 
four .. diag conference of the Fourth International in 1938, Trotsky 
observed that "one cannot categorically deny in advance the theoret
ical possibility that, under the influence of completely exceptional 
circumstances (war, defeat, financial crash, mass revolutionary pres
sure, etc.) the petty-bourgeois parties, including the Stalinists may 
go further than they themselves wish along the road to a break with 
the bourgeoisie." 

That, it seems clear to me, is what occurred in China in the period 
of June 1946 to October 1949. Capitalism was toppled in China in 
spite of Mao's program and policies, not because of them .. Even a 
few months before taking state power, Mao held out the perspective 
of indefinite coexistence with capitalism. "Our current policy is to 
control capitalism, not abolish it," he declared in July, 1949. 

If there was a bourgeoili-democratic stage in the third Chinese 
revolution it can be said to have begun with the abolition of the 
period of "political tutelage" and the convening of the National As
sembly on November 15, 1946. But, in line with the theory of per
manent revolution, the National Assembly failed - it did not even 
try - to carry through the democratic tasks of the bourgeois-democratic 
revolution. The carrying through of these tasks was undertaken by 
the regime established by the Chinese Communist Party through a 
new "Political Consultative Conference" of September 29, 1949- the 
regime characterized as the "People's Democratic State." 

This required no break with the Kremlin; the evidence is over
whelming that Mao considered the conquest of state power by the 
Red Army and the establishment of a "People's Republic" a conse
quence of the "teachings of Stalin" and, in the given international 
situation, in conformity with the interests of the Soviet bureaucracy. 
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George Novack 

SOCIOLOGY AND 

HISTORICAL MATERIALISM 

'!be place of sociology among the sciences 

The process of becoming and being in our world is a never
ending, materially unified whole. This evolutionary process can 
be divided into two sections according to their order of emergence 
and their level of development The first period comprises the 
development of the physical universe from its observable beginnings 
up to the advent of the first humans. According to the latest hypo
thetical calculations, this cosmic evolution took at least twenty 
billion years. 

The second period covers the origins and growth of our species 
from the point where our primate progenitors graduated from the 
animal state to the present This process of humanization has lasted 
almost two million years. 

The natural sciences from astrophysics and geology to biology 
and zoology deal with one or another sector of the evolution of 
the material world apart from the social existence of mankind. 
The social sciences from archaeology and anthropology to political 
economy and history have as their objects of investigation one or 
another of the aspects of social life arising from the activities of 
hUman beings. 

Sociology is one of the social sciences. What are its special features 
and its relations to other branches of social investigation? 

Other social sciences, such as archaeology, economics, 
demography, law, linguistics, psychology, logic, study special as
pects and restricted areas of human activity and achievement 
Linguistics, for example, deals solely with the phenomena of human 
speech and its structural element$. These sciences that seek to dis
cover the laws of a delimited domain of social life necessarily have 
a narrow, one-sided character. 
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But society is not actually partitioned into domains completely 
cut off from one another nor is its development split into absolutely 
disjointed stages. Human life has developed continuously from its 
origins to the present. Each stage of human history and its social 
organization has had an integrated constitution depending upon 
its mode of production and its appropriate place in the sequence 
of the historical process. 

Sociology is that branch of scientific knowledge which investigates 
the evolution of society in its entirety and the content of social 
life in its fullness. It endeavors to discover the laws governing the 
progress of social life from the most primitive and simple form of 
social organization to its most complex and mature structures. 

Both the laws of nature and the laws of society are historical 
in character since they are drawn from phenomena engaged in 
constant change. But social phenomena are qualitatively different 
from the purely natural events out of which they have grown and 
in which they remain rooted. Social facts are produced by our 
species, which obtains its means of existence in a unique manner 
through cooperative labor. Man's activities of production and 
their results invest the laws of social development with character
istics distinctively different from those governing other living 
creatures. 

The laws of social evolution have retained certain traits in common 
with the laws of organic evolution, since up to now these have 
operated without conscious collective direction or control. That 
is why Marx regarded lIthe evolution of the economic formation 
of society ... as a process of natural history," as he wrote in the 
preface to the first edition of Volume Iof Capital. But the dominant 
features of the social-historical process are fundamentally different 
from those prevailing in the rest of reality. 

The broad scope and aims of sociology make it the most general 
of the social sciences. It seeks to synthesize the findings of the rest 
of the social sciences into a comprehensive conception of the dy
namics of the historical process. 

Sociology plays a role in regard to the social sciences comparable 
to scientific cosmology, which comprehensively explains the evolu
tion of the physical universe, or synthetic biology, which aims 
to provide a coherent picture of the whole realm of living matter. 

To the degree that sociology succeeds in comprehending the 
laws of human development, it provides the other social sciences 
with a general method of investigation which can serve as a guide 
to their more specialized studies. There is an unbreakable inter
dependence and constant interaction between sociology and the 
more I)pecialized departments of social science, each of which has 
its relative autonomy. The data provided by these in turn enrich 
and extend the ideas and method of sociology as it grows. 

Sociology seeks to answer such questions as: \\That is society and 
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in what respects does it differ from nature? How did social life 
originate? How and why does it change? What are the most power
ful driving forces in its development? Through what stages has 
social evolution passed? What forms of organization has society 
acquired? What are the standards of social progress? What re
lations do the various aspects of the social structure have to one 
another? What laws regulate the replacement of one grade of social 
development by the next and the transformation of one type of 
social organization into another? 

Sociology and the phllosophy of history 

The generality that distinguishes sociology as a science stands 
out most clearly in contrast with history. These two branches of 
knowledge are so intimately interlinked that at certain points on 
their boundaries they are barely separable. 

History relates what men did at a certain time and place and 
under certain specific circumstances, however extensive the period 
and theater of operations. Sociology takes up where history leaves 
off. Proceeding from the results of historical research, it seeks to 
find in them and through them the inner connections and causal 
laws of the actual historical process. Considerable historical data 
had to be amassed before sociology became possible. 

Sociology and history have the broadest scope of all the social 
sciences. These two used to merge at that border line which has 
been designated as H the philosophy of history." This term, in
vented by Voltaire, refers to the systematic theoretical interpretation 
of the historical process as a whole, what Hegel called Universal 
History. 

This side of the study of history was energetically pursued by 
those West European thinkers of the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries who sought to extend to social phenomena the methods 
which were revolutionizing research into the physical world. They 
proceeded on the premise that the world of man, no less than the 
world of nature, was a rational system whose principles of develop
ment could be found out and should be known. So they set out 
to ascertain the causal laws which determined human history. 

Although some of their speculations went wide of the mark, these 
explorers of the logic of the historical process gathered materials 
and cleared the way for those eminent theorists in the nineteenth 
century from Saint-Simon to Marx who placed the study of society 
on solid scientific foundations. 

These theoretical inquiries into the motive forces of history were 
prompted and promoted by practical aims. The philosophers 
of the Enlightenment who heralded the French revolution, and 
their successors of the Napoleonic and Restoration periods who 
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came after the revolution, looked for the efficient agents of history 
in order to change society according to their lights. Just as the 
physical scientists had acquired control over nature through deeper 
insight into its modes of operation, so these thinkers aspired to 
control the reconstruction of society by understanding and managing 
the main factors that shaped the course of history. 

The authors of the conjectures associated with the philosophy of 
history were ideological precursors and progenitors of sociology. 
Whatever was valid in their contributions and conclusions on the 
whole of human history became incorporated into the science of 
society. 

The philosophy of history as such, however, belongs to the pre
scientific stage of sociological knowledge. It bears the same relation 
to scientific sociology as alchemy to chemistry and astrology to 
astronomy. Its hypotheses were stimulating and indispensable so 
long as the prime motive forces of social development were un
known and being sought for. But once historical materialism un
covered the true laws of social evolution and progressive research 
guided by scientific principles could replace guesswork, the old 
purely speculative philosophical approach to sociology was rendered 
obsolete and retrogressive. 

Types of sociological theory 
Sociology has a long prehistory going back to the Greeks. Ibn 

Khaldun, the eminent Berber scholar and statesman of the four
teenth century, was very likely the first thinker to formulate a 
clear conception of sociology. He did so under the name of the 
study of culture. 

He wrote: H History is the record of human society, or world 
civilization; of the changes that take place in the nature of that 
society, such as savagery, sociability, and group solidarity; of 
revolutions and uprisings by one set of people against another 
with the resulting kingdoms and states, with their various ranks; of 
the different activities and occupations of men, whether for gaining 
their livelihood or in the various sciences and crafts; and, in general, 
of all the transformations that society undergoes by its very nature." 
(An Arab Philosophy of History by Charles Issawi, London, 1950.) 

But sociology is a comparatively recent department of social 
science. Such sciences as economics and history developed on an 
independent basis much earlier and faster. Sociology was consti
tuted as a distinct branch of learning only after the French revolu
tion. It was given its own name over one hundred and fifty years 
ago by August Comte. 

Since then sociology has developed in different directions and 
given rise to a motley host of theoretical approaches. The diverse 
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schools can be roughly classified into three major categories: the 
materialist, the idealist, and the eclectic or dualistic tendencies. 

Idealists rely upon menta~ superstructural or purely subjective 
factors for the prime explanation of social-historical phenomena. 
Thus the Swiss writer, Bachofen, who first called attention to the 
system of kinship through the mothers, said in the introduction 
to his book Das M utterrecht H Religion is the only efficient lever 
of all civilization. Each elevation and depression of human life 
has its origin in a movement which begins in this supreme de
partment" 

The American anthropologist, Alexander Goldenweiser, stated 
in his work on Early Civilization: H Thus the whole of civilization, 
if followed backward step by step, would ultimately be found re
solvable, without residue, into bits of ideas in the minds of indi
viduals." 

The British biologist Julian Huxley encompasses the whole span 
of social development with a similar explanation: H Human evolution 
occurs primarily in the realm of ideas and their results- in what 
anthropologists call culture . .. " (Issues in Evolution, p. 45.) 

Historical idealism is prevalent not only in the sciences but in 
all areas of culture. Thus the literary critic, Alfred Kazin, reviewing 
The Life 0 f the Mind in America: Fro m the Revolution to the 
Civil War by Perry Miller, asserts: (( In the end, the national mind 
is the national force." This is diluted Hegelianism. 

The materialists, on the other hand, teach that everything in 
social life comes from objective and observable material causes 
of a physical or man-made character. Thus, in The Nature of 
Things, the Roman poet-philosopher Lucretius attributed the dis
covery of the uses of metals to men's thoughtful notice of their 
melting by forest fires and molding in the bed from which the 
lump of silver and gold, copper or lead, was lifted. He was reaching 
toward a materialist explanation for the metallic revolution which 
had given immense impetus to human progress several thousands 
of years before him. 

In the fourteenth century Ibn Khaldun sought to explain the 
emergence of the civilized state from the primitive tribal community 
along the following essentially materialist lines: To satisfy the 
physical needs for food, procreation and protection which they 
shared with plants and animals, men were impelled to cooperate, 
learn to make tools and weapons and establish small and simple 
communities. The development of cooperation and the division of 
labor led to producing more than was required for sheer survival. 
The subsequent fierce conflicts over possession of this surplus of 
wealth threatened the existence of men. To curb their animal appe
tites and create civil order, they set up a powerful and able ruler 
who forced the aggregate to obey his directives. Thus kingship 
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and the state came into existence as the necessary outcome of 
economic opulence. 

The interplay of natural and man-made factors in shaping the 
course of history was emphasized by the eighteenth century French 
thinker Montesquieu, who picked out geography and government 
as the main determinants of social phenomena. The influence of 
the first factor prevailed in the earlier stages of human develop
ment; the second came forward as civilization progressed. But 
both continue to work together upon the mental life of man and 
generate his predominant characteristics. Thus heat and despotism 
made certain Asiatic peoples placid and docile while cold and 
democracy made some Europeans active in mind and body. 

Besides such efforts to apply either idealist or materialist pro
cedures in a more or less consistent and clear-cut manner, we 
find an array of thinkers who shuttle between these opposing modes 
of reasoning and arrive at the most incongruous conclusions in 
their works. The literature of the social sciences is saturated with 
such eclecticism in theory and method; it is the habitual, normative 
viewpoint of contemporary Western scholarship. 

A characteristic expression of this dualism was provided by 
Charles Beard, the American liberal historian. His last word on 
historical philosophy was that ideas and interests were the twin 
motive forces of civilization. If it be asked which is predominant 
as a rule and in the long run, he answered that this cannot be 
ascertained in advance. All depends upon the concrete circumstances 
of the given case. The door was thus flung open for ideological 
considerations to prevail over material conditions both in particular 
and in general. 

Although the idealist approach to history is false in principle, it 
is not all wrong. It takes into account certain features of the de
velopment of society. Ideas, opinions, religions, individual action, 
are all parts of history and contribute to its making. The point is 
that they are not the decisive factors in social life and therefore 
cannot serve to explain the rest They are secondary and derivative 
elements which themselves stand in need of explanation. The ideal
istic conception is misleading because it is shallow; it does not get 
to the inner core, the essential causes, of social phenomena. 

Every materialist school of historical explanation has had erro
neous and inadequate notions. But their procedure was valid in 
essence because it oriented social investigation in the right direction. 
The materialists looked for the motive forces and root causes of 
social evolution in the influence and changes of the material con
ditions of human existence and kept digging deeper and deeper 
into these. With Marx and Engels they succeeded in reaching 
bedrock: They located the basis of society in the mode of production 
which arises out of the given state of man's struggle with nature for 
the means of life and further development 
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Historical materialism 

Historical materialism is a particular type of sociological theory. 
It is the sociological method of Marxism. It investigates the same 
phenomena as rival schools of sociology but in a more probing, 
many-sided, rigorously scientific way that gives more insight into 
the total life of society and more foresight about its trends of de
velopment. 

Historical materialism is not the whole of Marxist theory. It 
forms a special branch arising from the application of its diale<..1:ical 
and materialist principles to the evolution of society. This is dis
puted by certain revisionist interpreters of Marxism, like Sidney 
Hook and Jean-Paul Sartre, who contend that the Marxist domain 
is restricted to social phenomena, to the life of man, and cannot be 
extended to nature. The Russian Marxist, Plekhanov, morecorrectly 
stated that it had an all-embracing universal jurisdiction. 

Plekhanov divided the unified and systematic structure of Marxist 
thought into three parts: 1) Dialectical materialism, the most general 
approach to reality, which covers nature, society and the mind 
and which aims to discover the general laws governing the modes 
of motion in all three interacting sectors of existence; 2) Historical 
materialism, the application of these laws to the development of 
mankind and the discovery of the specific laws involved in social 
existence; 3) Scientific socialism, the application of the laws of' 
historical materialism to that particular stage of social evolution in 
which capitalism takes shape, fulfills and exhausts its potential, 
and passes over to the higher formation of socialism. Thus dia
lectical materialism is a school of philosophy, logic and theory of 
knowledge; historical materialism, of sociology; and scientific so
cialism, of political economy and revolutionary practice. 

Historical materialism is accurately named. It did not acquire 
either element of its designation by chance. Its title formulates the 
essential features which demarcate this method from other ways of 
interpreting social phenomena: On the one hand, its derivation of 
all the higher manifestations of culture from their economic founda
tions opposes it to the historical idealisms which have been the 
chief adversary of materialist thought in history and sociology. On 
the other hand, there have been tendencies which analyzed social 
processes and structures materialistically but disregarded or mini
mized their evolutionary aspects. These unhistorical materialisms 
attributed the basic elements of social formations either to an un
changeable nature or to some fixed traits of human nature. 

The distinctiveness of Marxist sociology comes from its fusion 
of the materialist approach to society with a thoroughgoing evolu
tionary outlook. It teaches that everything in social life is subject 
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to modification and transformation in accord with causes of a 
physical or historical character. 

An idealistic philosophy of history may also be evolutionary, 
as in Hegel, but it vests the ultimate causal agencies in nonmaterial 
factors such as spirit, mind or God. Marxism in fact originated 
by detaching the evolutionary outlook projected by Hegel in his 
dialectical logic from its idealistic context and by removing the 
nonhistorical elements from preceding materialist theories. Many 
critics insist that this marriage of dialectical method with materialist 
principles is impossible. Nonetheless, their indivisible combination 
constitutes the pith of the Marxist mode of thought in sociology as 
in all other fields. 

The class character of sociology 

Sociology could not have arisen or prospered in a homogeneous, 
harmonious, equilibrated, unchanging, social medium. The ac
celerated economic changes, social instability and class antagonisms 
characteristic of commercial civilization were needed to impel men 
to look for the forces which moved and transformed society. 

The earliest systematic observations and critical reflections on 
the course and causes of social change were made by Greek thinkers 
in those city-states torn by class conflict where revolutions and 
counterrevolutions periodically upset and replaced the form of rule. 
Plato set forth the specifications for his ideal republic in the quest 
for stability as the obverse of the restless regimes of the commercial 
slave society around him. Aristotle carefully analyzed the causes 
of revolution with an eye to preventing, not promoting, them. 

Ibn Khaldun brought forth his new science of culture, the first 
extended essay in sociology, in response to the decline and dis
integration of the Islamic states of North Africa and Spain during 
the fourteenth century. Living in a time of distress and desolation 
when nomadic incursions and the Black Death had ruined the 
Maghreb he keenly felt the need for a deeper understanding of his
tory. ttWhen the universe is being turned upside down, we must 
ask ourselves whether it is changing its nature, whether there is to 
be a new creation and a new order in the world. Therefore today 
we need a historian who can declare the state of the world, of its 
countries and people, and show the changes that have taken place 
in customs and beliefs," he wrote. 

Since his time inquiry into the causes of social progress and re
gress has been quickened whenever and wherever the social order 
has been unsettled, turned topsy-turvy, and the historical destiny 
of peoples has been radically redirected. The upheavals in social 
relations and political institutions issuing from the development of 
the bourgeois-democratic revolutions in England, France and North 
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America provided both the incentives and data for the research 
and reflections which crystallized in the creation of sociology as a 
separate science in the nineteenth century. 

Conceived, nurtured and functioning in a setting of clashing social 
interests, the social sciences could not avoid having a class character. 
In order to serve as tools and weapons in the contest of socia] 
forces, they have been bent to class purposes. 

This bias can be observed from ancient times. It is obvious in 
Aristotle's Politics. Like other Greek aristocrats, he viewed the state 
as founded on households where the male is master over wives, 
children, slaves and all property; the concept of sexual, civic or 
universal equality is conspicuously absent in Aristotle's social 
thought. 

Coming to our own time, those Anglo-American sociologists 
who ignore evolution in society,. disregard revolutionary changes 
in social organization, and focus exclusively on functional cor
relations in small-scale static structures are equally class-conditioned 
in their outlook. They present the viewpoint of the liberal middl~ 
class intellectual or progressive. 

How is the patently class character of social science and its 
practitioners to be reconciled with the tests of scientific objectivity? 
This is one of the most vexing problems in the sociology of 
knowledge. If the vision of the investigator is inescapably blurred 
and distorted by class motivations, how can any valid truths be 
attained in the social sciences? 

Karl Mannheim offered an ingenious solution. He held that the 
ideologists of the bourgeoisie and the proletariat are prohibited from 
being clear-sighted and impartial because they must defend over
whelming material interests. Their views are clouded by a deceptive 
~ ~ false consciousness" and a utopianism, which, despite its un:'.'ealism, 
is in practice the generator of political action and social progress. 
Fortunately for science, the relativism and subjectivism of the 
representatives of the major classes can be offset by the capacity 
of socially detached and politically uncommitted intellectuals to 
comprehend and appraise social phenomena without prejudice. 
Thus Mannheim tried to resolve the contradiction between prej
udiced spokesmen for contending social forces and the demands of 
science by vesting the virtues of objectivity in an uprooted but 
fair-minded intellectual elite with which he identified himself. 

Marxism handles this problem in a more correct and consistent 
way. It acknowledges that the thinkers of every social regime and 
layer without exception are animated by class considerations, how
ever little or much they may be aware of the influence on them. 
This class outlook can hamper their work and warp their con
cl usions. But it is not an insuperable barrier to the acquisition of 
genuine knowledge and indeed under certain circumstances may 
prompt and speed its development. 
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Every successive ruling class - and the rising class which challenges 
its supremacy - has created a general conception of the world 
and society conforming to its needs. These ideologies intermingle 
accurate descriptions and correct explanations of phenomena with 
prejudices derived from the special situation and outlook of the 
class formation they speak for. This twofold character permeates 
Aristotle's Politics, which, through his aristocratic angle of vision, 
conveys valuable information and valid generalizations on the 
economic, sociological and political features of the Greek city-states. 

The demands which a given social order or class imposes upon 
its ideologists have differential effects upon their capacities to extend 
knowledge at different points of their historical evolution. When 
the basic interests of a class accelerate economic development and 
promote political and cultural progress, the beneficial influence of 
its predispositions and preoccupations radiates through the sciences 
and spurs the advance of knowledge. 

The science of mineralogy received its strongest impetus from the 
direct economic interest of the Western European mine owners in 
the study of rocks. The father of mineralogy, the German physician 
Georg Bauer (1490-1555), better known under his Latinized name, 
Agricola, who lived and worked in one of the mining centers of 
the continent, wrote on the geographical distribution of various 
economically useful metals, the growth of metallurgy and its ma
chinery in Germany and Austria, and the classification of the 
minerals known in his time. After him more and more attention 
was directed to the study of rocks for their potential economic 
value and many institutions of learning established teaching po
sitions in mineralogy. The growth of this science led to increased 
knowledge of the history of the earth and eventually to the need 
for ascertaining a time scale for prehistory. Thus the progress made 
in positive knowledge and the accrued benefits to mankind tran
scended and outlasted the drive for private profit which gave birth 
to mineralogy. 

The same considerations are true of the social sciences. The 
businessmen, financiers and statesmen of the early bourgeois era 
needed more extensive and exact statistics for trade, insurance, 
banking, government tax and administrative purposes. Th.eirinterests 
brought the science of statistics into being during and after the 
seventeenth century. Yet this branch of knowledge has an objective 
basis and scientific validity which goes beyond the special class 
motives inseparable from its origins and development. 

In order to conduct a successful struggle against precapitalist 
institutions and ideas, the rising bourgeoisie had to probe more 
deeply into the structure of society and the motive forces of history. 
Its economists studied foreign trade, the role of money and the 
forms of capital and labor, amassing materials and devising theories 
for placing economics on solid scientific foundations. Its political 
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thinkers developed theories of popular sovereignty and representa
tive government in opposition to monarchical and theocratic views. 
Their critical and creative thought introduced lasting enlightenment 
into these fields of social science. 

As one type of social regime has supplanted another in the on
ward march of civilization, there has been a cumulative growth 
of knowledge about society. The comprehension of social relations 
and their modes of transformation arrived at by the most penetrating 
theorists of one stage of social and scientific development and its 
dominant class has "been reevaluated, sifted and corrected by the 
leading ideologists of the next higher social formation. Thus the 
political economy of the working class took off from a critical 
reworking of the doctrines of the classical bourgeois economists, 
just as its philosophy combined the principles of previous ma
terialists with the logical method of the German philosophers from 
Kant to Hegel. In this way the deficiencies and inherent limitations 
of the outmoded stage were reduced and removed while the store 
of genuine knowledge was amplified a.nd improved by the fresh 
findings of the representatives of the more progressive class forces. 

The incentives for objective research and judgment in sociology 
are lessened and the advance of the science slowed down when the 
major efforts of a class become dedicated to preserving an obsolete 
system of production and a reactionary political structure. The 
statesmen and economists of Southern slavery added very little 
to the sum of knowledge even about the laws regulating their own 
peculiar social regime. This blindness to the real forces stirring 
within society and their trends of development has aftlicted all 
decadent and outdated ruling classes. Because they had acted as 
the dominant power in national politics for decades, the repre
sentatives of the slavocracy believed they could continue to hold 
sway after the economic, social and political balance of forces in 
the country had decisively shifted against them. The test of the 
Civil War burst this illusion. 

Today the statesmen and ideologists of the major capitalist power 
expect the United States to exercise the same prolonged supremacy 
over world affairs that England did one hundred years ago, re
gardless of the growing weight of the anticapitalist states and forces 
in this century. Their vision and prevision of world history is im
paired, not sharpened, by their class position and prejudices. 

The best understanding of society at the disposal of the world 
working class is contained and codified in the tenets of historical 
materialism. This is the most comprehensive and integrated system 
of sociological laws and the most profound interpretation of his
torical development It incorporates the verified knowledge of his
tory and society bequeathed from the past with the contributions 
made by the masters of Marxism. 

The needs of the working class in its struggle for emancipation 
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impose exacting demands and a severe objectivity upon its ideol
ogists. As two world wars and fascism have demonstrated, the 
working class has to pay heavily for every failure of cognition 
about the dynamics of contemporary society. It suffers from every 
instance of ignorance, subjectivity and shortsightedness in the socio
economic analyses of its leaders and scholars. 

This puts a premium on finding out the reality of social and 
political conditions and ascertaining the precise movements of the 
diverse social forces. False ideas have to be constantly corrected 
by the results of actual experience in the arena of struggle on a 
world scale; a more objective and rounded picture of the concrete 
situation in all its interacting aspects has to be worked out if the 
historical aims of the socialist movement are to be fulfilled. 

These vital stimuli emanating from the movement for liberation 
from bondage to class society are the lifeblood of the progress of 
historical materialism. This method teaches that theory andpractice, 
science and experience go hand in hand throughout history. But 
the two do not evolve symmetrically; their progress is extremely 
uneven. The understanding of peoples and classes about their 
situation and tasks has usually lagged far behind their actual 
relations and the possibilities of changing them. 

This gap has never been greater than in the atomic age. Although 
the world is ready to receive socialism, a considerable section of 
the working class in the West is not ready to achieve it Yet the 
very salvation of humanity depends upon its capacity to intervene 
as the dominant and decisive force in redirecting the history of 
our time. The enlightenment and guidance provided by historical 
materialism can do much to alter the gross imbalance between 
the immense untapped revolutionary potential of the working people 
and their present inadequate level of consciousness. 

From the 1840s to the 1960s the victories and defeats, advances 
and setbacks of the masses in their strivings to change the course 
of history and reconstruct society on new foundations has ampli
fied the method and enriched the content of historical materialism. 
The greatest value of all science comes from its usefulness in 
practice. The science of the social process formulated in historical 
materialism must also meet and pass this supreme test 

The history of the past century has given many proofs of its 
superior capacities to decipher the past, analyze current events, 
and forecast the variants of social and political development Its 
truth and potency will be irrefutably vindicated as the application 
of its ideas enables the revolutionary forces to forge a policy which 
can bring about with the greatest speed and efficiency the abolition 
of the old order and the bw1ding of a better .world. 
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This autumn will mark the 100th month of expansion of the u. S. 
economy. It is the longest ttboom" in U. S. history and one of the 
greatest capitalist expansions of all time. The ttKeynesians" in 
Wdshington- economic advisers to the White House, the Treasury 
Department, the Federal Reserve Board- take credit for the expan
sion and some even claim they can do it again. 

Combining ttfiscal" measures, that is, policies of taxation, and 
ttmonetary" measures, policies which regulate the money supply, 
they claim to be able to regulate the economy as though it was a 
tub of water and they controlled the faucet: nowpouring money in 
to make the economy expand, now turning the money supply off to 
make the economy contract. 

This article examines the actual record of fiscal and monetary 
policies in the sixties. It compares the ttmiracle" of the sixties with 
the ttstagnation" of the fifties. The assertions, thefacts and the figures 
of the Keynesians are from their own writings, official and un
official 

• • • 
I. Present problems 

On June 30 the U. S. House of Representatives voted by a narrow 
margin to continue the 10 per cent tax surcharge on incomes im
posed by the Johnson administration in 1968, and to discontinue 
the investment tax credit for corporations dating back to the Kennedy 
administration (but temporarily suspended in 1966-67). These two 
measures are strong restrictive medicine. If they now pass the Senate, 
they will constitute an important further step toward Hcooling off the 
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economy," that goal so fervently desired in U. S. ruling circles but 
so difficult, it would seem, to attain. 

The House debated this bill under Hclosed rules," thereby limiting 
the discussion to four hours. It could hardly be described as a pleas
ant session for the Congressmen on either side. The President, who 
promised to repeal the unpopular tax surcharge in his campaign and 
told businessmen he wouldn't tamper with their investment tax credit, 
had been haranguing House leaders for three weeks about why he 
changed his mind on both points. They had met with top economic 
advisers and representatives of banking and industry. 

HWe have not had a real recession in this country since 1937," 
Congressman Bolling, a member of the Joint Economic Committee 
since 1951, explained. HDo not kid yourself ... We have tht! great
est economic skew today that we have ever had, and the fault is 
bipartisan and I am not going to lay the blame here ... No one 
knows what will happen if this measure is voted down. Do not take 
the chance." House Republican leader GeraldR. Ford recalled tht:! 
pressure that had been exerted by the Johnson administration: HWe 
sat there at the White House and Mr. William McChesney Martin 
l Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board·] made one of the most 
dramatic pleas that I have ever heard a person make for an affir
mative action in a crisis. Mr. Martin pointed out . . . that unless we 
stood up and passed the surtax, we as a nation faced the distinct 
possibility that there would be something comparable to the depres
sion of the 1930s ... " 

The men who had voted themselves a pay raise of $6,687,500 a 
few months earlier and who know that the real wages of most Ameri
cans have been declining because of the war-primed inflation, were 
understandably reluctant to vote a tax increase, even in order to 
curb the inflation. The final tally was 210 for, 205 against Unity 
in the face of adversity is not a high-ranking virtue of capitalist 
po li ticians. 

But the dangers facing the American economy are real and appre
hension about the future .is growing from day to day. When Secre
tary of State Rogers suggested a week later that wage and price con
trols might be necessary if the tax surcharge law was not passed in 
the Senate, the stock market plummeted 35 points to a low for the 
year. 

Since December 2, 1968, prime interest rates have climbed in five 
successive leaps from 6.25 to 8.5 per cent, the highest interest Ameri
can banks have ever charged to major corporations. Consumer 
prices rose 4.8 per cent in 1968 and are rising at a rate of close to 
6 per cent in 1969. In the single month of March they rose at an 
annual rate of 8 per cent tt To allow the surcharge to lapse," the 
Mellon National Bank and Trust Co. warned June 27, Hwould 
serve to perpetuate and prolong the inflationary spiral and drive 
interest rates even higher. Furthermore, the psychological impact of 
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abandoning even this modest measure of fiscal restraint could touch 
off a disruptive boom and bust cycle of business activity and trigger 
a worldwide loss of confidence in the integrity of the dollar with 
ominous implications for the expansion of world trade." 

Is Washington in control? 

It is becoming increasingly evident that the economic advisers in 
Washington have lost the reins on the economy they seemed to have 
four and five years ago. Even as late as 1967, when a combination 
of tight money and increased taxes had slowed the economic upsurge 
of 1966, the Council of Economic Advisers (Gardner Ackley, James 
S. Duesenberry and Arthur M. Okun) declared: uThe main lesson 
is clear from the record: economic policy was used effectively to 
restrain the economy during 1966, much as it had been used during 
the preceding five years to stimulate demand." (Annual Report, 
p.50.) 

But the slowdown they produced in mid-1966 threatened to turn 
into a recession in 1967, a course that had to be ruled out at a time 
when the war was still escalating and there had already been several 
summers of stormy black protest The reins were eased and the 
economy resumed its frenzied inflationary climb. The Annual Report 
of February 1968 lacked the air of certainty of one year earlier. 
Now the economic advisers wanted an immediate tax surcharge as 
the Hfirst order of business in 1968" to upromote the balance of 
payments ... The task of decelerating price and cost increases and 
of gradually restoring price stability," they said, His a key assign
ment for economic policy in 1968." (p. 39.) 

But Congress did pass the tax surcharge in 1968 and there were 
some who voted for it then who were no longer on Capitol Hill a 
year later to reconsider the question. The measures that were sup
posed to U decelerate" price inflation and U avoid" credit stringency 
seemed to end up accelerating price inflation and pushing interest 
rates to their aU-time high. The economy of 1969 was in worse 
stra.its than the economy of a year earlier. And the same economic 
specialists were teUing Congressmen to do the same thing, only more 
so. 

In order to understand the mechanisms that have pushed the U. S. 
economy into this contradictory state of affairs and to understand 
the course the Nixon administration is undertaking, it is necessary 
to review the main tendencies of the U. S. economy in the past eight 
years- in the famous H boom of the sixties." This is particularly 
worthwhile because the course the administration is following is 
recessionary. For all their claims to the contrary, the directors of 
economic policy in Washington have once again decided that eco-
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nomic slowdown and unemployment is the only solution to their 
problems. 

The first 80 months of the boom are depicted below in a chart 
reproduced from the 1968 Annual Report of the Council of Economic 
Advisers, p. 60. This calls attention to the most significant differences 
between the economic upturn that began in 1961 and the two previous 
cycles which began in 1954 and 1958. Whereas the Eisenhower 
administration had responded to each real or potential price infla
tion by severely restricting credit and ultimately inducing a recession, 

Real Gross National Product 
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the Kennedy and Johnson administrations followed a policy of 
easing credit even while the government was running budget deficits. 

Keynesian economists take credit for the wisdom involved: HAll 
five members of the council [in 1961 when Kennedy took office: 
Walter Heller, James Tobin, Kermit Gordon (the latter two were 
later replaced by Gardner Ackley and John Lewis)] ," Seymour 
Harris wrote, t t beli£ved in Keynesian economics. They therefore, 
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above all, sought adequacy of demand. That is, when the private 
economy is foundering because the goods being produced are not 
being taken off the market at profitable prices and, hence, output 
falls below the potential- at such times the government should inter
vene through increased public spending (and) or reduced taxes. The 
objective of their economic policy is a balanced economy, not a bal
anced budget" (Economics of the Kennedy YeaTS, 1964, p. 22.) 

Much as has been made of this philosophy, a closer look at the 
economic realities of the early sixties convinces one that the choices 
made by the Kennedy administration corresponded to the needs of 
U. S. monopolies. Furthermore, as the sixties progress, it becomes 
evident that the contradictions of the world market and the cost of 
driving back the colonial revolution overtaxed the ingenuity of the 
economic specialists. The contradiction between the needs of monop
oly and the capacity of markets explains the present economic im
passe, not any good or bad choices by economists. And finally, 
even a cursory glance at a few other statistics for the period shows 
how the Keynesian Hmiracle" actually operated- by taking money 
out of the pockets of workers and putting it into the hands of the 
corporations. Between the first quarter of 1961 and the fourth quar
ter of 1968, corporate profits after taxes increased 109.8 per cent, 
10.4 per cent per year; per capita disposable personal income in
creased 32.7 per cent, 3.7 per cent per year. In terms of real pur
chasing power, the figure for weekly paychecks in June 1969 is 
$2.24 below the figure for last September and below the yearly aver
ages for each of the last four years. 

The major forces of the economic history of the sixties have been 
the imperialists' need for profits on a domestic and international 
scale, in the context of the growing challenge of Western Europe 
and Japan, and the war in Vietnam. Next to these, the labor of the 
Keynesians has been entirely secondary. To prove this it is necessary 
to go back to the days when the Kennedy administration took office. 

IL The Keynesians come to power: 1961-1965 

Kennedy considered that one of the central economic problems 
facing his administration was the persistent balance of payments 
deficits which had averaged more than $3 billion a year since 1958: 
H The United States must, in the decades ahead, much more than at 
any time in the past, take its balance of payments into account 
when formulating its economic policies and conducting its economic 
affairs," one of the first state papers of the new president declared, 
February 6, 1961. It had been the Eisenhower administration's 
attempt to combat negative payments balances through tight money 
policies that ended up with the 1960-61 recession. 

How could the dollar be protected without incurring a recession? 
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Even more important, why is the balance of payments so crucial to 
the U. S. economy that the Republicans were willing to risk, and 
actually incurred, a recession in order to achieve a favorable bal
ance? The question is fundamentally one of imperialist domination 
in the world market 

The negative balance of payments stemmed from the fact that 
throughout the postwar period, the U. S. spent more dollars abroad 
than these investments returned and than foreign nations spent in 
this country. U. S. dollars went to stabilize the war-wracked Euro
pean and Japanese economies and to finance a worldwide network 
of military bases. At the same time U. S. monopolists purchased whole 
sectors of foreign industry, not only in the underdeveloped world but 
in Europe as well. 

The Bretton Woods agreements of 1944 made the dollar supreme 
in the world monetary system. According to the n gold-exchange 
standard" that was adopted, the dollar would back international 
currencies and the dollar itself was backed by the huge .3tockpile of 
U. S. gold in Fort Knox. The U. S. guaranteed that it would exct1ange 
gold for dollars with foreign central banks. Only the dollar was so 
privileged. This system obviously gave U. S. imperialism the upper 
hand, since it manufactured dollars - and dollars were H as good as 
gold." Wall Street flooded the world capitalist market with U. S. 
goods and dollars. 

For a long time, until the late fifties, the United States was not 
immediately concerned with the balance of payments because of its 
large positive balance of trade. U. S. firms were able to sell more 
American goods in foreign markets than the American market ab
sorbed in foreign goods. The dollars that flowed out in foreign invest
ment and military expenditures flowed back in world trade . 

. But this overwhelming U. S. advantage in world trade and the 
big stockpile of gold in Fort Knox have been undermined and de
pleted by the resurgence of the European and Japanese economies 
beginning in the mid-fifties. The imperialists abroad began to fight 
H dollar diplomacy" (the exception, of course, being Britain, whose 
dependency on the dollar rules out any consideration of rebellion). 
Foreign governments put pressure on Washington by turning in 
their dollars for gold. 

The question of the balance of payments was consequently a ques
tion of the test of strength of U. S. imperialism, that is, a question 
of the stability of the world monetary system backed by the dollnr. 

Eisenhower was willing to go so far as sacrificing domestic expan
sion to protect the international position of the dollar. By tightening 
the money supply and thereby forcing banks to raise interest rates, 
the Federal Reserve Board could make investment in the U. S. more 
profitable for foreign capitalists. The inflow of their investments would 
provide Washington the counterweight to the flow of dollars abroad. 
This technique actually worked in 1968, as is described below, but in 



SEPTEMBER-OCTOBER 1969 41 

the Eisenhower years, the imposition of tight money strangled domes
tic expansion without improving the balancE} of payments. The pros
pect of a recession does not attract foreign investment. 

The balance of trade 

The balance of payments was already in trouble. But the mOre far
sighted capitalists (including Kennedy himself and some of his ad
visers) saw bigger troubles approaching. In 1960, the U. S. trade 
surplus was $3.8 billion; in 1961, $5.4 billion; in 1962, $4.8 billion; 
and in 1963, $5.3 billion. This was hardly a steady march forward. 
A parallel set of figures led to even more pessimistic conclusions: the 
declining U. S. share o/world exports. 

Writing in 1963, Seymour Harris noted that ~~from 1953 to 1962 
the United States share of world exports of manufactures among 
highly industrialized countries dropped from 26.2 to 19.9 per cent 
Only the United Kingdom had an equally bad record . . . An exami
nation of U. S. exports of all commodities reveals similar disappoint
ments. From 1953 to 1962 despite the upward relative trends for 
industrialized countries, U. S. exports dropped from 21.8 per cent of 
world exports in 1953 to 17.4 per cent in 1962." (Economics 0/ the 
Kennedy Years, p. 160 ff.) 

Harris blamed it on H relative rises in productivity [abroad] related 
to a changeover to larger scales of production; great expansion of 
capital which was, in turn, associated with the import of American 
capital; and substantial advances in technology, again tied to in
creased recourse to large-scale output and to American technology. 
A large part of the explanation of our losses," he added, ulies in 
the considerable advance in Western Europe in a relatively few in
dustries, such as automobiles and iron and steel ... " Harris, who 
was senior consultant to Secretary of the Treasury Douglas Dillon, 
concluded, uthe crucial problem is the United States competitive posi
tion, an improvement in which should increase the excess of exports 
over imports." 

The Kennedy administration ruled out a tight-money-followed-by
recession course of righting the balance of payments. A recession 
would further retard the needed technological advance. U. S. industry 
was on udead center"-in the vernacular of the period-and Ken
nedy wanted to uknock it off." Secretary of Labor (!) Arthur Gold
berg told a National Press Club audience in 1961, uaround $75 to 
$90 billion of our plant and equipment is obsolete ... We must 
regain our pre-eminence in this field, using the tax system if neces
sary." 

Two important tax measures were adopted in 1962 to stimulate 
business investment: Depreciation rules were liberalized and an in
vestment tax credit of 7 per cent on machinery and equipment was 
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enacted. These were long-range benefits to corporations. Over time, 
capital investment began to increase. By 1964 a new drive toward 
technological superiority in world trade was underway in U. S. 
industry- a drive that will now let up only in recessionary periods. 
The capital-investment boom of 1964-65 was further stimulated by 
direct corporate and income-tax reductions, which Kennedy had pro
posed in August 1962, but which were delayed in Congress until 
February of 1964. 

A final and decisive impulse to business investment, pushing the 
expansion into 1966, came with the massive escalation of the war 
in Vietnam. This provided markets for war materiel. But it was also 
a spur towards non-war-goods investment because it ttvirtually as
sured American businessmen that no economic reverse would occur 
in the near future," in the words of the 1967 Annual Report of the 
Council of Economic Advisers (p. 46). 

Kennedy's tax program was difficult for some Congressmen to 
swallow because it forced them into the open as supporters of big 
business at a time when Democrats could still claim some distinction 
between their policies and those of the Republicans who brought on 
two recessions. Kennedy had gone so far as to promise tt tax reform." 

This sticky issue is worth examining briefly because it has come 
up again in the present Congressional tax dispute. U. S. income taxes, 
which are supposed to be graduated as to income levels, are noto
riously contrived in order to benefit the wealthy. In the June 30 
debate on the tax surcharge in the House of Representatives, one 
Congressman asked, ttWhen there are 155 people with $200,000 in
comes who do not pay taxes-why should the ordinary taxpayer 
not rebel? When he reads about 21 millionaires who do not pay 
taxes, I can understand his fury. When the 22 largest oil companies 
pay only 8.5 per cent on their $6.8 billion profits, I see the discrep
ancy. When a person earns between $5,000 and $15,000 annually 
and pays 30 per cent of it for taxes, I can understand the resent
ment" 

There was good cause for resentment among some Kennedy sup
porters. One of them wrote in 1964, tt The fact that Kennedy gave a 
lesser priority to reforms was initially overlooked by cheering lib
erals; they forgot how easily the reform part of the package coUld be 
abandoned . . . Reform was the bait - what Kennedy wanted was 
the tax cut" (The Free Enterprisers: Kennedy, Johnson and the 
Business Establishment by Hobart Rowan, p. 233.) 

Chief Keynesian Walter Heller was not so glum. He told the 
Societe d' Economie Politique in Paris, November 7, 1963: " Tradi
tionally, the Democratic Party has placed great stres::; un b:1x mea
sures to benefit consumers. But the force of circumstance has raised 
investment in productive equipment to a higher and higher priori
ty . . . Such measures would have been considered unnecessary, 
perhaps even 'un-Democratic,' ten or fifteen years ago." 
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'Problems' of employment and price stability 

During each of the three recessions since 1950, unemployment rose 
sharply and then returned to increasingly higher plateaus of unem
ployment after the downturn: to about 3 per cent in 1952-53; 4 per 
cent in 1955-57; and 5.5 per cent in 1959-60. There had been a total 
of 5 million unemployed at the bottom of the 1957-58 recession; 14 
million were unemployed part time. Kennedy promised to break 
through the 5 per cent rr unemployment barrier" and finally in 1966, 
the fifth year of expansion, unemployment dropped below the 4 per 
cent level where it has remained ever since. Was this the result of 
sophisticated financial policies? 

A certain amount of unemployment, as Marx long ago explained, 
is a fixed necessity under capitalism and a capitalist economy can
not tolerate full or even near-ta-full employment over an extended 
period of time. Such periods inevitably give rise to price inflation 
because of the combustible combination of high employment and 
high capacity utilization: The monopolists, on one side, are in a 
position to maximize profits because competition is limited. The work
ers, on the other hand, are in a position to fight for better wages 
because near-ta-full employment gives them leverage against the 
bosses. 

In the first phase of an economic upturn, when wages have been 
weakened by the previous downturn and workers are anxious to get 
jobs as they become available, the monopolies increase their rates 
of exploitation and profits begin to climb. But these types of profits 
are threatened as soon as workers reach employment levels that 
enable them to fight back. Finally, as near-capacity production and 
employment set in, the monopolists are once again able to increase 
prices: Their competitors are also operating at or near capacity and 
do not have the rr incentive" to undercut price increases; since profits 
are generally high throughout the economy, there is less attraction 
for a firm seeking higher profits to enter another industry. This form 
of profit expansion is inflationary: prices are being raised without 
any increase in demand. 

Workers have to catch up. The inflation cuts into their real wages. 
But they are now in the best position to win better pay precisely 
because of the high employment conditions. Apologists for capitalism 
like to call the result a wage-price spiral but it is quite obviously a 
p rice-wage spiral 

To a certain extent the higher and higher unemployment-levels 
which occurred in the United States in the fifties were a consequence 
of the monopoly power of U. S. industry. The monopolists had 
rebuilt the plant and equipment worn out during the depression and 
World War II. Their profits were plowed into the expanding Eura-
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pean economies abroad and plant and equipment investment began 
to falloff at home. The combination of recessions, inflation and 
increased unemployment levels all the more enhanced monopoly 
superprofits, keeping the rate of real-wage rise in the United States 
substantially below the rates in most European countries (although, 
of course, U. S. workers started at much higher wage levels and the 
wage differential is still great). 

Furthermore, this pool of unemployed workers created by the 
recessions of the fifties was an important source of the expansion 
of the sixties. 

But price inflations have tended to become more and more unac
ceptable to the imperialists with the intensification of world compe
tition. Since they are engaged in world trade, high prices undercut 
the capitalists' ability to sell their goods in foreign markets; at the 
same time, the high prices of domestic goods allow foreign products 
to penetrate the domestic market 

Furthermore, the H classical" solution to this problem., recession, 
now carries the overhead expense to the imperialists of allowing 
their H own" economy to lag behind those of their competitors. In 
this sense, the postwar U. S. recessions were a luxury American impe
rialism could indulge in because of its dominance in world trade. 
That is a lUXUry it can no longer afford. By 1962-63, as I have 
already noted, the Kennedy administration ruled out the solution of 
recession. 

But text-book Keynesianism requires periods of cyclical unem
ployment to counteract penods of cyclical price inflation. tepeaks" 
could be avoided, according to this theory, by federal intervention 
to cut back on spending and to tighten the money supply. This 
would increase unemployment and prevent a peak. When unemploy
ment rose back to H acceptable" levels, the restraint would be relaxed 
and the economy would be allowed to expand. The men in the White 
House in 1962 succeeded in stimulating the economy by increasing 
federal spending and easing monetary restrictions. But this also 
ensured a price inflation which began to develop in mid-1965. A 
comparison of the relevant peak periods is shown below. 

The fact that unemployment ultimately fell below the 4 per cent 
level did not result from the policies of stimulating the economy 
followed by the Kennedy and Johnson administrations. It was caused 
by the war in Vietnam. Without that war, the capital spending boom 
of 1964-65 would have peaked out with price inflation and over
production, inevitably leading to a recession. The economic special
ists who engineered that expansion never expected unemployment to 
fall below 4 per cent or even down to 4 per cent: H It is now clear," 
Seymour Harris wrote in 1964, Hthat the combination of monetary 
and fiscal policy required to bring unemployment down to 4 per 
cent by 1964 or 1965 would be very difficult to achieve ... An 
annual needed rise of GNP (Gross National Product) of $40 or 
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$50 billion would require a cut in taxes plus a rise of federal spend
ing which would not be acceptable to the Congress or their constitu
ents." (pp. 6-7.) Nevertheless the GNP did rise $52 billion in 1965 
and $63 billion in the following year, but this was because of the 
war. 

TABLE ONE 
PRICE INCREASES 

DURING PERIODS OF HIGH EMPLOYMENT 

Per cent increase 
in consumer 

price index per 
~ Per cent unemployed year 

January 1947-January 1949 3.8 5.5 
September 1950-November 1953 3.2 3.2 
May 1955-September 1957 4.1 2.4 
July 1965-December 1967 3.9 2.9 

As to the fundamental problem, Ackley, Duesenberry and Okun 
admitted in their 1968 Annual Report U Neither the United States 
nor any other major industrial country has fully succeeded in com
bining price stability with high employment." 

IlL The fight for world markets 

It was only belatedly that the monopolistic giants of U. S. industry 
woke up to the impending end of their epoch of unChallengeable 
supremacy in world trade. As late as 1963, some on Wall Street 
could joke about the mountain of cash profits that was piling up 
without productive outlets. (( The Detroit gag about General ~tors," 
Hobart Rowan writes, uwhich in mid-1963 had $2.3 billion in cash 
and securities (more than the assessed property valuations in 18 of 
the 50 states) is that GM is saving its cash in order to buy up the 
Federal Government" (p. 48.) When Kennedy rolled back a steel 
price increase in 1962 some investors ultimately panicked, leading 
to a sharp dip on the stock exchange. 

Plant and equipment investment in U. S. manufacturing industries 
rose $1 billion in 1962, $1 billion in 1963, $2.9 billion in 1964 
and $3.9 billion in 1965. At the beginning of 1964, about one-fourth 
of manufacturing equipment in use was less than 3 years old; by the 
end of 1966 this had grown to one-third. Comparing the five-year 



46 INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST REVIEW 

periods of 1955-60 and 1960-65: in the first period, manufacturing 
plant and equipment investment rose from $11.4 billion to $14.5 
billion, or 26 per cent; in the second period, which began with a 
decline of investment to $13.7 billion, investment rose by 1965 to 
$22.5 billion, or 64 per cent 

The increases in real GNP for the United States and its main com
petitors over the same two five-year periods is shown in Table Two 
below. 

TABLE TVVO 

CHANGES IN REAL GNP IN THE U. S. 
AND COMPETITOR NATIONS 

1955-1965 

percentage increase per year of 
total real GNP 

United States 
Germany 
France 
United Kingdom 
Japan 
Italy 

1955-60 

2.2 
6.3 
4.6 
2.8 
9.7 
5.5 

1960-65 

4.7 
4.8 
5.1 
3.3 
9.7 
5.1 

The cooling off of the boom produced by the rebuilding of Europe 
and Japan had pluses as well as minuses for U. S. monopolists. It 
narrowed the wage differential between U. S. and foreign labor. The 
big increases in the European standard of living inevitably meant 
that the rates of exploitation tended to decline. In the first part of 
the postwar period there were also the population fluxes, from the 
U underdeveloped" south (Portugal, Spain, Southern Italy, Greece, 
Turkey) to the advanced north (France, Germany, Northern Italy, 
U. K.). And these exerted additional downward pressures on wages. 
But stabilization brought with it an end to these fluxes and even a 
certain U de-migration." U The data do make clear," the Council of 
Economic Advisers stressed in its 1968 Annual Report, uthat during 
much of the decade of the 1950s, U. S. costs and prices rose faster 
than those of our major competitors. Within recent years, however, 
the situation with respect to costs was reversed. 
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!! In manufacturing, U. S. unit labor costs (the largest element in 
total costs) declined between 1961 and 1965, while costs in other 
countries except Canada increased substantially [Table Three] . . . 
Many of our trading partners are facing fundamental structural 
changes in their economies. The labor supply situation that permitted 
the period of extremely rapid growth in Europe had altered funda
mentally. The growth of the European labor force in the next decade 
will be much smaller than in the recent past, and less scope remains 
for shifting European labor out of less efficient pursuits, such as 
agriculture, or out of unemployment into industrial activity. This 
will mean greater European demands for labor-saving machinery, 
in which U. S. producers hold a marked competitive edge; it may 
also increase pressures in the European labor market and strengthen 
the bargaining power of European workers [this concern of Wash
ington's economists for European labor is touching-D. R.]' Finally, 
with the elimination of all tarriff barriers this year, internal EEC 
trade will no longer receive the further benefit of periodic duty reduc-

TABLE THREE 

UNIT LABOR COSTS IN MANUFACTURING FOR 
THE UNITED STATES AND ITS COMPETITORS* 

1962** ..12£l. 1964 ~ 1966 -
United States 99 98 98 97 99 
Canada 99 98 97 99 103 
France 107 112 117 119 116 
Germany 107 110 110 117 123 
Italy 107 118 123 120 118 
Japan 109 114 III 118 l' 5 
U.K. 103 102 103 108 ,3 

*Ratio of wages, salaries and supplements to production, 

**1961"100 

tions. Therefore, with proper economic management at home, the 
United States has an excellent opportunity to strengthen its trade 
surplus over time." (pp. 177-8.) 

But U. S. impeiialism has been largely deprived of the benefits of 
this situation by price inflation. The wage differentials between U. S. 
and foreign labor have not been overcome. They remain the most 
pressing problem to U. S. monopolists in world competition. 
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Infiation: 1966-1967 

The inflationary character of a period combining near-to-full em
ployment and near-capacity utilization has already been described. 
The years 1965 and 1966 showed that the U. S. was no exception to 
the rule. As of mid-1965 unemployment was down to 4.5 per cent 
At the end of 1966, manufacturing industries were operating at an 
estimated 89 per cent of capacity, a level exceeded only in 1951 and 
1953 in the postwar period. The big upsurge in war spending, be
ginning in mid-1965, assured that inflation would accelerate: not only 
because of the directly inflationary effects of government expenditures 
on war goods, but also because the war served to prevent a reces
sion and capital investment surged ahead when the economy was 
already H overstrained," in other words, when unemployment was 
already at a low level. 

Consumer prices, which had increased at the rate of about 1 per 
cent per year since 1958, climbed 2 per cent between December 1964 
and December 1965 and 3.3 per cent between December 1965 and 
December 1966. Housewives picketed supermarkets across the nation 
and workers fought for higher wages. Between November 1965 and 
September 1966, they won an average hourly earning increase of 
3.4 per cent 

But even these wage increases were too much for the imperialists. 
President Johnson spluttered about a Hwage-price guideline" of 3.2 
per cent, which was actually lower than the 1965-66 increase in con
sumer p rices already mentioned. The Council of Economic Advisers 
complained, HWorkers in low-paid occupations could not be retained 
without substantial upward adjustments of wage scales. Moreover, 
reduced unemployment strengthened the bargaining position of unions 
and weakened that of employers ... Prices of services of all kinds 
continued to rise, and at an accelerated rate, as wages in many 
service occupations were increased substantially ... Experience 
shows that rapidly rising prices can quickly erode a country's com
petitive position in international markets." (1967 Annual Report 
p.73.) 

The capitalists' high-employment problem was exacerbated by the 
war in Vietnam. Just when they needed more unemployment to 
lower wages, they decided to throw tens of thousands of young men 
into the trenches of Vietnam which stimulated a war industry employ
ing tens of thousands of others at home. Predicting (and fervently 
hoping) that the armed forces level in Vietnam would reach 600,000 
by the end of 1967, the U. S. News and World Report agonized about 
the resulting effect on the labor force: (( Labor shortages- skilled and 
even unskilled-will grow more severe. Unemployment, now at 3.9 
per cent of the work force, will slip to 3.5 per cent by next spring, 
and fall to a mere [sic 1 3.1 per cent by year-end . . . A manpower 
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squeeze is the biggest single economic worry for the months ahead ... 
Says one planner: ~ The major impact of a troop build-up will be to 
aggravate shortages of labor. That will mean even bigger wage 
demands - and settlements - than would otherwise be the case. So 
we can expect more wage-price push, more inflation.'" (September 
12, 1966.) 

As early as December 1965 the Federal Reserve Board had antici
pated the ~~crisis" of a tight labor market and began raising its 
discount rate in order to tighten the money supply. The wisdom here 
was straightforward enough: Interest rates would be driven upwards 
enough to cause a transfer of labor from interest-sensitive sectors of 
production (like housing) toward the war industry without necessi
tating wage increases in the process. A little later President Johnson 
suspended the 7 per cent tax credit to corporations. As production 
began to decline in the fall of 1966, Business Week assured its readers 
that, ~~ The experts see the declining indicators only as a sign that 
the monetary policy is being used in a wholly new way; to make 
the civilian economy give up its command over scarce resources, 
thereby freeing them for use in Vietnam." (October B.) 

But this plan was already out of hand by winter. The main factors 
which would produce a recession had developed: housing construc
tion fell off by one-third; layoffs were beginning in auto; inventories 
pushed far ahead of sales; there was a slight decline in capital in
vestment. Alarmed at this manifestation of a recessionary downturn, 
the Federal Reserve Board went into reverse. Credit restrictions were 
loosened in the closing months of 1966 thereby easing the money 
supply. The tax credit to business was restored. And when the inven
tory liquidation had ended by mid-1967, the economy, spurred on 
by war, resumed its previous inflationary pace. 

The Council of Economic Advisers commented on this experience 
and also made a cogent observation: ~~ While the avoidance of reces
sion was a major favorable development, it cannot be read as an 
indication that the business cycle is dead. On the contrary, the sharp 
inventory swing showed the continued vulnerability of the economy 
to cyclical forces." (Annual Report, 196B p. 43.) 

Even more significant, however, was another comment elsewhere 
in the report: H The unsatisfactory price performance of 1966 contin
ued through 1967; consumer prices again rose nearly 3 per cent." 
(p. 39.) In other words, the fiscal and monetary policies had failed 
to do the most important thing, so far as Washington was concerned. 
They nearly precipitated a recession; but they failed to stem the infla
tion. The U. S., at the end of a year of international monetary crisis, 
was in a worse position than before. 

The inflation allowed foreign goods to enter the U. S. market, 
possibly even faster than the economists of the Kennedy administra
tion had feared. The U. S. trade surplus rose from 1963's $5.3 billion 
one more year to $7 billion in 1964 but then began to slide. The 
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trade surplus was $5.3 billion in 1965; $3.8 billion in 1966 and 
1967; and $1 billion in 1968. 

Imports of certain manufactured goods soared-particularly steel, 
industrial machinery, autos, electrical equipment and textiles. Imports 
of TV sets went up 60 per cent in 1968 alone. Steel imports are per
haps the most striking, rising from less than 3 per cent of domestic 
consumption before 1964 to 15 per cent in 1968. The impact of these 
imports on the U. S. steel industry's monopoly pricing is significant. 
Steel prices increased 35 per cent between 1953 and 1961 but only 
7.5 per cent between 1961 and 1968! 

The intensification of world competition in auto has been more 
noticeable to Americans, since much of the battle in world auto seems 
to take place in the commericals on American TV. One million for
eign cars flooded into the U. S. last year, well over half of them West 
German Volkswagens. Henry Ford II recently told Der Spiege' 
"Yes, we were not on our toes in the past Yes, the Japanese are 
more dangerous competitors than Europeans. Yes, they make him 
'furious.'" Ford added, "I would have gladly bought Volkswagen 
in 1948, but unfortunately that did not happen. I talked about it 
With representatives of the British Military Government in Germany 
at that time, but they said 'no.'" (Translated in Atlas, June 1969.) 

The upsurge of imports would have capsized the U. S. balance of 
payments in 1968 were it notforthe sharp rise in interest rates which 
also took place. These high interest rates coupled with a booming 
stock market attracted a heavy increase in foreign investment in this 
country, which jumped from about $3 billion in 1967 to well over 
$10 billion last year. 

U. S. investment abroad 

Throughout the postwar period, the U. S. ruling class has steadily 
increased its foreign investments, and this has taken place in three 
succesSively larger leaps: first, after the war itself; secondly, begin
ning in 1955; and thirdly, beginning in the early sixties: Total direct 
investment abroad (that is, investment where the U. S. stockholder 
has controlling interest or at least 10 per cent of the outstanding 
stock) stood at $11.8 billion in 1950; $19.3 billion in 1955; $33 
billion in 1960; and $66 billion in 1968. The total value of all U. S. 
assets and investments abroad today stands close to $150 billion. 

These investments have been directed more and more toward other 
advanced capitalist nations. Harry l\fagdoff calculated the shifting 
composition of U. S. investmentsin"TheAgeofImperialism" (Month
ly Review, June 1968, p. 43.): In 1950, U. S. direct foreign invest
ment in manufacturing stood at $3.8 billion, With 15.1 per cent of 
this in the three largest Latin American nations, Mexico, Argentina 
and Brazil, and 24 per cent of it in Europe. By 1966 the total direct 
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investment in manufacturing had grown to $22 billion with 11.4 per 
cent in Mexico, Argentina and Brazil and 40.3 per cent of it in 
Europe. 

It is evident that whatever the "vicissitudes of the U. S. economy at 
the time, the monopolists have pumped more and more capital 
abroad. Striking cases of this occurred in the sixties when the U. S. 
was already experiencing large balance of payments deficits and sup
posedly marshalling all of its energy into halting the outflow of dol
lars. But 1964 and 1967 saw record-breaking totals of foreign 
investment: $11 billion in 1964 and $10.4 billion in 1967. The 
Council of Economic Advisers found the jump in 1964 (( difficult to 
explain" in its 1967 Annual Report. (( Earnings on investments in 
Europe have fallen since 1962. Between 1955 and 1962, rates of 
return on investments of U. S. manufacturing affiliates in Europe, at 
14 to 19 per cent, were significantly higher each year than the 10 
to 15 per cent earned by U. S. manufacturers at home. However, 
since 1962, earnings on direct investments in Europe have varied 
between 12 and 14 per cent, about the same as, or-in 1965-even 
below, those in the United States." (pp. 183-4.) 

The Council of Economic Advisers appears to forget that the inter
ests of the capitalist rulers are not uniform and that some financiers 
may have been even more far-sighted than the Keynesian experts. 
Faced with continued inflation, these investors saw the potential prof
itability of manufacturing goods abroad and selling them in the 
United States. 

In fact, the world network of foreign subsidiaries of U. S. corpora
tions produces many more goods for sale (and H export") than the 
United States directly exports on the world market. The total output 
of U. S. foreign subsidiaries has been estimated at $200 billion in 
1968 compared to U. S. exports of only $33 billion (Steel Labor, 
July 1969). Many of these Hforeign" goods are sold in the United 
States, so that the monopolists involved have doubly upset the bal
ance of payments: in the first place by pouring dollars into foreign 
investments and in the second place by selling the United States 
(( foreign" goods. And this is not to speak of their consequent interest 
in seeing that the United States has more and bigger inflation. 

The CEA admonishes such malpractices: H Despite the advantages 
of U. S. foreign investment both to the recipient countries and to the 
United States, it can -like every good thing - be overdone . . . In 
some cases, U. S. plants abroad supply markets that would otherwise 
have been supplied from the United States, witha consequent adverse 
direct effect on U. S. exports." (1967 Annual Report, p. 189.) 

The CEA appears to have dropped its veil of impartiality on 
matters concerning competing interests of U. S. corporations. It 
favors ((domestic" U. S. interests over ((foreign." But this is utterly 
factitious. The economists neglect to inform us who these double
dealing monopolists are, who own the U. S. subsidiaries abroad. 
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ttln the three biggest European markets," The Economist gave as 
an answer to this question, 'tWest Germany, Britain and France, 
40 per cent of American direct investment is accounted for by three 
firms-Esso, General Motors and Ford In all Western Europe, 
twenty American firms account for two-thirds of American invest
ment." (December 17, 1966.) 

The presidenf s economic advisers, of course, are well aware of 
these figures.' Their remarks, couched in the polite terminology of 
international finance, were simply meant as a reminder to the capi
talist rulers of the short-term dangers involved in their expansionist 
policies. Washington found it necessary to put temporary restraints 
on foreign investment in 1965 and 1968 with little objection from 
the business world. The capital necessary to finance continued ex
pansion of foreign interests was raised abroad instead. 

IV. Conclusion: 1968-1969 and beyond 

Along with Johnson's policies on Vietnam, the Nixon administra
tion inherited and is continuing the Johnson administration's eco
nomic policies. These are policies of restraint, aimed at slowing 
inflationary price rises which have reached unsustainable levels, not 
only so far as world trade is concerned, but for the expansion of 
the domestic economy as well. The experts hope to duplicate the 
H mini-recession" of 1966-67 - only with better results. I have pointed 
out that whereas Washington succeeded in slowing down the economy 
then, it did not succeed in its main objective, slowing inflation. Prices 
rose through the slowdown and then rose even faster in 1968 and 
this year. 

In essence, the imperialists would like to have recessionary effects 
without a recession. They have tried to rule out drastic fiscal and 
monetary restraint because, (( the cost would be intolerable - unem
ployment would rise substantially, and the United States could easily 
experience its first recession in nearly a decade. As the over-all unem
ployment rate rose, the rates for the disadvantaged- including non
whites and teenagers-would rise even more rapidly. With heavy 
unemployment among even experienced workers, it would be ex
tremely difficult to sustain recent initiatives to provide training and 
jobs for the unskilled and the disadvantaged. The danger of serious 
social unrest would be greatly increased. Moreover, the entire econo
my would suffer a huge loss of output, at a time when full produc
tion of goods and services is urgently needed to fulfill national goals." 
(1969 Annual Report, p. 53.) 

There can be no question of their H sincerity" in these regards. It 
is another question whether they can pull it off. Government and 
industry have pushed the economy to the point where a slowdown 
in inevitable. The decisive question is how successful the government 
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will be in cutting it off once it starts-whether it can repeat the 
H solution" of 1967. 

The policies of the Federal Reserve Board turned toward tight 
money in 1967 and they have continued to tighten, squeezing inter
est rates to an historic high. In the early part of 1968, Congress 
passed the incom~tax surcharge that the Council of Economic Ad
visers had pressed for since 1967. Nearly every economist and almost 
the entire financial press expected a slowdown to begin over a year 
ago. Apparently the opposite happened. What they underestimated 
was the force of the drive for world technological superiority of U. S. 
industry. 

Each raising of interest rates has been followed by an expansion 
of capital outlays and this all the more drives interest rates upward 
as money comes in shorter and shorter supply. U. S. monopolies 
have responded to what they believe to be a guaranteed short-term 
inflation with policies that actually guarantee such an inflation. & 
lieving that costs will rise in the near future, they have pumped 
spending to the upper limits in order to save on future costs to keep 
up with domestic and international competition. The more powerful 
are leading the way. 

An example of this was cited in the Wall Street Journal, May 26: 
H Times are good here in this rolling township of 2,000 people 
[ Lordstown, Ohio 1. In fact, some say times are too good. Unskilled 
laborers here can earn as much as $400 a week, ~d skilled trades
men can get $600 or more as they put in long hours to hurry 
along a $75 million plant being rushed by General Motors Corp 
... The GM plant, says an executive at a big Ohio manufacturing 
company, lis breeding discontent through this whole area.'" In 
Lorain, Ohio, less that two months later, construction workers won 
a 49 per cent, 13-month wage increase. The investment-price-wage 
spiral may yet drive prices and interest rates considerably higher 
and adds a most explosive unknown to the economic mix. 

But the spurt in capital spending itself, like the comparable spurt 
in 1964-66, will inevitably lead to an overproduction peak and force 
inventory liquidation. As of this writing warnings have already been 
sounded about Htoo much inventory build up." Every time it hap
pens the pundits of the press seem to forget that there is no way of 
preventing it! To avoid inventory build up would require that cer
tain industrialists step forward and volunteer to cut back production 
while their competitors are still pressing forward to carve out what 
remains of the market Before that happens, most capitalists will 
actually go far into debt to finance inventories in order to keep them 
abreast of competition. This, incidentally, is one of the reasons why 
interest rates shoot up at the end of a business cycle. 

Furthermore the tight money policies being followed by the Federal 
Reserve Board will take their toll: housing construction has already 
begun to faU off and there are suggestions of production cut-backs 



54 INTERNATIONAL SOCIALIST REVIEW 

elsewhere. The Nixon administration is bent on adding to this con
tinuation of the tax surcharge and repeal of the investment tax credit 
In all, this is powerful- if clumsy - economic restraint 

To make matters somewhat different from the comparable peaks 
of 1965 and 1967, military spending is not on an increase but is 
gradually levelling off and there have already been layoffs in major 
war plants. 

Finally, there is the entirely unknown factor of the interrelation 
between a slowdown in this country and the rest of the capitalist 
world. Imperialism counts for its good health on uneven cycles from 
one nation to the next, upturns in this economy that will soften the 
impact of downturns in the next But the law of uneven and com
bined development applies to world investment patterns as to all 
other social patterns. In order to overcome the contradictions of one 
national economy, the imperialists must ultimately internationalize 
these contradictions. The economies of the entire capitalist world are 
moving toward a generalized recession resulting from wo rid 0 ver
production-for the first time in postwar history. It cannot be ruled 
out that the coming American slowdown will bethe spark that ignites 
this fuse. 

* * * 
The attempt of monopoly to solve its own contradictions by inter

nationalizing them is not new, but the essence of imperialism as 
Lenin defined it in 1917. And to this extent the parochial nationalism 
of the Keynesians rules out success from the start Imperialism is 
not always so patriotic. It recognjzes that world markets are the best 
buffer against national economic Uupsets" and it attempts to protect 
itself against the fluctuations of tits own" market But it is also super
patriotic in the last analysis. For the base of its material power 
resides in its political control of the nation-state. 

Not only is the sum total of the imperialists' domestic investment 
likely to be larger than their total foreign holdings. More important, 
their government, their army, their police, are based Hat home." 
This state apparatus is crucial in protecting world monopoly invest
ment; next to it all fluctuations of the business cycle are secondary. 

In the case of the United States, this state apparatus is a world 
police force; its domain of patrol is the world network of U. S. 
investment; its main weapon in the economic arena is the dollar. 
U. S. imperialism did not enter the decade of the sixties with the 
thought in mind of easing outoffirstplace in order to assure a more 
rationally integrated world economic system. On the contrary, it 
entered it with the perspective of continuing the epoch of H Pax Ameri
cana" forever. All economic policies were bent in that direction alone. 

Seymour Harris recalls a revealing episode of the U Economics of 
the Kennedy Years." Many financial advisers, apparently including 
Harris himself, tried to persuade Kennedy to devalue the dollar as 
the quickest and easiest solution to the U. S. balance of payments 
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deficit But Kennedy preferred u to improve our competitive position 
by containing wage and price inflation, by raising productivity, by 
stimulating the marketing of goods and services, by encouraging 
foreign tourists, by transferring some of the burden of military ex
penditure and foreign aid to its allies, by discouraging excessive ex
ports of capital and by increased procurement foreconomic and mili
tary aid abroad. This is the approach favored in Washington, 
although it is the hard way out," Harris wrote in 1964, (p. 35). 

The correct word for it is not uhard," but uimpossible." Seven 
years later the international monetary situation and the position of 
the dollar is much shakier, U. S. industry has continually slipped 
further behind in world trade- foreign tourists didn't even come to 
the New York World's Fair, they went to Expo along with many 
Americans instead! - exports of capital have nearly doubled, and 
the United States has avoided recessions twice-in 1965 and 1967-
only because of the murderous slaughter in Vietnam. U. S. imperial
ism did not shift the burden of this military expenditure to its U allies"; 
it taxed the American people to the gills - and is still taxing them
to carry on the war and is undergoing an inflation as a result, the 
full consequences of which cannot yet be estimated. That is the 
record so far. But in addition to an inflation which is daily eating 
further into consumer purchasing power there is going to be an eco
nomic slowdown and there looms the danger of this turning into 
recession. It is yet necessary to experience these legacies of the sixties 
in order to draw the final balance sheet. 

July 17, 1969 
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PALESTINIAN LIBERATION 
AND ISRAEL 

ISRAEL AND THE ARABS by Maxime Rodinson. (Translated from 
the French by Michael Perl.) Pantheon} 1968. 239 pp. $5.95. 

THE ARAB-ISRAELI DILEMMA by Fred J. Khouri. Syracuse Uni
versity Press, 1968.436 pp. $10.00. 

The two years since the six-day blitzkrieg in June 1967 of Israel 
against Arab states have seen a significant shift, particularly among 
young revolutionaries around the world, in favor of the Palestinian 
Arab struggle for self-determination. "The picture of an embattled 
state threatened by hostile neighbors," New York Times Jerusalem 
correspondent James Feron wrote last JUly 14, "has been blurred ... 
with a picture of a victorious nation astride conquered lands and 
threatening disorganized neighbors, A new hero in the Middle East, 
the Arab guerrilla, has emerged since the war. The plight of the Arab 
refugees, largely forgotten by many after their first flight two decades 
ago, has become a live issue again." 

Feron could have added that this support for the Arab revolution 
has not been divorced from reexamination of the origins, history 
and social forces behind the Middle East crisis. Discussion has touched 
on the role of imperialism, the history and program of Zionism, the 
nature of the Israeli state and society, the causes of anti-Semitism, the 
course of the Arab revolution and the Palestine liberation struggle
along with other questions, such as revolutionary strategy and po
litical organization. 

The two books under review are useful contributions to this dis
cussion. Each serves in a different way toward clearing away the 
mythology and official obfuscation which has long clouded the whole 
subject. * 

"However Nathan Weinstock's Le Sionisme Cantre Israel, Maspero, Paris, 1969, remains the 

most comprehensive treatment to date. 
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Professor Rodinson is a distinguished French Jewish sociologist, 
a recognized scholar in Middle East politics and culture who has 
taught at the Sorbonne for fifteen years. His book dispenses with 
heavy footnotes, charts and maps in an attempt to present a coherent 
thesis on the many complicated aspects of the problem. Based on 
wide scholarship, it is the best book-length treatment in English this 
reviewer has seen on the genesis and dynamics of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict. 

Rodinson singles out the chief issue: "The origin of the conflict 
lies in the settlement of a new population on a territory already oc
cupied by a people unwilling to accept that settlement. .. The conflict 
therefore appears essentially as the struggle of an indigenous popula
tion against the occupation of part of its national territory by foreign
ers." Rodinson does not hesitate to criticize sharply the terrible weak
nesses of the Arab states that are saddled with bourgeois nationalist 
and reactionary feudal leaderships, which restrict and ultimately de
rail a just struggle. But the major axis of the book is a devastating 
refutation of Zionist arguments. 

Rodinson differentiates between the anti-Semitism of Europe and 
the anti-Zionism of the Arabs. He deals with the hoary religious 
claims, the myth of "socialism" in Israel, the dogmas of Western 
chauvinism posing as democratic enlightenment and desert fructifi
cation. He challenges the unfulfilled - and unfulfillable - Zionist goal 
of "solving the Jewish problem." The tone throughout is calm, in
tellectually engaging, often eloquent and mildly ironic. 

One of the cruder arguments cited by Zionist spokesmen in defense 
of establishing an exclusively Jewish state on Arab territory is the 
argument that since an independent state of Palestine never existed, 
no violation of Arab sovereignty was involved. Rodinson shows 
that this argument rests on the tacit acceptance of the legitimacy of 
Turkish and British overlordship which brutally suppressed Arab 
struggles for independence for over a century. 

Rodinson details the sorry history of the period immediately fol
lowing the first world war. In July 1919, the Syrian National Con
gress, meeting in Damascus, asserted the right to independence of 
a united Syrian state covering what is now Syria, Lebanon, Jordan 
and Israel, and on March 8, 1920, it proclaimed the independence 
of Syria-Palestine. But on May 5, 1920, the allied powers who had 
fought to "make the world safe for democracy" met at San Remo, 
Italy, and announced their own plans. Rodinson writes: "Without 
waiting for the meeting of the League of Nations, which was in theory 
supposed to 'bestow' the mandate (a new and hypocritical formula 
for colonization disguised as benevolent aid), the powers shared the 
mandates out amongst themselves." 

To deal with the Arab demands for independence, the French gen
eral Gouraud issued an ultimatum, marched into Damascus, occupied 
it and expelled the Arab leaders. Afterwards, Britain and France 
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established their arbitrary frontiers, cultivated Arab rivalries and 
bought off different sectors of the privileged classes to fortify their 
rule. 

The Zionist movement eagerly cooperated in these policies until 
after the second world war and objected only when Britain periodically 
betrayed it by concessions to the Arabs. The Zionists opposed Pal
estinian independence, land reform, representative institutions and any 
other measures leading to Palestinian self-determination before the 
Jewish minority could become a majority. 

Only the Arabs of Palestine were prevented from taking the road 
to independent nationhood traveled by other Arab peoples. If Pales
tine had ever become an established Arab nation, all talk of founding 
a Jewish state there would have been condemned out of hand- no 
matter what the Bible said-for the colossal aggression it would 
necessitate. The Lord of Hosts delivered the Holy Land to the Jews 
when a host of lords, led off by one named Balfour, sent an impe
rialist army with a new covenant properly sanctified by the League 
of Nations. 

Rodinson recognizes the imperatives dictating an intransigent struggle 
by the Palestinians but he can't help wishing there were other ways 
besides "bloody revolution" to accomplish Arab liberation. He suggests 
that one solution might be for the Arabs to accept the "fait accompU' 
of Israel and let the passage of time heal the wounds as it has so 
often done in the past. Nevertheless, Rodinson resolutely opposes any 
moral condemnation of the Arabs for their probable rejection of such 
a course after the enormous injustice they have suffered. 

Since Israel is not a major partner in the system of Third World 
exploitation, Rodinson reasons, and is mainly concerned with "sur
vival," she is not irretrievably wedded to her Western alliance. Israel's 
ties to imperialism are "more a matter of political choice than eco
nomic structure." If the outside threat disappeared, Israel's policies 
might undergo a change. She could become a normal "Levantine 
state," no longer driven to maintain a Zionist, clerical, fortress state. 

The Left-Zionist parties, according to this perspective, would be 
freer to contend for their more enlightened policies without risking 
the charge of treason under fire; many Palestinians could be allowed 
back without being feared as "fifth-columnists"; the decline in western 
anti-Semitism and in the need for Jewish reinforcement by immigration. 
would enable a binational Israel to integrate more readily with the 
other countries in the region and move toward a neutralist foreign 
policy. 

But Rodinson's own presentation makes it clear that something 
other than physical "survival" is at stake for the Zionists, especially 
the Left Zionists. On the crucial questions of expanded frontiers and 
the return of the refugees, he affirms: "The Israeli Left is just as in
transigent ... as the Right." In fact there are indications that right
wingers like Dayan, with their schemes for "creating facts," i.e., an-
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nexations of Arab territories and putting the Arabs to work on the 
lower rungs of the Israeli economy, are prepared to abandon the 
Zionist goal of "ingathering" of all the Jewish "exiles" - especially 
since new Arab labor helps keep Israeli wages down. The right
wingers apparently want to concentrate on building a "normal" bour
geois state where the Zionist-bureaucratic establishment merges with 
the entrepreneurs to become an ordinary ruling class, perhaps in
cluding store-front Arab "Uncle Abdullahs" in the administration. 

But it is precisely the Left Zionists who are tigers for a special 
kind of Israeli "survival," not as human beings only or as Jews, 
but as Jews within an exclusively Jewish state: one that finds a place 
for their collective farm directors, their party officials, their trade
union bureaucrats, within the ruling Zionist establishment; one that 
guarantees their title to the land and properties they grabbed from the 
Palestinians. It is the "survival" of these special material interests, 
tied up with the Zionist structure, that is at stake and which has 
driven the Left Zionists further and further to the right as one of 
the most dependable allies of U. S. imperialism. This is true even if 
Israel is not yet motivated by the needs of far-flung capital investment 
and commercial empire. 

History teaches that revolutionary struggle is obligatory when en
trenched material interests are bound up with an oppressive social 
structure, and it does no good to lament this fact and long for miracles 
like the voluntary surrender of power by a ruling group, especially 
a new one that's just learning how to swagger. 

Twentieth century origins of the conflict 

Professor Khouri's book is a comprehensive blow-by-blow and 
resolution-by-resolution account that leans heavily on the vast num
ber of relevant UN documents as well as many years of on-the-spot 
research and high-level interviews. The judicious, methodical use of 
this material, much of it pro-Israeli, by an author who sees great 
justice on the Arab side, clearly establishes the work's scholarship and 
usefulness. Many key documents are reprinted along with a map 
and several important statistical tables. 

Khouri meticulously outlines the principal arguments advanced 
by Arab, Israeli, Western, Soviet and UN-Secretariat spokesmen at 
each stage of the conflict, describes the resolutions, actions and po
litical psychology of each party and offers his critical comments at 
appropriate points. His chapters cover the main issues and events 
from the days before World War I through the June 1967 war, in
cluding the Palestine Mandate, the Arab refugees (in one of his best 
chapters), Jerusalem and the 1956 Sinai war, with the major dis
putes over borders, navigation and water rights, "infiltrators" and 
development projects. 
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Khouri is a highly respected, American-born professor of political 
science at Villanova University who specializes in Middle East affairs. 
He advocates "staunch support" to the United Nations, whose "au
thority and effectiveness" must be strengthened as man's best hope for 
peace. He does not deal with the social structures of Israel and the 
Arab countries, nor with the aims and struggle of the Palestinian 
guerrillas, except to condemn their activity as hopeless and pro
vocative "extremism." The book is consequently more limited than 
Rodinson's and suffers from shallowness. But one cannot easily ac
cuse Khouri of "left-wing doctrinairism" or "Jewish self-hatred," a charge 
which Rodinson hazards as a radical Jewish opponent of imperialism 
and Zionism! 

Khouri traces the conflict to the conditions of the twentieth century 
and not to alleged "age-old" antagonism between Arab and Jew. (The 
origin of Zionism - and anti-Semitism! - in Europe and not the Mid
dle East already indicates where the antagonism actually flourished.) 
He believes that this modern conflict arose from British "indecision" 
and "conflicting promises" to the Arabs, the French and the Zionists; 
Zionist "impatience" to achieve their goals in disregard of Arab rights; 
and the political immaturity, rivalry and provincialism of the Arabs. 

"Israeli Jews could then maintain political control of their state," 
Khouri writes of the consequences of annexation, "either by disen
franchising the Arabs and treating them practically as a colonial 
people or by trying to expel as many of them as possible from their 
homes. . . . Israel could . . . find herself facing a problem similar to 
that which had confronted Britain in the post-World War II period 
in Palestine - except that this time the Israelis would be playing the 
role once assumed by the British, and the Arabs, like the Palestine 
Jews, would seek through terrorism and civil disobedience to drive 
out their hated rulers. In short, if the Israelis annexed all the captured 
lands and they were to grant the Arab community equality of oppor
tunity and status, as would be required under a democratic govern
ment, they could in time lose control of their state. On the other hand, 
if they sought to maintain Jewish domination, they could do so only 
by denying the Arabs political rights and treating them as a subject 
people - in which case, real democracy would cease to exist in Israel, 
and nineteenth-century imperialism would again rear its head to the 
embarrassment not only of the Israelis themselves but also of their 
friends and supporters." Apparently twentieth-century imperialism is 
not nearly so embarrassing! 

What Khouri is pointing to is actually Israel's "dilemma" right at 
the beginning of its existence. The original partition resolution gave 
the Zionists territory containing about as many Arabs as Jews
around half a million of each-with the Arabs owning three-fourths 
of the arable land. Under such circumstances, could Israel, dedicated 
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as a Jewish state, ever have abided by the terms of the UN Charter 
and resolutions, or its own blithe promises of equality and fair play? 

It is clear that the so-called Arab refugee problem must be rec
ognized for what it is: the condition of a people that was first mack 
alien in its own homeland by Zionist exclusionary colonization as 
a prelude to its expulsion, and then condemned either to exist as 
second-class citizens inside the country or refugees outside it. Pales
tinians today exist in both capacities. 

"Little Israel," allegedly surrounded by "forty million Arabs bent 
on driving them into the sea," has actually always had more troops 
and better commanders in the field against Arab forces and, almost 
from the beginning, had better and larger arms supplies. On May 15, 
1948, when Israeli statehood was declared and the Arab armies in
vaded, it had 35,000 to 80,000 troops against 20,000 to 25,000 
Arab troops assembled from the five states involved. By October, it 
was 75,000 to 120,000 Israeli soldiers versus 50,000 to 55,000 
Arab soldiers. (Only rough estimates are available.) 

Right up to and beyond the June war in 1967, Israel maintained 
an equal or larger armed force actually in the field than the combined 
Arab forces and was not hampered by the deep rivalries, the low 
morale, the inept commanders, the long supply routes or the back
ward social structure of the Arab states. In addition it had the promise 
of U. S. intervention if it should start to lose a military confrontation. 

Far from being required to ensure Jewish survival, Khouri shows, 
the actual purposes of the repeated armed clashes initiated or de
liberately provoked by Israel have been to stake its claims to the 
"natural" and "historic," i.e., Biblical, borders of Israel; to compel the 
Arab states to recognize and accept Israel; to force them to suppress 
the Palestinians' resistance. Only overwhelming military superiority 
could support such a policy and only repeated "lessons" and "seven
fold" blows could establish its credibility. 

"For example," writes Khouri, "while secret negotiations were taking 
place between Jordanian and Israeli officials in September 1950, 
Israel, according to an Israeli scholar and writer, 'encouraged acts 
of provocation' to enable her to assault the town of Nakaraim on 
September 7 'in the hope of forcing the [Jordanian] government to 
come to terms. '" (He is quoting Rony Gabbay, A Political Study of 
the Arab-Jewish Conflict, 1959.) 

Israelis thus demand "direct negotiations" where they can bargain 
from a position of strength for "peace" - on their terms. The Arab 
states have usually held out for third-party (UN) mediation, because 
"recognizing" Israel meant recognizing their defeat and consequently 
their weakness. 

According to Khouri, "Israel was the first state to develop a de
liberate and official policy of retaliation. From 1951 on, the larger 
reprisal raids were made by military personnel using advanced weap-
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ons and military tactics. Thus it was obvious that the Israeli govern
ment had ordered these attacks, even though for a few years Israeli 
officials generally, though not invariably, denied any responsibility 
for them. By early 1955, however, Israeli authorities began to accept 
full responsibility for the retaliatory assaults made from Israeli ter
ritory." 

When the 1956 Suez nationalization enraged the French and British 
imperialists against Egypt, Israel saw a rare opportunity- fearsome 
UN resolutions notwithstanding- to join what appeared to be a win
ning team to apply its policy of massive military "lessons." Ben
Gurion spoke of "Israel's ancient right" to Gaza and the Sinai pen
insula. Again, "Israel's survival was at stake," with 250,000 highly 
trained soldiers ranged against a total of 205,000 troops of all the 
Arab states combined, only half of which could be mobilized against 
Israel, and reduced still further by Nasser's deployment of troops 
to meet the Anglo-French invasion at Suez! 

A similar set of escalating clashes, designed by Israel to "teach 
hard lessons" and "accomplish" new "facts," succeeded only in forcing 
Nasser to tighten his anti-Israel restrictions in the Canal and the 
Straits of Tiran, where he had quietly relaxed them over the years, 
and set the stage for the Six Day War, again fought for "Israel's 
survival." 

Yet Khouri hopes that eventually the "more responsible" Arab 
leaders will avoid "provocative" policies and actions and successfully 
"quiet popular feelings." But this bas been- and remains-the policy 
of the Arab regimes- to "quiet popular feelings," to "handle things" 
for the people and to maneuver in their name at the United Nations. 
When this doesn't show results, except for black eyes, they bluster, 
fulminate, conclude reactionary alliances, blur over the issues and 
further demoralize the frustrated masses. 

The role of the United Nations 

Khouri hopes to use the United Nations to minimize further ex
plosive incidents and to promote an atmosphere of abated tensions 
for peaceful negotiations. For him, the history of the Middle East 
in the last twenty years is a history of promising UN attempts to 
negotiate such tranquility, broken off intermittently on both sides by 
extremists, border clashes, reprisal actions, inflammatory propaganda, 
inflexible diplomacy - all arousing regrettable popular emotions
often under the misguided encouragement of the various big powers 
in shortsighted pursuit of their own immediate interests. 

Nevertheless, nothing emerges more clearly from Khouri's own 
work than the facts that the United Nations is unable to bring peace 
or justice to the Middle East and that it has been an actitJe promoter 
of en'sis, conflict and injustice. The UN partition of November 1947 
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gave half of Palestine to the Zionists and left the other half to be 
carved up by the contending Arab and Zionist armies, all at the 
expense and over the unanimous, steadfast opposition of the helpless 
Palestinian Arab people. 

The opportunist Soviet support for this resolution must be mentioned. 
It helped give the resolution a semblance of the "consensus of the 
world community" that only incorrigible disturbers of "peaceful co
existence" could oppose. In fact, Soviet arms, supplied through Czech
oslovakia when Israel could get arms nowhere else, enabled the 
Israelis to hold out and eventually ensured their military victory. 
(This did not prevent the new state from siding with the U. S. in the 
Korean War a little while later, but it did provide another example 
of the fruits of Stalinist foreign policy - the substitution of deals with 
bourgeois regimes for reliance on mass struggle against the impe
rialist army. The Kremlin hoped to "use" Israel against Britain.) 

In reality, the United Nations was originally and remains today 
essentially an instrument of the imperialist powers, which enlisted 
Moscow's aid to stem the postwar revolutionary tide. In dozens of 
resolutions, most of them nearly unanimous, the United Nations has: 
1) reiterated demands for the repatriation of the Palestinian refugees 
in Israel, or compensation and resettlement if they desired; 2) opposed 
the Israeli annexations of 1948, 1956 and 1967; 3) condemned the 
Israeli seizure of Old Jerusalem, the massive retaliations, the repressive 
occupation policies. But as Israel had at least the tacit support of 
the United States, it did not fear implementation of these resolutions. 

It is not surprising that a certain wistfulness inevitably creeps into 
the concluding pages of both Dr. Rodinson, the left-wing scholar, 
and Dr. Khouri, the liberal scholar, when they measure their hopes 
for the timely emergence of reason and human concern against the 
unbelievable impasse of blood, passion, and sordid interests which 
they have just described. Both of these eminent savants confront 
history as individuals standing outside any organized political ten
dencies, and their separate perspectives for a solution to the dilemma 
reflect their rather isolated positions. 

Not even Rodinson, let alone Khouri, points to the fundamental 
reason for the rise of the Zionist form of Jewish nationalism, namely 
the advent at the end of the nineteenth century of the decline of cap
italism as a world system. The development of capitalism had orig
inally liberated the Jews and other nations from their feudal bondage 
but had not yet achieved their complete assimilation when, first in 
Eastern Europe, under the competitive lash of advanced Western 
technology, and then in Western Europe itself in the throes of re
curring industrial crises, the ruling classes turned on them as handy 
scapegoats for the people's fury, using anti-Semitism as a weapon 
against socialism. 

The epoch of imperialism, which dawned with the struggles of the 
large capitalist powers over the redivision of the world market and 
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colonial holdings, by the same token gave a mighty impulse to the 
nationalism of oppressed peoples, including the Arabs and the Jews, 
while at the same time absolutely ruling out a mere repetition of pro
gressive bourgeois revolution and "nation-building" along classical 
bourgeois lines. 

That means that the solution of the "Jewish problem" in this age 
of permanent revolution is inextricably tied up with the revolutionary 
struggle against imperialism, of which the Arab liberation movement 
has become a vital component. Recognition of this is especially im
portant for the Jews, most of whom live all over the world and not 
in Israel. Zionism, imperialist mandates, the United Nations and 
small-nation building under capitalist auspices must be ruled out as 
the road to Jewish liberation. 

The struggle to establish reason, human concern and justice as 
the social norm is a class struggle, requiring a certain class mech
anism, i.e., a revolutionary socialist vanguard party of the Leninist 
type, to intervene in the historical process andto mobilize the workers, 
peasants, women, students and others, to break through the impasse. 
The creation of such a leadership party is the crucial task facing the 
advanced cadres of the Palestinian liberation movement as they carry 
on their struggle to regain their homeland and to win over the ex
ploited majority of Israelis themselves for the overthrow of bourgeois
Zionist exclusivism and privilege. This is the real significance of the 
present stage of the Palestinian liberation movement, where revolu
tionary fighters at various stages of nationalist and socialist con
sciousness are being gathered who will forge in the course of their 
united struggle the program and leadership necessary for victory. 
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