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‘The Independent Socialist View

By GORDON HASKELL
" “The fight for democracy and the fight for
" socialism are inseparable. There can be no
?asting and genuwine democracy without
socialism and there can be mo socialism
without democracy.”

—from The ISL Program in Brief.

densed form, one of the fundamental con-
© = ceptions on which LABOR ACTION and the
Independent Socialist League base themselves.
‘In‘it are contained a view of the world in which
we-live and a general strategic guide to action
which - distinguishes Independent Socialism
‘from all'other-political currents-in America.
- Pe -Ameri¢ans particularly; it-may appear that the
statement “there ecan be no lasting and genuine democ-
racy- without socialism” is dogmatic, perhaps even ex-
travagant. The overwhelming majority of Ameriean
liberals believe that they and this country represent the
‘prime bulwark of democracy in the world
today. .
At the same time, they are anti-social
jst and believe that for America, at least,
socialism is-an unnecessary concept, ir-
relevant 'at best, confusing -and divisive
at worst. Although they are willing to
grant that in much of the rest of the
- world -the -movements and goals repre-
sented by the labor and social-democratic
parties may be the best present alterna-
tive to Stalinism, in their heart of hearts
they believe that if these foreigners
would jast copy the economic and politi-
cal institutions which prevail in the
United States, the world would be on the
road to unlimited progress, to ever-ex-
. panding democracy -and popular v_vell-
being. This view, in somewhat modified
and uneasy form, is held also by the
“leaders of the American labor movement,
and by the mass of the workers in this
country as well.

‘Although this view is today unique for
Ameriea, it is instructive to note that its
.twin has been held by liberal and even
- “gocialist” spokesmén in many countries
in the past. Every period of prolonged
prosperity in European history has given
rise to a similar opinion both inside and
outside the working-class movement. Let
depression and unemployment recede fo_r
ten .or fifteen years, and all past experi-
ence is dumped into the trash can, while
the theory of a “new” era of democracy and prosperity
in permanence is trotted out to dazzle the relatively
comfortable masses.

TO SAVE DEMOCRACY —

‘But ome of the things which baffies the American proph-
ets of the “"mew era" is that outside this country the
masses cannot be convinced that the new day is at hand.

This is one way of describing the failure of America
to receive enthusiastic popular support abroad either
for its foreign policy in general, or for its economic
contribution to the stabilization of Europe in particular.

The reason is simple: the peoples of Europe and Asia
have experienced no real- prosperity. At best, their
stirring discontent has been held in leash. They know
that even their relatively high level of employmant is
precarious, that it-balances on the point of a ping

AF this stage in history it is hardly necessary to demon-
strate the relationship between prosperity, high employ-
ment and democracy in its capitalist form. Only the blind-
est American provincial can believe that Mussolini and
Hitler were the product of a specific ltalian or German
ncapacity for democratic rule. They were, rather, the

THE statement quoted above is, in very con-

living historical demonstration of the Marxist view that
in the face of capitalist economic collapse democracy will
be scrapped UNLESS a social force arises which is capa-
ble of overcoming the crisis by extending democracy into
the economic relations of seciety. )

Nazism made its bid to overcome the crisis of Euro-
pean capitalism by placing the whole continent in the
grip of German totalitarian rule. The disease which

gave rise to Hitlerism has been suppressed for a time, -

but it remains az deadly as ever,

Today, it is Stalinism rather than Hitlerism which
looms as the chief threat to democracy in the world.
At any rate, that is the picture which is painted for us
by the ideologists of capitalism.

But Stalinism is no more the product of the brains and
wills of a few evil men than was Nazism. 1§, too, is o
‘social force which rises to solve the crisis of world capi-
tolism by totoiitarian means in the absence of an effec-
five-social forge which can overcome it democratically.

But does. not-the real menace of ‘Stalinism to the
world reside in the military strength and imperialist
ambitions of the Russian ruling class? Only vietims of
the American propaganda machine really believe that.

Put the question thus: if capitalism in Europe and

NISH

Asia could provide long-term prosperity, full employ-
ment and a rising standard of living for the masses,
would Russian Stalinism really be a serious threat to
the rest of the world?

—A SOCIAL PROGRAM IS NEEDED

Stalinism’s threat grows because it seems to offer the
exploited and disillusioned masses everywhere an alter-
native to an_economic system which is in historie col-
lapse. It differs from Nazism chiefly in that its solution
is to abolish capitalism and replace it with a planned
economy ruled by a new class of state bureauerats, while
Nazism superimposed government controls on the old
capitalist system. And it is precisely this anti-capitalist

\ feature_gwhich appeals to the masses, while the iron fist
of the new rulers is concealed from view under a cloak
of democratic and socialist slogans.

Thus, ~throughout the world, the crisis of capitalism
goes hand in hand with the crisis of democracy.

This fact has led both conscious capitalist propagan-
dists and well-meaning liberals to conclude that capital-

ism is essential te deniocracy-Actually, it has become its —

deadly enemy.

A
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Even in Anierica, with the feverish fiush of an arma-
ment boom on its cheeks, democracy is ailing. While the
direct representatives of our mighty corporations hold
the government in their grip and guide the destinies of
the nation, the labor movement looks ahead uneasily. .

Civil liberties are under a general, if insidious assault.
The arts, the sciences, the great institutions of learning
refreat from their proud tradition of independence affer
o feeble struggle. A forthright and intransigent defense
of civil liberties in their full implication is considered "old-
fashioned,” a product of cultural or political lag. Under
our noses a political police has grown up whose function
is hardly questioned by anyone but the most unrecon-
structed of liberals, the socialists, and for their own nar-
raw purposes, the Stalinists.

DEMOCRACY PLUS

And over all hangs the dread of war, or the almost
equal dréad of another ‘depression. Although the threat
of war is attributed solely to the existence of Stalinism,
and the danger of depression is denied by government
officials, professors by the ‘dozen, and liberal ideologists
by the score, it cannot be exorcized. Even with pros-
perity, democracy is in a precarious enough state Both
here and abroad. But if it should collapse . . . we would
like to see the odds which would be offered by capital-
ism’s most ardent defenders on its survival in that event.
It is on the basis of this background that we say:
“Therg can be no lasting and genuine democracy without
soctalism.” Socialism is the extension of democracy into
all sectors of social life.

As a goal, socialism seeks the socialization of the ma-
jor means of production, which is another way of saying
their real democratization. For private ownership and
arbitrary control of the basic economic machinery on
which all are dependent for their livelihood, it proposes
to substitute demoecratic ownership, democratic coritrol
and democratic planning in the interest of all.

But socialism is more than just a goal. Socialism also
proposes a method for achieving this goal. It seeks to
instill in the masses, and primarily in the workers who
are the chief victims both of capitalism and of Stalinism,
the conception that they can have freedom and security
and democracy only if they organize and struggle for
these goals themselves. Socialists propose to abolish
capitalism and replace it with a thoroughly democratic
society by the widest extension and .employment of de- |
mocracy now.

THE CRISIS IS SOCIAL

Democracy is not-simply the existence of certain
political and civil rights, although these are essential to
it. Democracy, to be a living reality, requires the active
participation in public affairs by the widest possible
layers of the people.

While capitalism exists, and after it is abolished,
socialists seek to bring these layers into the most active,
consistent, and intimate participation.in public life.
In fact, they think such participation not only indis-
pensable to the achievement of socialism, but equally
indispensable as a school through which the masses °
must go in order to administer the truly demoecratie
society of the future.

As long as capitalism and Stalinism continue to
exist, whatever degree of democracy there is in the
world remains in mortal peril. Hence the socialist move-
ment must seek to awaken the workers, the youth, and
the people in general to the menace which confronts
them from both, and to organize them in struggle
against both. i

The rise of Stalinism in Russia on the ruins of a socialist
revolution has served to re-emphasize the essential rela-
tionship between socialism as a new economic and secial :
system and democracy. Without democracy, mere pation-
alization of the economy turns into a monstrous caricature
of the aims of secialism, in fact, Into their opposite. But
lacking the democrutic struggle for this new ecomemic
and social system, dying capitalism will drag democracy
inte @ common grave. ; ;

That is why “the fight for democracy and the fight.
for socialism are inseparable.”
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‘Labor’s Struggle

By BEN HALL

who coined this biting aphorism was reminding us of the great

-gulf between noble proclamations of equality before the law and
the annoying fact of economic inequality.

This ironic equality pervades political life under capitalism. De-
mocracy gives rich and poor the right to enter the polling booth and
cast equally weighted ballots. Each has the same right to free speech;
the same theoretical right to publish a press, to establish parties, run

‘as a “will of the majority.”

RICH and poor alike are forbidden to sleep under bridges. The writer

. for office; and out of it all, governmental power hypothetically emanates

No one could ask for a more fair and square deal, except for one
thing—wealth dominates over democracy in « society of economic

inequality. }

Despite its -great power based
upon wealth, the capitalist class
suffers from an incurable ailment,
one which will ultimately prove
fatal. It is a tiny minority.

The common people possess not
the strength of ownership and
wealth but the weight of numbers.
But numbers alone are without
power. Politics in a capitalist de-
mocracy becomes a contest be-

“tween the mass of people and a

small minority with all the re-
sources for misleading, deceiving,
and disorganizing the majority.
“The people can mobilize the dem-
‘oeratic ;power of numbers only by
“ORGANIZATION. Organization is
“the cement of numbers. It permits
‘a mass of people to counter the de-
vices of the rich, fo map out com-
~mon- objectives, to choose spokes-
men, to initiate tactics, and to
avoid being split into ineffective
-mutually antagonistic segments.
The right to organize into inde-
‘pendent ‘associations free of state
‘dictation is one of the most funda-
mental of all democratic rights; it
‘is The only democratic right which
‘can ‘be exercised by the people with
“far greater effectiveness than any
ruling class. A rich minority can
‘buy newspapers and meeting halls
‘just as they buy yachts and man-
sions; but they cannot purchase
“voluntary associations of millions
‘of people. Every dictatorship
-strikes at the right to organize.

NEEDS DEMOCRACY

Of all the classes in modern so-
ciety, one class above all needs or-

~ganization and has proved most

capible of ‘effecting it—the modern
“working class. The wealth of every

- raling class comes out of this

class’s labors and it is compelled to
organize first of all out of sheer
self-interest.

Even if it were not warmed by
the faintest spark of idealism, even
if it ‘knew nothing of democracy
7as an abstract principle, the working
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class would be compelled to band together
to defend its wages and working condi-
tions. To rise above the'level of inani-
mate objects, to ‘demand more consider-
ate treatment than a lump of coal, this
working class must organize in elemen-
tary collective bargaining with its em-
ployer.

To organize, it must have the right to
assemble and prepare its demands and
program; and to assemble it must have

the right to speak, to print and dis- -

tribute its message to millions. The work-
ing class, in defense of its daily life, re-
quires democracy in all its fullness. It
is always and everywhere battling for
it; where it has won democracy, it fights
to retain it; where it has surrendered or
lost it, it soon feels the lash of intensified
exploitation and degradation.

FREE LABOR

At various stages in the history of na-
tions, the fate of democracy has rested
with different classes: petty bourgeoisie,
tradesmen, independent farmers. In so-
ciety today, the cause of democracy goes
with the working class, that class which
has demopstrated in action a stubborn,

consistent, inherent need for democracy.

Modern industry centralizes thousands
upon thousands of workers into single
giant factories; hundreds of thousands,

into single capitalist enterprises; and
millions into related industries. They
meet in ‘daily contact, learn from com-
mon experiences, and develop mutual in-
terests and a common program.

They create the most powerful, popu-
lar institutions of modern times. In the
United States, we know of the existence
of labor unions which enroll more than
13,000,000 men and women in voluntary
associations. In other countries, workers
have founded not only unions, but po-
litical parties, which compete with the
capitalist class for political dominance of
the mation. And these organizations are
created not by law, not by force, but by
the free action of millions who band to-
gether to" make the strength of numbers
effective. Nowhere can we find anything
like them in power and significance.

IN THE UNIONS

This working class stands almost in-
stinctively for the defense and mainte-
nance of democracy; but it has yet to
become fully conscious of its own role.

In this country, it sets up unions to
challenge the capitalists but grants them
special monopoly rights in politics. Para-
doxically, it concedes to the bourgeoisie
that which undermines and enfeebles de-
moceraey: the right of capitalist billion-
aires to own big industry. The labor
movement demands a republic in politi-
cal life but tolerates limited monarchy
in industry, where power remains in the
hands of king-capitalist, cheeked s and
modified by labor. It has yet to demand
an end of autocracy and the establish-
ment of full democracy in industry.

Through the organized labor move-
ment, workers gain experience and train-
ing vital for the reorganization of society
on a more democratic, i.e., socialist, basis.
. There is more democracy in a bacle
ward labor union than in the most en-
lightened corporation. But.such a com-

<parison is only a small part of the whole

story. Many unions are run by officials
who cling-to office by undemocratie, au-
thoritarian measures. Seldom can we say:
“Here is real internal union democracy.”
A double standard is the rule: in its
struggle with the world of capitalism,
the’ union movement insists upon de-
mecracy, but in its own private life, it is
often willing to dispense with it.

Union leaders, even those who come
out of the ranks, tend to rise above the
workers; they begin to enjoy a higher
standard of living, to consider themselves
masters, not servants, of the rank and
file. In extreme cases, which shock even
the most conservative labor leaders, cor-
rupt officials tie in with racketeers and
gangsters,

LIMIT THE POWER

Union members are often ready to tol-
erate restrictions on internal democracy
because they fear the power of big capi-
tal which always threatens. By avoiding
differences of opinion and internal dis-
putes they hope to maintain unity against
attack. Such a shortsighted view makes
it impossible for the unions to fulfill their
responsibilities to the working class: to
cultivate and expand the consciousness
of democracy in the labor movement, and
to prepare the working class to rule in-
dustry.

Despite these Iimi!ufions. the organized
labor movement fights for democracy. No
matter how debased af any moment the
labor movement (or any sector of it) might
seem, it contains the seed of a speedy

regeneration. In the last analysis, the pow-
er of union leadership rests not upon
force but upon the consent of the ranks;
every labor leadership must count upon
its membership or face destruction in
crises. This alone limits every inner

remains conservative and pro-capitalist.
Nevertheless, its organized participation
has made politics in this country richer
and more meaningful. Once millions of
workers were herded to the polls by ward-
heelers and hacks of corrupt political
machines. Now they are brought into po-
litical life for ‘social reforms under the
direct leadership of their own unions.
Yesterday, ‘American politics had degen-
erated into a farcical contest between
Tweedledum and Tweedledee - capitalist
politicians wrangling over meaningless
and trivial promises. Now, every election
poses social questions: pensions, social
security, fair employment. And this
transformation has bheen effected by the
clamorous intervention of ‘umions into
politics which compels the existing capi-
talist parties to take a.stand on the vital
issues of the day.

This from a working class which has
only just begun to put itself forward as
a political force, timidly, cautiously,
strictly limited by its conservative loyalty
to capitalism. When it once becomes
aware of its own power, of the rights it
deserves, and of the responsibilities it
owes to all society, it will change “the
world.
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machine and makes every arbitrary power
temporary. i .

WAVE OF THE FUTURE

“Tomorrow a psychologzical wave might
pass through the minds of the mine
workers,” said John L. Lewis, whose per-
sonal power is unmatched in the labor
movement, “and wash away whatever in-
fluence over their actions I have as an
individual and as president of the United
Mine Workers. That isn’t power in the
sense the word is generally- employed
about me. The president [of the United

‘States] has power which no psychological

change can take away from him while
he holds his office. . . . Industrialists have
the power conferred by financial re-
sources ‘on which' labor depends for its
bread. That is real power, of which I
have none.” -

In periods of crisis, the working class
has cast aside old leaders, revamped old
organizations, and creatéd new ones. We
have seen it in action in the 1930s, when
the CIO was founded and built in an-
swer to the needs of the times.

The labor movement in this® country
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By JULIUS FALK

PFPOLITICAL democracy and capitalism were
never synonymous. The rights of the indi=
vidual - for which early capitalism fought

were mainly rights for itself. The assumption

of the intelligence and rationality of man and

his inalienable right to act according to the

dictates of his own conscience was the basic
philosophy of the theorists of political liberal-
ism; but these concepts were never broadly
applied voluntarily by the bourgeoisie.

The democratic rights acquired by the mass
of people under capitalism had to be won from
the ruling class, frequently after years of bitter
struggle and sacrifice.

The Marxist’s dispute with liberalism has
not been so much over its abstract democratic
values as over its confidence in the ability of
capitalist society to guarantee and safeguard
the rights of the individual. The inability of a society
based on inereasing economic inequality to preserve, let
alone extend, individual liberties has proved to be not
“Marxist cant” but the ugly reality of the bourgeois
world.

In America, the citadel of world capitalism, the fun-
damental values of political liberalism, freedom of
speech, press and conscience are becoming increasingly
weakened.in real content.

ﬂ.

‘The crusade against democracy in
the United States is not just the work
of evil men, wicked people here and
there who are congenitally incapable
of appreciating the worth of democ-
racy between campaign speeches.
True, not every specific attack on
civil liberties is the inevitable result
of a socially weakened capitalist
class; nevertheless, the poisoned po-
litical atmosphere in this country as
a whole is the inevitable end-product
of a disoriented and frightened ruling class. )

This reaetion stemming from a fear of Stalinism is
heightened and exaggerated by the primitive character
of the American bourgeoisie.

America’s:economie titans have notoriously been men
with secial .understanding of very modest proportions,
and its political leaders and statesmen significantly
lacking in political education. A quick glance at the
chief executive, his advisors and Congress should suf:
fice. It is a paradox, indeed, that the most powerful
capitalist nation in the world is led by a bourgeoisie
which is more politically bumbling, inept and crude than
its European counterparts. The peculiar arrogance and
crudeness of this class bears a direct relationship to the
excesses of the post-war reaction. But it would be self-
deception to see this reaction as primarily due to the
backward social psychology of the ruling class.

DRIVE AGAINST CIVIL LIBERTIES

Within the American capitalist class there are many
conflicting cross-currents; conflicts arise from sectional
differences, power interests, ideological antagonisms,
economic loyalties, ete. On the question of civil liberties
these differences are no less real.

The mentality and approach of McCarthy cannot be
identified with the techniques of Truman. But important
as these differences ate, they are not nearly as profound
and irreconcilable as they and their supporters would
lead one to believe. One of the great hoaxes of our
decade is the manner in which the “liberal” wing of
capitalism, the Fair Deal wing, with the assistance of
what remains of the liberal press, has passed itself off
as the defender of the best in American democratic tra-
ditions.

1+ is conveniently forgotten that it was the Truman

administration which provided the soil in which the Mc-
Carthys could breed. The loyalty oaths, the purges, the
advice #¢ individuals to keep a sharp eye on their neigh-
bor and report misdeeds, the Smith Act, etc., were among
the dubious accomplishments of the New and Fair Deal
administrations. These sanctimonious unliberal “liberals’
of the Fair Deal are less extreme and less militant in their
witchhunts. than the McCarthyites but they are o less
responsible for the ever-widening shadow which is now
obscuring hard-won democratic rights.

The Fair-Dealers are themgselves® somewhat fright-
ened—and sometimes victimized—by the reaction which
they have set in motion, but that is no reason to be-
lieve that if they remained in the Washington saddle
they either could or would restore the civil liberties
which they have been so instrumental in partially liqui-
dating. Not for all his forceful ‘and pious campaign
promises would a Stevenson administration effectively
cope with the instinctive reaction of the capitalist class
to the threat of Stalinism and the needs of its Perma-
nent War Economy. Perhaps such an administration
would have provided some setbacks for the now ram-
pant extremist McCarthyites, but it would have neither
the incentive nor the ability to stem the not-so-creeping
tide of reaction in America,

The drive toward a permanent, enforced conformity
is the political reflex of a Permanent War Economy.
The Americean ruling class is a frightened class. It does
not understand Stalinism; it cannot sueccessfully com-
bat it politically. But it is practical enough to react to
Stalinism in a “practical” manner: through a purge

system, the organization of a vast governmental appara-
tus, enormous military appropriations, subsidies and
profitable contract awards to private war industry.

A by-product of this poliey is a tenuous and artificial
.economic prosperity, but its essential aim is military.
In this vast political, economic and military preoccupa-
tion, with defénse, millions of workers, students and in-
tellectuals are either directly or indirectly involved.
Scientific research has increasingly become a military
affair, students are potential scientists and technicians
working on government projects, and from the bulk of
the population are recruited the military forces and the
workers in war industries. g

In an effort fo make thgir position mere secure the.

leading government bureaucrats and the all-powerful
economic interests can only regard non-conformism
among the population as a threat to the status quo. The
labor movement is looked upon with increasing suspicion
and ‘the. Taft-Hartley Law is an attempt to ensure the

“war economy against disruptive class strife.

“The academic world bears watching, and MeCarthy
and Velde compete for honors as to who can hest in-
timidate the faculty and student body. Ex-radicals, no
matter how they humiliate theémselves, eannot expiate
‘their youthfn] transgressions to the satisfaction of
loyalty boards and congressional committees. Artists
-and intellectuals who may enjoy some popularity have
both their artistic talents and private political activities
reviewed by committees of Know-Nothings. A new and
more stringent loyalty program is devised by the
“liberal” Republican administration which is greeted
with accolades by MecCarthy, Jenner, Taft and Velde.
FBI men assume the unofficial role of political pélice.

MORE OMINOUS TODAY

These are a few of the political tactics of the war
economy. But these methods take on a momentum of
their own; the life of the entire nation is affected.
Prejudices are revived and new ones created.

The most- disturbing elements of the present con-
spiracy against civil liberties can be seen in those fac-
tors which contrast with, rather than parallel, the re-
action which set in during and immediately following
the First World War. The reaction of the earlier period
was in a real sense of an hysterieal nature. Newspapers
were suppressed, non-comformists jailed en masse, po-
litical parties driven underground. The authorities in
their enthusiasm knew no bounds, they were not in-
hibited by the constitutional rights of their victims or
other legal considerations. Patriotic organizations were
inspired to take it upon themselves to raid politieal
offices, break strikes, beat and even wurder individuals,
and violently disperse peaceable pol®ical rallies, know-
ing full well that they enjoyed a form of government
immunity.

The. hysteria 1asted for over five years but its life
span was limited and it served no useful economic or
political function for the bourgeoisie by the early 1920s.
The war was long over, the world revolutionary move-
ment was at.an ebb, the American socialist movement
had shrunk, to relatively small size, the labor movement
was quiescent and the capitalist class felt confident and
economically secure in its growing peacetime prosperity.
The hysteria, then, was in its degree an aberration of
American political life. o

The current drive against civil liberties is more omi-
nous, not because it is more violent or more hysterical.
The violence was greater in the earlier period and the
hysteria. more. pronounced. Today, however, there is no
reason to believe that our "vanishing civil liberties"” will
be returned by a swing of the pendulum. Basically, the
reaction today is in.no-sense a political aberration. It is
slowly being incorporated into the American "Way of
Life."” &

The needs of the war economy, the dynamism of Stal-
inism, the cold war are all related phenomena providing
the stimulus for the current reaction, and none of these
factors are of a transitory nature. Much of the legal
basis for compulsory conformity has already been es-
tablished by the three branches of governments;-and
the pernicious doctrine of guilt by association, though
without any legal foundation, has been given the vir-
tual status of law through common usage.

The passivity and resignation with which the current
reaction is received is no less alarming than the reac-
tion itself. During the Wilson and Harding administra-
tions the hysteria met with a solid wall of resistance
from socialists, liberals and the organized labor move-
ment. Today, this resistance is not te be found on any
comparable scale. Even if the Stalinists were the only
victims of our thought eontrol experts—which is not the
case—it would provide no justification for the failure
of liberals to defend their own principles.

It would be unfair, perhaps, to abuse the liberal
world too much for its “failure of nerve,” for it is
obviously more than that—it is failure of conviction.

i

The traditional values of liberalism are gradually being
abandoned by their one-time exponents.

g

The. conflict between Russian and American imperiolism..
brings.to the fore the inherent contradiction .in the. po-
litical philosophy. of men who. are theoretically devoted:
to. both freedom of thought and ''free enterprise.” But-
freedom of thought and capitalist free enterprise are
proving to be mutually exclusive freedoms. Faced. with:
this dilemma and trembling before Stalinism, which they
do not understand.any better than their more conserva-
tive brethren, they are sacrificing their democratic. prin-
ciples for the sake of the cold war.

The extent to which socialists must take up the de-
fense of liberal values, and the degree to which they
have been abandoned by liberals and sold out by ex-
radicals, is a telling reminder of the backward move-
ment of: political life in America. The labor organiza-
tions, too, particularly their leaderships, must accept:
their portion of responsibility for the failure to stem

" the reactionary tide. Labor has done little on an organ-

ized, integrated campaign level to combat McCarthyism,
though it is victimized by it, and it remains politically
tied to Fair Dealers whose administration initiated the
offensive against democracy.

In this situation socialists have a dual responsibility:
they must demonstrate how the fight for the truly lib-
eral values is inseparable from the fight against capi-
talism, for socialism; and, second, in a moré concrete ' -
manner they must emphasize the validity of democratic

values which are-being called into question by liberals
and negated by politicians.

THE RIGHT TO DISSENT

The virtual illegalization of fhe Communist Party is a
case in point. The libera) world has, dene little to protest
it. but-has given its tacit and frequently outspeken .ap-
proval, while the most reactionary elements in Congress
find "heavy" intellectual support in the small men of ‘the
intellectual world, often former radicals.

) Their attempts to prove that the Communist Party
1s not a party but merely a menacing “conspiracy” con-
sists of dangerous half-truths. The Stalinist movement
in this country is, of course, a tool of Russian imperial-
?sm, but its membership is voluntary, it is not coerced
in joining the party and it does so out of its belief in
its ideology and objectives. This membership is just as
entitled to its political life as Sidney Hook is entitled
to write specious rationalizations for the Smith Act,

It miist be understood that an ‘established principle of
socialists is the right of all people to organize into
political parties of their own choosing, including parties
dedicated to the spreading of reactionary capitalist and
Stalinist ideas. 5

‘Independent Socialists are, for full freedom for expres-
sion of OPINION, within the framework of the clear-and-
presept-danger doctrine, and this has a menninq,mily.
when it is a_question of opinion which we (or anyope
else) believe to _be harmful, reactionary, false or what-
haveryou. The genuine democrat is for this as a freedom
fo_r all, and not just as a “privilege™ for himulf.,l{,[s
friends or for opinigns which are sufficiently close_ to_his %
to be considered "tolerable.” This we view not only .as a.
guide to_civil liberties under capitalism, but also as. a_
guide to civil Yiberties under the sacialist demo:ruéy for.
which we fight.

_Ip thg academic world socialists must be no less
v1glllant‘ in defepding_the rights of students and faculty.
The drive against academic freedom is stifling intel-

lectual life on the campus. The arguments for dismissing.

Communist Party teachers as such are no more“valid

. than the argumengs for suppressing the Communist

Party.

Thf}re can be only one consideration for determining
tl_w rights of an individual to teach: his competence in
his field and in his teaching of his subject. Should a

- Stalinist teacher of math decide to spend his semester-

extolling the virtues of Russian science, then his com-
petence should be called into question. But by the same
token the bourgeois-minded professor who turns his
clas_s into a tendentious tirade against radicalism is
subject to questioning on the grounds of incompetence
and not because of his political views, The same would
apply to the socialist or any other instructor. The same
applies to'any Catholic teacher who indoctrinates with,
the pope’s views on science and society. :

These attacks on the Communist Party“and the Stalinist !
reucher- and student are used as a springboard for. the
invasion of all liberties of all present and former non-
comformists. Liberals may find this abhorrent and. ex-
treme, particularly when they themselves' are made ﬁ
.prove_ﬂ:eir innocence of something-or-other before un.
investigating committee, but they do not understand that
a capitalist nation preparing for a total war which is a

life-and-death struggle cannot brook real- and Bofenti
i ; ke : ofential

:."mi"“ ::‘ opposition, and in its drive to. u:rain. na-
ional.conformity will exhibi+ no squeam; \ o

it victimizes. queamishness over wham., .




N\
The following. article by Max Shachtman appeared
10 years ago in the New International for November
1948. It is here shortened to fit on this page but the bulk
of the original article is included.—Ed.
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"By MAX SHACHTMAN

¥§VHE causes for the decay of the Russian

TRevolution are often sought in the “mis-
takes of the Bolsheviks.”

1f only they had not suppressed freedom of

speech and press! . .. If only they had not es-

tablished a one-party dictatorship! . ..

This is the tenor of most of the criticism leveled at the
- Boisheviks in the labor movement. Consistently thought
ont, they boil down to the idea that the real mistake was
made in November 1917 when the Bolsheviks ook power.
This judgment is based essentially on the same factors
{ha? generated the fundamental theory of the Stalinist,
counter-revelution—"socialism in one country''—and dif-
fers from it only in that it is not on so high a level.
The bonds by which czarism held together the Rus-
sian Empire were brittle in the extreme. ... [In 19147]
With czarist despotism gone as an integrating force,
*who was left to keep the nation together and maintain
it ag a power, economic as well as political? One or two
hundred years earlier in similar circumstances, it was
" the bourgeosie. . . . In Russia, however, the bourgeoisie
‘ had come too late. The solving of the problems of the
democratic revolution had been too long postponed to
permit a repetition of the French Revolution. This was
the theory held in common by Lenin and Trotsky.
~ 'Phe period of the revolutiont in which czarism was
overturned tested the theory to the end. The bour-
" geoisie did come to power, but it was quite incapable of
mastering the centrifugal tendencies which czarism, in
the. comparatively peaceful days, had been able td hold
in: preecarious check.: . .
It-is unbelievable, but it is a fact, cried Lenin, that
a peasant uprising is growing in a peasant country,
“ynder a revolutionary republican government that is
supported by the parties of the Social-Revolutionists
and the Mensheviks.,” The peasant rising did not come
to strengthen the bourgeoisie and its pallid democracy,
' but was directed against it. The bourgeoisie was unable
to deal with it in any better way than the czar had dis-
covered. At the same time, a proletarian power, the
“*"Soviets, not at all Bolshevik, gre? up spontaneously by
i the side of ‘the bourgeois power and threatened its ex-
istence.

NO BOURGEOIS SOLUTION

The bourgeois democracy was. incapable of seriously
approaching a single one of the social and political
problems at home. . . . The country ruled by the bour-
_geois republicans was about to be overrun by foreign
imperialism as a prelude to its partition among the
. great powers, This problem, too, the “revolutionary de-
moeracy” was unable to solve, or even undertake seri-
ously to solve. The country faced complete' economic
ruin, political disintegration, chaos, dismemberment and
- gubjugation from abroad, the imminent triumph of
counter-revolution and reaction, with all the conse-
- quences flowing from them. The bourgeoisie, the bour-
" geois democracy, was impotent in dealing with the
- situation, notwithstanding the support it received from
the Mensheviks and Social Revolutionists.

* To say that they might have solved these problems
democratically if the Bolsheviks had not interfered is
- not only to ignore an overwhelming mass of facts but
1o stand the question on its head. The “interference”
of the Bolsheviks was made possible only because the
bourgeois democrats, plus the social-democrats, could
not solve the problems. . . . The alternative to the
“yisky” seizure of power by the working class under
Bolshevik leadership was not the painless flowering of
“democracy” but the triumph of savage counterrevolu-
tion and the partitioning and colonialization of the
country. . .. y

The Bolsheviks cannot, and therefore must not.. be
judged-as. if they were. uncontested masters of a situation
“in which_they could calmly and uadisturbedly plan a cam-
poign of social reorganization. The disdainful critics like
to overlook the fact that they, or at least thuir friends
. and patrons, left no stone unturned or unhurled. fo pre-
ven? the new. state power from working ou} its destiny.
_ Class Interest came -before "scientific interest' in the

“new social experiment.” -

GHAOS AND TREASON

e

~ Both czar and bourgeoisie left the Bolsheviks, who
took power almost without shedding a drop of blood, a
heritage of chaos and violence and multitudinous un-
solved problems. 4
The sabotage of the bourgeoisie, loyal patriots of the
* fatherland who were ready to sell it to foreign imperial-
" ism rather than have it ruled by the proletariat, forced
the Bolsheviks to zesort to the most radical socialist
measures from the very beginning. The Bolsheviks were
anything but Utopian. Their program was modest and

premature steps, it was done under the compulsions of
the bitter class struggle immediately launched by the
counter-revolution. . :

Decrees ‘permitting capitalists to continue owning
their factories under workers’ control are impotent
against shells ‘loaded and fired. at these factories by
heir departed owners. Terroristic- attacks upon the
swwernment and its officials. cannot be. effectively . met
jth-sermons on the superiority of oral. agitation and.

realistic. If they took what would otherwise -have been

he “Mistakes” of the Bolshevik

moral suasion. Freedom of the press cannot be extended
by a government to “critics” who come fo overthrow it
with arms and battalions furnished by czarists and
foreign imperialists. Freedom must be defended from
such crities, and with all available arms.

Not only the bourgeois democrats like Kerensky, but
the Mensheviks and SRs resorted to arms against the
democratic Soviet power. Nor were they too finicky
about the company they kept in their crusade against the
Bolsheviks. Alliance with the Bolsheviks against the reac-
tion was inadmissible in principle and beneath the integ-
rity of these democrats. Alliance with reaction, with the
cxarist genérals, the Cossacks, the Clemenceaus and
‘Churchills against the Bolsheviks, that was good practical
politics, realistic, tolerable by democracy.

In any country, such “practical politics” are com-
monly known as treason and treated accordingly.
Against the Soviet power, this was not merely “treason
to the nation,” but treason to the working class and the
working-class revolution. . . . B

What is downright outrageous is the impudence of the
criticism of Bolshevism’s dictatorial measures leveled
by the very persons or &roups which acted in such a
mannler as to leave the Soviet power no alfernative but
stern decisions of sheer self-defense.

BANKED ON WORLD REVOLUTION

This holds true also for the organization of the Com-
munist International. . . . Its task was the organization
of the victory of the proletariat in the capitalist coun-

tries. This was assigned to it by the Bolsheviks not out’

of considerations of abstract internationalism but out
of the thousand-times-repeated conviction that without
the revolution in the West, the Russian Workers’ state

could not hope to survive, much less solve its fundamen-

tal problems.

This fact is well known and widely acknowledged. Its
full significance is not always grasped. The Russian Revo-
lution was the first act of the world revolution. That is
how it was conceived by its authers. That was the start-
ing point of all their policies. The heart of the question
of the "mistakes of the Bolsheviks" is reached when this
is thoroughly understood. Everything remains mystery
and confusion if the question is studied from the stand-
point of Stalin’s nationalist theory.

-

The program of the Bolsheviks called for establishing

the widest possible democracy. The Soviet regime was

to be the most democratic known in history. If a state

power, that is, coercion and dictatorship, was needed,

it was to be directed only against the counter-revolu-
tionary bourgeosie. &

Was so much concentration of
dictatorial power and violence
needed against the Russian bour-
geoisie, that is, against a bour-
geoisie described as helpless and
hopeless? On @ Russian national
scale, the answer could easily have
been in the negative. But as the
~world bourgeoisie understood, and
immediately showed, the Russian
Revolution was directed at inter-

< national capitalism. Without world
capitalism, the Russian bourgeoisie could have- been
disposed of by the Soviet power with a wave of the
hand. With world capitalism behind it, the bourgeoisie
of Russia, which is only another way of saying the dan-
ger of a vietory for the counter-revolution, was a tre-
mendous force against which the greatest vigilance was
demanded. .

Because the problem was only posed in Russia but
could be solved only on a world scale, the Bolsheviks
counted on the international revoMition. Because they
counted on the international revolutiom, the Bolsheviks
allowed themselves all sorts of infringements upon the
standards of political democracy, and even upon the
standards of workers’ democracy.

The suppression of democratic rights for other work-
ing-class organizations, even of those which were not
directly engaged in armed insurrection against the
Soviets; was first conceived as. a temporary measure
‘dictated by the. isolatien of the Russian Revolution-and
in virtue of that fact by the dangers to which it was
immediately subject. . . .

MISTAKES OF THE BOLSHEVIKS

However, if this.is so, an irhportan_t conclusion- fol-
lows. The proletariat that triumphs in-the next-wave of
‘socialist revolutions and triumphs: in- several of the.

advaneed countries. will have: neither wish nor need:te.

repeat all the measures: of the: Russian Revolution., It
is absurd to think otherwise. It is much more absurd
for the revolutionary movement to adopt a program
advocating the universal repetition of all the suppres-
sive measures of the Russian Bolsheviks. This injune-
tion applies most particularly against the idea of a
single, legal, monopolistie party. ...

The workers' power in the advanced countries will be
able fo assure the widest, genuine democracy to all work-
ing-class parties and organizations, and even (given fa-

vorable circumstances, which mean, primarily, no attempt-

at counter-revolution) to bosrgeois parties, and this as-
surance must be set down in advance. The assurence can-
not be confined to a ceremonial pledge on holiday occa-

sions, but must be reflected in the daily political practice.

of the revolutionary vanguard party. In the econcrete
case, the "daily practice™ includes a critical ré-examina-
tion of the Russian experience.

There were “mistakes” imposed upon the Bolsheviks

“by the actions of their opponents and by conditions:in- 3
general.-There were mistakes, without skeptical quota- v-lutien and.its decay: , "

tion marks, that cannot be sheltered under that heading.

The most critical and objective reconsideration of the
Bolshevik revolution does not, in our view, justify the
attacks made upon Lenin and Trotsky for the violence
they used against their violent, insurrectionary adver-
saries. Nor, even after all these years, can the ex-

cesses in repression and violence be regarded as having

beén weighty factors in the degeneration of the Soviet -
state. To: condemn a revolution for excesses is to con-'
demn revolution; to condemn revolation is to doom so-

. ciety to stagnation and retirogression.

ONE-PARTY SYSTEM

. But after having been compelled to outiaw all the non-
Bolshevik parties, the leaders of the party in power made
a virtue, and then a principle, out of a temporary neces-
sity. "There is room for all kinds of parties in Russia,”
said one of them, Tomsky, if we rightly recall, "but only

‘one _of_ them in power and all the rest in prison." Tomsky
merely expressed what had become the rule and principle

for the other leaders.

The idea of one party in power is one thing, and not
at all in violation of either bourgeois or workers’ de-
mocracy. The idea that all other parties must be, not
in opposition, with the rights of oppositions, but in
p;‘ison, violates both bourgeois and workers’ democracy,
and it is with the latter that we are concerned here.

Even if every non-Bolshevik group, without excep-

tion, had yesorted to armed struggle against the Soviet
power, it was a disastrous mistake to outlaw them in~
perpetuity. From every point of view that may legiti-
mately be held by a revolutionary party or a revolu-
tionary government, it would have been wise and cor-
rect if the Soviet power had declared:

"Any- political group or party that lays down its arms,

breaks from the foreign imperialists and the counter- -
revolutionary bourgeoisie at home, adapts itself in word _

and deed to Soviet legality, repudiates armed struggle
against the government and those who resort to armed
struggle, will enjoy full democratic rights in the couniry,
equal to those of the party in power.”

The Bolsheviks made no such declaration. Instead,
the kind made by Tomsky gained prevalence. There can
be no question in our mind that the adoption and en-
forcement of the “Tomsky policy” contributed heavily

to the degeneration of the revolution and the victory of .

Stalinism. From the prohibition of all parties but the

Bolshevik, only a step was needed to the prohibition of ~

all factions inside the Bolshevik Party at its 10th con-

gress. Anyone acquainted with the history of the sub- -

sequent developmenis knows that this decision; also
taken as an “emergency” measure, was a most powerful
weapon in the hands of the bureaucracy against the

Left Opposition, Disloyally construed, disloyally used, it .
smoothed the road to the totalitarian dictatorship of .

the bureaucracy.

The whole Bolshevik Party was politically miseducat-
ed and ideologically intimidated against the very idea
of more than one party in the country, and for this
miseducation none of its leaders can escape his share of
the responsibility. It is enough te recall that from the
time of Zinoviev’s first capitulation to Stalin in 1927
to the time of the last of the capitulators, every deser-
tion from the Opposition was motivated to a consider-
able extent by the cry, “No two parties in the country!”

LESSON FOR MARXISTS

The. Bolshevik revolution was betrayed and crushed
by the Stalinist counter-reévolution. . . . Not the least
important lesson is the need-to return to the principles
set forth by Lenin in The State and Revolution. Espe-
cially in the light of what has happened, the heaviest
emphasis must be laid upon the dictatorship of the
proletariat as the democratic rule of-the workers; as
the widest and most genuine democraecy the workers
have ever had; as the equitable enjoyment of democratic
rights” by small groups, political opponents of the gov-
ernment included, and military opponents -dlone ex-
cluded; as the safeguard of the principle of electivity
of officials, above all of the trade unions and soviets.

The: revolutionary: Marxists . must learn, and.then must.
teath, that:the struggle for democratic rights.is not just
a clever device.for embarrassing the-undemocratic. bour-
geoisie, that the struggle is. not confined to the days of
capitalism. On the contrary: it is: precisely ‘when the.
new:revolutionary power is set up. that the struggle. for.
democratic. rights and democracy acquires its. fullest
meaning.and its first opportunity for complete realization,

The revelutionists after the overturn of capitalism
differ: from the revolttionists before that overturn not.
in' that they- no longer need democratic rights ‘and: no
longer demand them, but in the fact that they are for
the first time really and fully able to:promulgate  them
and see to it that they are preserved from all infringe-
ment, including infringement by the new state and by
bureaucrats in it. The right of free speech, press and
assembly, the right to organize and the right to strike
arenot less necessary under the dictatorship. of the
proletariat, but more necessary and more possible.

..Socialism can and will be attained only by the fullest
realization of democraey. The dictatorship of the pro-
letariat must be counterposed to the dictatorship of the
bourgeoisie in this sphere because the Iatter denies the
people access to and control over the very material
baseés whose monopoly by the bourgeoisie makes its'
“democracy” a formalify not really enjoyed by the great
masses.

That is what the revolutionary Marxists should teach:
But first-of all they must learn it, and thoroughty. It is
one of ‘the-most important lessons:of the-Russisn Reve-:
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What o Learn from Stalinis

By HAL DRAPER

"HOEVER cannot learn from history is
Wdoomed to repeat it. We. Independent

Socialists of today have only two advan-
tages over the great socialist leaders and think-
ers of the past: we stand on their shoulders,
and we have lived longer. In our generatlon
the colossal event which has tested all socialists’ ideas
—shattering some and affecting all—has been the rise

of . a completely new social phenomenon, Stalinism.
Whoever has not been able to learn lessons of the great-
est importance from this, whatever movement has not
been able to assimilate and readapt its conceptions to

this, is doomed to impotence and worse—but to im- -

potence only at the very best.

What our Independent Socialist movement has learn-

ed from the rise of Stalinism would take much more
than this page to present. We select only five of- the
most impartant lessons here. They are basic to “our-
kind of socialism,” that is, to a genuinely socialist
-reudaptation of Marxist policy for our era—not a
“revisionism,” not a mere “reaffirmation,” not a parrot-
ing of biblical formulas, but a r-eadaptatwﬂ such as
Marxism itself demands if its spirit is to be' observed.

THREE-CORNERED WORLD

Most of the real lessons to be learned naturally clus-
ter around the question of socialism and democracy.
But the first is prior to it.

{1) There is ¢ REACTIONARY social c!érncﬁvé to the
system of capitalism in the world foday.

To the socialist generations befare us, anti-capitalism
and the fight for socialism meant the same thing, or at
least were part of the same process. Anything which
struck a blow against capitalism was a blow for social-
ism, in its consequences. For socialism was the next
social system scheduled by history, and, whatever pulled
the capitalist order down, socialism would rep!ace it
because there was nothing else.

This is not true-in the modern world. There never
was, indeed, any principle of Marxism which predes-
tined that decrepit social orders could be succeeded only
by progressive heirs. There were only pseudo-Marxist
formulas which made a principle of history out of the
pattern of capitalism’s own development out of its
feudal predecessor. The world has known societies
which -erumbled into retrogressive throwbacks of civili-
zation itself. Which is the pattern that is “scheduled”
by history will be decided not by moods of either.des-
pair or blind faith in some mechanical schema, but it
will be decided only by the struggle in society itself.

This struggle for the world is not the duel described

in the Communist Manifesto of a century ago—bour-

geoisie versus proletariat. It is a three-cornered battle
for power, in which both basic classés of the capitalist
svstem face a new contender, the ruling class of the new
tvpe of exploiting system which we prefer to call “bu-
reaucratic collectivismt” but which is better known as
simply Stalinism. .

This #riangle of forces is not a mere freak ef Itlshl'y.
1t is the outcome of two facts: the old system of world
capitaiism is indeed crumbling and disintegrating, as
was foretold, but the only class which can bring a new
world of progress and plenty to birth, the working class
which incubated under capitalism, has not yet reached
out for its birthright. But the forces which inexorably
pull the old system apart cornot wait for the wuriing
class to catch up with its tasks: as the socialist prole-
tariat hangs back, while the old social order dissolves
here and there, weakens there and here, to that extent
the mew social force of Stafinist bureaucratic-statism
steps in fo take over. Out of the most reactionary ele-
ments of the decdying world, an'even more hideous ersatz
exploiter grows. Stalinism is the punishment visited upon
the workers for as ye} failing to overthrow cuplhlism
themselves.

Stalinism steps in, not to hold capitalism together,
for it grows-where that can no longer be done, but to
hold socwty together in the only way exploiters know.
how in-a wo;ld that is falling apart at the seams:-by
brute. force and, tyranny. It seeks power by appealing
to the amti-capitalist aspirations and needs of the-
masses, It gains in- power where the people know.-that
they can no longer stand the old system of exploitafion
which they know. on their own: backs and in their own
helhes, and where they are not presented with a: pro-
eressive alternative that challenges both the old and
the new masters. -

With regard to the fight for democracy, what is _the
nnporl.anoe of .understanding that there i3 a reactionary.
alternative to-capitalism in the modern world? What=
is the impor tance of understanding that antl-capltahsm
is not enough?

If, to previous socialist generations, the socialism
that was to replace capitalism would dalso naturally be
demoeratic, to us the socialism that replaces the old
system -must be demoecratic—or it is not’socialism, “as
we shall see in Lessor 2: If to them demoeraey was the
c‘{pec\‘ae{! and desired companion of socialism, to us Itr is
a condition for socialism. s

In no other era than: this does the fight for dem;_.
rise fo such a pinnacle of imperhu:e' for the forces of
progress. No-other ‘movement in the history of the world
is so driven fo place the democratic gul so- close to
everything it strives for.

*But also, more. than.it has.ever been,: this - dnvmg'
n,eed fo demmracy is dzrec&ed agamst bot‘h systems of

Today, in the capitalist-Stalinist struggle, not only
the latter but also the capitalist powers turn increas-
ingly toward bureaucratization and militarization to
save themselves against the threatening rival. There is
no other fight, except the fight for socialist democracyy
_which so unites the struggle against both systems,
which so sums up the tasks of progress.

STATIFICATION AND SOCIALISM

{2) Nationalization of Indus\‘ry Is not equivalent fo
socialism.

Stalinism presents us with a society in which all the
means of production and distribution are “national-.
ized,” or better, “statified,” and which is yet the anti-
thesis of socialism. This is the aspect of Stalinism
which- has been the source of its ability to spread con-
fusion, bewilderment and disorientation in the ranks
of the socialists themselves.

But this Stalinist-nationalized economy is not a
socialized economy; it is not the praperty of the people.
The question we have learned to ask is simply this:
Yes, ‘the state owns everything, but who ‘“owns” the
state?

It is a question which only has to be asked to cut
through to the heart of the nature of Stalinism. The
working class is not by its nature, and never can be,
an owning class like previous ruling classes. It can

“take over" the economy only in‘one way: collectively,
through its own’institutions. It can exercise economic
power only through its political power. The expressmn
of this proletar:an poliical power can be given in two
words: workers’ democracy.

Stalinism has fused the economic and political power
by the very fact that the political organ, the state, is
also the economic owner. It has fused this power in the
hands of those who hold this power, those who exercise
the totalitarian control over this state: the new ruling
bureaucraey, which becomes the new ruling class,

The victorious working class also will fuse the ece-
nomic and political power in ifs own hands, by exercising
its own control over its own state. But the working peo-
ple. as the great majority of the population, can control
its state only in one way—through its democratic in-
stitutions.

Nationalization of the economy under a state which
is the “property” of a new minority class of overlords
4s Stalinism. Socialization of the economy under a state
which is the democratic expression of the major ity of
the people is socialism. ;

The socialist revolution in Russia was made by over-
throwing the bourgeoisie. The Stalinist counter-revolu-
tion had to be made by destroying the workers’ democ-
raey. .

Stalinism itself cannot be understood without under-
sta’nding the new lessons of the relation between social-
ism and democracy.

ECONOMICS OF DEMOCRACY

(3] Democracy. is-an. ECONOMIC -essential for social-
ism, not merely a.desirable "moral valge.”"

. Let us make plain 1mrnediabely that we agree entirel®
with the view that democracy is to be desired and de-
fended because. it ‘is a.vital moral value for -humanity.
But if that were its claim for the allegiance of the peo-
ple, the case for it would go hard. People 'who are
hungry;, people who are ill-housed and-ill-clothed; are

‘difficult to interest in moral values, much as this fact

disgusts preféssors. of ethies with the “stupidity” of
the. human race; especially after a good meal,

- The socialist strwmg for democracy has a more solid
base than that. It is Stalinism more than anything else
that has made that. clear to us.

For the Stalinist’ economy’s mortal contradiction is
not the same as that Bf capitalism. It is a different sys-
tem. It is immune to the specific gapitalist form of
crisis, ‘as were the pre-capitalist systems A cfism asso-
ciated with “overproduction,” a erisis of glut in the
midst of poverty,‘and want, unemployment because of

‘an-over-abundance of geods such as the U. 8. saw in

the ’30s, is unthinkable for it. In replacing capxtahsm,
it has truly abolished the capitalist source of crisis and -
the capitalist type of crisis, as the Stalinists boast, But
Tike every exploiting society- it daes so only in order to
develop its own specific forms of crisis.

The crisis of the Stalinist economy is chronic. In

-eliminating capitalism it has also eliminated that which

regulates and orders the capitalist system: the market .

~and- its: laws. In theé unplanned:and- economically an-.
; arci:uc system of capltahsm, it ds -this “blind”- behmd-

~moeraey is & power, but only if it englobes a social goal;

-and interests. The concrete fight for democragy - today:

+both capitalism and Stalinism, it is a hanner on.which
“is written: “The -socialist elternative to capztatzsm,
--democratie aétemmw ‘to Sta!mum.” wet

the-scenes regulator of the economy which keeps it:
working; which acts as its impersonal “planner.”

There is only: one thing which can repl the operas.
tion of the market in a system of state-owned economy:
conscious planning. Without a system of planning which
can keep together the jigsaw-puxzie of the modern #re
mendously complex society, there can be only chaos,

The Stalinist state has an economic plan. Like every-
thing else in this totalitarian structure, it is a plam:
devised, imposed and enforced from above, bureau
cratlcally But no bureaucratic commission can itself®
plan such a labyrinth of social processes. Such a plan.
must be constantly checked from below, corrected fromi
below; it must depend on initiative and responsibility:
below; it must be self-correcting through the give-and-.
take of democratic planning between the lower :mdL
upper echelons on every level.

This is what is 1mp0551ble under Stalinism. This is;
the basic reason for the fantastic botches, snarls, snags,.
wastes, and snafus which are angrily denounced in
every issue of the Stalinist press. Under the system of
totalitarian terror, no factory manager can afford to
take responsibility for decisions, when mistakes are,
evidences of “sabotage.” No centinuity can exist when®
personnel vanish and appear regularly in accordance:
with the chronic purge which is the very mode of life
of Stalinism.

The fatal contradiction of Stalinist econemy is the
basic confradiction between planning and totalitarianis
It must plan and it cannot plan. Like the contradictions’
of capitalism, this galloping ‘disease which eats away a
its vitals is not guaranteed to be fatal in any given num-
ber of years. The regime continually fights against the
disease of bureaucratism—by more bureaucratic con-
trols. It still keeps up vast production by fantastic ex-
penditures of human labor power, enslaved or virtually
enslaved. It loots and robs its dependent satellites more
brutally than most capitalisms, as far as it can. .

For a planned economy, democracy is an economic’
necessity. That means: democracy is not merely a po-
litical good but an economic necessity for socialism.

We have only one doubt about those ideologists who
tout the virtues of democracy on moral grounds. We
have seen too many men who, sincerely convinced as.
they may be about their moral ideals, are willing to cast
them aside when faced with an inextricable dilemma.
‘When mere “moral ideals” clash, or seem to clash, with
economic and social reality, it is not usually the reality
which comes off second best. For us socialists, democ-
racy is not a valuable ad_]unct to, or dressmg on, the:
society for which we fight: it is an integral element of
its economic system, as profit-making and cut-throat
rivalry is an integral element of capitalism.

STRUGGLE UNDER STALINISM

4] Under Stalinism, the fight for democracy IS the
fight for socialism.

The victory of Stalinism over a people does not mean
the end of the socialist struggle. It means only ifs re-
appearance in a new form.

Every evidence shows that in the Stalinist-dominated
states, the mass of working people do not yearn to re-
turn to the old system of capitalism, much as they hate
their new bureaucratic exploiters. Rather, the very:
demagogy of the Stalinists, which speaks of the plants :
and factories as “the property of the people,” leads them
to demand that this demagogy be made reality.

What the m of the peoples of the USSR aspire to
is. Hne democratization of the. re- = ©
gime, their democratic control over
the state - which - owns - everything.
And in such a state, thjs aspiration
to democratic control of the econ-
omy |S—exactly equals—is identical
with—the aspiration for secialism.
The fight for socialism cannet be
downed, by Stalinism or any other
reaction. It can be abolished only by
the blowing up of civilization. The
nature of Stalinism is such that;
: for the first time in the history-*
of the world, the fight for democracy is not merely
“bound up w1th” e part of” the fight for socialism;
the fight for democraey is the fight for socialism, wher-
ever Stalinism-.holds sway.

THE SOCIAL CONTENT

{5] Demogracy means a social program or it means
nothing. ;

The advances: made by Stalinism in the modern
world should: be: a. staggering portent for those philsso-
phers who-think. that ideals have a power-of their own,
just as virtue is its own reward. Here we see the most:
dynamically appealing movement in the world which is
also the most totalitarian and tyramnous foree im: the
world. Yet masses flock to its banners!

“Cannot the American democratic ideal be made just
as dynamie, just as appealing?”’ anxiously ask the most
sincere ideologists of capitalism, including its liberals.
“How ecan this murderous system be so attractive?”
They make myths about its propaganda machine; lt.s
“brain- washmg ‘techniques.”

The truth is that Stalinism’s appeal is that of a soctal :
mogram——antt-capttaltsm-——whlle American capitalism:
flutters the rags of its democracy in vain because.it: cang.
give it mo meaningful social content. The fight for de=~

For us socialists the fight for democracy is no: ab~
straction, divorced from the real struggle .of classes

is a fight for a new social order, it is a fight agains

-
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By MAX SHACHTMAN
HE foreign policy of the United States is
~ a disaster. It was that under the late Roose-
velt’s War Deal, it remained that during
TPruman’s Fair Deal, and it has gotten worse in
the first 100 days of the Eisenhower adminis-
tration. :

“ Bwvery thoughtful reactionary has known this for
ears, for he cannot blind himself to the big fact:

" In the course of the Second World War, the Stalinjsts
cceeded, in conquering and consolidating their totali-
aricn power in a dozen countries of Europe and Asia, It
-hgrd. to recall another example in history of the estab-
shment of an empire of comparable dimensions and sig-
:-'gtiﬁ___u_w_ce at such speed, with so little resistance; and at
such low cost, hardly a shot being fired. All this changed
the foce of the earth, perhaps more radically than in any
omporable period of history,

" And yet: the Jeaders and statesmen of all the capi-
talist powers,.including the mighty U. S., stoed by
helpless to prevent these Stalinist victories, unable to
o more than lift a finger to tear out their own hair.
There is nothing in our lifetime to equal this.

* And yet: the truth is that the more-or-less responsible
meactionaries have no alternative to the foreign policy
of yesterday. That policy is today what it was under
Rogsevelt and Truman—a policy of _imperialism as
adapted to the particular™position and needs of Ameri-
an capitalism.

- Whaever tries to apply an imperialist policy in the
orld today, where the outstanding common character-
igtie is.hatred of imperialism and determination to be
id_of it, is bound to reap disaster and nothing else.
And this holds true even if the policy is directed against
talinism, which is itself the most despotic and imperial-
ic pawer in the world.
Because there.is no practical reactionary alternative
“to the present Washington policy, it does not follow that
the fight against Stalinism is hopeless. There is an
¢ }temative to the Eisenhower-Truman-Roosevelt policy.
" l#s rame is: A DEMOCRATIC FOREIGN POLICY.

Just One Point : *

. To make the solution of the problem still simpler, the.
democratic foreign policy could_confine itself, to begin
* with, to one single point: the unreserved right of self-
determination for all peoples and nations.

_Just a little point like that? Yes, that is all; for a
‘beginning, that would be enough and.more than enough,
tfor il would be an immense and even (if we may use
such a word nowadays) a revolutionary beginning,

The power of this idea—the right of people to_govern
‘dhemselves completely free from foreign domination—can
‘hardiy be exaggerated: Its power is no less than world-
_shaking—and woe to those who ignore or even underrate
it! Nc tyranny in modern times has long. been able to
_withsiand its. shattering force and that will prove to-be.
just cs true in the future as in the past.

The passion for freedom from alien oppression was
s0 strong during the Second World War that Hitler
found it impossible to organize his “New Order” in
Europe in the face of the millions who sustained the
national-resistance movements. against the Germans.

+ It was so strong among the Ukrainian people who
‘sought, as they still seek; to throw .off the Muscovite
yoke, that at first many of them even went to the
appalling extreme of welcoming the German invader in
+the hope that he would help them achieve their end.
-In turn, it was so strong- among the Russian people
that degpite their hatred for their own exploiters they
fought like tigers to ward off the threat to their na-
tional integrity and dignity from the Hitlerite Super-
men.

It was and is so strong among the Yugoslavs that it

prodiced the first deep and damaging breach in the
S‘tglinist empire—the first but not the last.
It is so profound and irresistible among the hun-
dreds of millions who make up the population of Asia
and Africa, so long dor-
mant, and now so
aroused, that no imperi-
alist. power or combina-
tion of powers is strong
enough to thwart these
peoples in their epochal
revolution.

The solidary support
of this overwhelming
majority of humanity is
_ almost instantaneously

.on_ the side of that po-
litical foree which seri-
ously champions its as-
; pirations, In world. poli-
“ties today, in the world cénflict today, whoever has this
mighty fraternal support is invincible; whoever incurs
‘its-oppesition is. absolutely and irretrievably done. for.

No Counterfeit Can Pass *

- Does that mean. that Wusllingfl-un and Moscow are on
“3hey right track, since both. speak, so much and so often,
about. nafional independence and sovereignty? Dpes it
‘meqp. that, apart.from other matters, both have a demo-
cratic foreign policy: or if not, that it is hard to dis-
rguish. good coin from base in this field? _

‘Not - hard at. all! During the First World War, the
erman: kaiser, in conflict with Britain, called for na-
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subsidized Irish and Indian nationalists with money
and guns. But since he was not at all for national free-
dom for the Alsatians, Galicians, Czechs and Africans
who were oppressed. by, his imperialism, nobody was
fooled into believing that the kaiser had a democratic
foreign policy, not even the. Irish and Indians.

Because the Russian czar was for the “ngtional inde-
pendence” of the Serbs, who were threatened by the
Austrians, but himself kept the Poles under the Rus-
sian yoke, no Pole had any illusions about-the czar’'s
passion for democracy.

In the Second World War, Japan, at war with Britain,
proclaimed its desire to see India and Burma indepen-
dent from London; but very few people were fooled
by the imperialists who at the same time kept Tokyo's
armed boots on the throat of the Korean people.

Lenin, the Bolshevik Marxist, who was proud to call
himself a consistent democrat, was the one who set forth
the simple test for the real socialist, for the real inter-
nationalist, for the real democrat, the foolproof way in
which to distinguish them from imperialist demagogues,
apologists and oppressors: the true differs from the false
by being for the right of self-determination, as we put it

above, "for ali peoples and nations,” and not just for
those oppressed by "the other side."

A Declaration

Ever since the election campaign of last year, Eisen-
hower and his supporters have been talking about tak-
ing the “initiative” in the struggle with the Stalinists.
They talk about it now. It is guaranteed-safe to assume
that they will continue to talk about it without produc-
ing anything more than they have produced up to now,
namely, zero. : .

Yet the initiative can be taken. It requires no more
than the solemn public statement To the entire world
by an authoritative American spokesman:

"We declare, in the name of democracy, that we stand
and shall continue to stand firmly and unconditionally for
the most fundamental of all democratic rights, the right
of all peoples and nations to full national self-determina-
tion.

“We stand and shall continue to stand for the imme-
diate withdrawal of all foreign troops and police from
the territories of the people seeking to exercise this
right, so that they may freely and sovereignly decide
all. questions concerning them in normal democratic
elections. o

“We eall upon the Russian government to take the
same stand with respeet to the non-Russian peoples
whom it rules and whose territories it occupies.

“However, regardless of the decision taken by the
Russian government on our appeal, we declare that we
favor and shall give appropriate support to all actions
aimed at the realization of this right by the peoples and
nations how under the, rule of those governments allied
with the, United States, notably the. colonies.and pos-
sessions. of  Great Britain, France and Belgium.

“Not only shall we oppose sending American armed
forceg to the support of any- nation which seeks to
force its rule upon another nation, but we shall sup-
port those peoples and nations which are seeking the
right of self-determination and shall deny all arms and
financial aid to anyone seeking to deprive them of this
right. :

“However, again regardless of the decision taken by
the governments allied with the United States on our
appeal, we declare that we.categorically, favor setting
the example within the United States and its territories
by immediately granting the right to decide their po-
litical fate to all American possessions and territories
sugh as Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands, as well as. Guam and all other Pacific posses-
sions now: occupied by American armed forces.”

W.ho . Can Do It? .

In face of such a declaration, if made and main-
tained, how long would it be before the present and
ever-growing suspicion, if not downright hostility, with
which most of the people of the world look upon the
United. States, would change to warm and solid friend-
ship?

How long would it be before the persistent and. any-
thing-but-ineffective Stalinist. propaganda campaign
against American imperialism. collapeed?

How long would. it be before the soil of the Stalinist
empire, burned too hot for the feet of- its present over-
lords?

We cannotsay exactly, to .be sure, but it would certain-
ly take less. time than it will to manufacture all the
A-bombs and H-bombs needed in the great crusade to:
make. Russia a.super-Miroskime.

That is the socialist view (the view of the Indepen-
dent Socialists, of course, and not the State-Depart-
ment socialists or the Defend-Russia socialists) of a
democratic. foreign policy.

To adopt it, we had no need to go. to the great books

of socialist. principles. Where we found it was good
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enough. We do not hesitate to take it from Wilson’s
Fourteen Points. We do not hesitate to take it from
the Roosevelt-Churchill Atlantic Charter. The only dif-
ference is this: we are not among those socialists and
these democrats who proclaim the principle on holiday
occasions and spend the rest of the time explaining why
it must be demanded of “the other side” but cannot,
alas! be applied for the moment to-“our side.”

It goes without saying that such an elementary demo-
cratic policy wilt not be adopted, nor can it be, by the
Eisenhower administration. Only a certified political idiot
would . even dream of expecting a democratic foreign
policy. from this or any other capitalist regime.

The noblest ‘and sincerest Eisenhower man would not
hesitate to explain that such a declaration is childish,
utopian, unreasonable and impractical — although it
would be impossible for him to say why in terms of
democratic principle. The average Eisenhower man
(this goes also for the average capital-D Democrat)
would find the declaration good ground for suspecting
its author of subversive intentions. So, if only in the
interests of economizing time, we do not even_ think in
terms of persuading the Republicans—or the Democrats
—to adopt such a foreign policy.

_After all, the picture of the Eisenhower administra-
tion pmclaigning such an elementary democratic policy
18- too much even for the most selidly balanced mind.
Turn your back on the French colonial assassins just
to win the support of the Algerian, Moroccan, Mada-
gascan and Indo-Chinese people? No, better to send
more arms and bombers to the French so that they can
teach the obstreperous Indo-Chinese the virtues of the
West. ® '

Say one single word against the villainous British
campaign in Malaya or against the Mau Mau, and thus
offend the Tory imperialists? Not for a.moment! The
most natural allies of an American imperialist policy
are reactionaries and imperialists throughout the world,
that_ is, those who ignore the revolutionary and demo-
cratie avalanche that is burying the old order through-
out the world, those who do not understand it, those
who despise the “lower classes” and the “backward
peoples” and are resolved to “keep them in their places.”

I+'s Up to Labor

But the American working class and its labor movement
——.Htuf is something else again! It can and it 'must adopt
this.simple democratic propesition as its very own.

Every day that it continues to take responsibility for
the administration’s foreign policy—while more and
more clearly realizing in its innermost councils that
there is something radically wrong with the policy—it
hyrts itself and its interests more grievously, it brings
discredit upon itself among the peoples abroad, it con-
t_:rihutes to the explosive stalemate between the two
imperialist contenders for world power, and above all
it denies itself the birthright privilege of being the
sturdiest champion of democracy in the nation.

A_nyone with eyes in his head to see what is really
going on in the world knows how American capitalism
and its governments stand in the thinking of the peo-
p}e everywhere. Actively or passively, out of despera-
tion ‘or out of hopeful and clear-cut conviction, out of
reluctant support to the “enemy of an enemy” or en-
thusiastic support of their authentic aspirations—it is
these tens and hundreds of millions who are deciding
the fate of the entire world. They will decide—not the
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b;g statesmen, not the big exploiters and not even the
big bombs.

Bigger Than the H-Bomb

And the fact that must hammer its way into the heads
'?f all of us until it is firmly seated there is this: there
is no chance on God's green earth that these tens and
hundreds of millions of people will place their confi-
d_ence in the Eisenhower administration, or in anything
like that administration, or in anyone bearing political
responsibility for it; there is no chance that they will
become its reliable allies. Their masters, their rulers,

their governments, perhaps; but the people themselves,
no. |

Their confidence can be won, however, by the Aperi-
can labor movement. Of that, there is not only a chance
but a great chance and, under proper circumstances, a
sure chance, But not if the American labor movement
appears before these peoples as a mere agent cozening
and inducing them in behalf of an Eisenhower adminis-
_tratlor}_or anything like it. Not if it bears responsibility
in their eyes for the foreign policy of Eisenhower or
even of the allied governments which Washington shel-
ters, subsidizes and supports.

There is a great chance—but only if the Anierican labor
movement, starting with its most progressive elements,
takes responsibility only for itself, speaks out in its own
voice—the voice of the most powerful labor movement
on eu‘rfh_’l’odqy—und with that voice pledges labor's:
.unremitting dedication to the foreign policy of democracy.
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Democracy and Re

By ALBERT GATES

“conspiracy”? Does socialist

revolution imply the aim of conquest of power by a small minority

af skilled insurrectionists who would seize the advantage in some
kind of erisis and impose some improvised junta?

This is in effect the picture which the government witehhunters
paint of Marxist socialism, in the course of their crusade against the
Stalinists, though the latter have long ago abandoned both somah%m

IS THE modern socialist movement a

and Marxism.
This picture is a

Revolutionary socialists are dis-
“tinguished from reformist social-
democrats, not because they “advo-
cate force and violence,” which
they do not, but because they see
the solution of the social erisis in
the fundamental reorganization of
society and not in the false and
non-existent “evolutionary flow of
capitalism into socialism.”

This subject is not a new one for the
socialist -movement. It is as old as the
movement itself. The scientific socialism
of Marx and Engels consists not only in
their eritical examination of the economic
nature of capitalism and the forecast of
its inevitable decay, decline and disinte-
gration (which is taking place before our
eyes in the capitalist world today), but
in the necessity of a fundamental reor-
ganization of society upon a democratic
socialist basis.

' THE DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION

The revolutionary program of Marx
and Engels, while it had a world basis
and orientation, could be applied in coun-
iry after country only on the basis of
the specific national conditions, traditions,
and consciousness of the masses.

In its formative .years, the Marxian so-
cialist organizations were outstanding In
‘the struggle for democracy. The European
‘continent was in the throes of revolution-
‘ary upheaval. Cdpitalism ‘had encroached
‘6n the feudal order and lad become eco-
nomically dominant; yet in one country
after another, absolutist-feudal political
conditions remained. The free and unfef-

“tered development of capitalism was im-

‘Possible without the destruction of these
absolutist-feudal remains ‘and the capital-
ism of the 18th and 19th century was a
revolutionary force. It sought the violent

‘destruction -of oll barriers to capitalist

‘development.

" ‘Marx and Engels did not invent these
bourgeois revolutions and movements.
They found them ‘at hand. But they did
urge the working classes to participate
in them and where necessary to force a
reluctant and cowardly bourgeoisie to
carry to a conclusion the revolutionary
struggle in its own capitalist interests.
To Marx and Engels the victory of the
wew eapitalism over the old regime was
indispensable to the victory of socialism,
sihce socialism was an impossibility un-
‘Jess 'and until society had developed
‘along modern lineés, with mass produe-
tion based on an immense industrial sys-
tem capable of producing goods in vast
‘guantities and raising the world standard
of existence beyond all dreams.

CAPITALISM'S LUXURY

‘All of this was impossible without the
rise and extension of democracy, which
would permit the free interplay of class
forces and the contest of ideas. Marx and
Engels were aware that capitalism need-
ed this kind of democracy, if only at the
beginning, in order to develop its par-
ticular society. Therefore the struggle
for democracy was at the forefront of
the socialist struggle in the 19th century.

The revolutiomary socialist criticism of
bourgeois democracy is not that it is
democratic, but that it is not democratic
enough, that the class nature of capitalism,
end most particularly capitalism in degen-
eration with its extra-legal movements of
semi-fascist and fascist totalitarianism,
endangers democracy. The revolutionary
socialist warns that under capitalism, de-
mocracy is considered a luxury, or a
privilege handed down by the dominant

complete falsehood. =

economic ruling class, to be infringed upon
or abrogated whenever the society finds
itself in difficulty or endqngered by its
inhabitants.

The revolutionary socialist warns that
capitalism “permits” or “allows” demoec-
raey only so long as it does not endanger
the class privileges of the bourgeoisie.
Thus, democracy under capitalism, its ex-
tension or abrogation, its intensity or
diminution, is dependent not upon some-
thmg mherent in the nature of capltal-
ism, but upon the prosperity or crisis
of the given capitalist state, the power of
its working classes, or its/labor move-
ment, and the strength of its democratic
traditions.

Where democratic traditions are weak,
where the labor movement is ineffectual,
where the economic difficulties are op-
pressive and the people restive, the ruling
class seeks to maintain its rule by con-
stitutional violations and police powers.
It was always thus, that under capital-
ism, those who violate constitutional prin-
ciples and praectice, democracy and demo-
cratic process, are first and above all the
bourgeoisie, its state and its judiciary.

MARXIAN TRADITION

That is the lesson of modern history..

It was true of Europe of the past 75
years; it was and is true in the United
States.

In this country, even the rise of a
trade-union movement, let alone the so-
cialist movement, was accompanied by
the unrestricted vielence of American
capitalism, assisted by the federal gov-
ernment, the police arm of the several
states, the judiciary, and mercenary pri-
vate armies and thugs. The partial de-
feat of all these forces came finally dur-
ing the erisis of the ’'30s, but only be-
cause of the rise of a powerful indus-
trial labor movement, the fear of the
revolutionary consequences of the poverty
and suffering during the econemic crisis,
and the unremitting democratic struggle
of the labor movement "and American
socialism. .

Modern scientific socialism came into
being in struggle against utopian so-
cialism and the petty-bourgeois social-
ism of the Blanguists, who thought the
new and free society could be established
by a coup d’etat of a small group of un-
derstanding men, who would then intro-
duce socialism from above. These believed
the soeialist movement had to be a secret,
conspiratorial movement. Other social
rébels believed individual terrorism could
alone bring about the end of an evil so-
cial order.

Against these advocates of a new so-
ciety, Marx and Engels not only marshuled
all their great ideas but their supporters
and organizations. They’peilﬂ'ed out for
the first time that the socialist movement
could not be a clandestine, conspiratorial
movement, because it depended on the in-
tervention and porticipation of the great
masses in the struggle for socialism. It
had to be a free, conscious movement. Its
ideas had to be expressed openly in the
wide arena of social struggle and to be
pitted against the ideas of the bourgeoisie

in a contest over support of the people as
a whole and the working class in particu-

lar.

REVOLUTIONARY CHANGE

Marx and Engels put the struggle for
democracy in the forefront of their ban-
ner, not because they saw it as a mere
tactic in the struggle against the bour-
geoisie, but because democracy is the es-
sence of socialism, because socialism
means the fullest development of democ-
racy, and because -without democracy,
there is no socialism. In addition, Marx
and Engels knew that you could not es-
tablish socialism -without the support of
the overwhelming majority of the people.

That 13 why revolutmnary ‘socialists

are not “advocates” of violence, and why
they say that where demoecratic process
is guaranteéed, where the socialist move-
ment has the opportunity to function
freely and'to contest with the bourgeoisie
for the support of the people, the advo-
cacy of the “violent overthrow of the
government” is a vain and insane pursuit.

The Marxian socialist is not a terrovist,
a saboteur, a man with a penchant for
violence. He is a man who seeks a truly
revolutionary change in society, a funda-
mental reorganization of society on a
socjalist basis, which will bring an end
of ecenomic exploitation and oppression,
to destructive competition which leads to
crises and war and violence, which are
a hallmark of capitalism.

HOW CAPITALISM RULES

The right to social revolution is a social
inheritance. It was not invented by social-
ists, Marxian or otherwise. The capitalist
bourgeoisie has employed social revolution
far more than any socialist movement.
Capitalism came fo power in England,
Fronce, 1taly and Germany through revo-

“lution ‘and war. Capifalism ‘came to 'the

United States through ome revolution and
a subsequent civil war. And capitalism has
ruled through the decddes not only by
democratic methods, but by violénce

whenever and wherever necessary, by dic--
tatorship, political or military, and by

force, open and concealed.

The program of revelutionary socialists
is a varied one. The premises of the so-
cialist struggle, as a demoeratic mass
struggle for socialism, hold true under
conditions of democracy. But frem the
time of Marx and Engels onward, this
program has varied from country to
country, depending on national conditions.

Where absolutist conditions prevailed,
where military rule, semi-dictatorship or
dictatorship obtained, and now where to-
talitarianism is in power, no socialist—
and for that matter, no bourgeois demo-
crat—can or will guarantee that his
struggle will only confine itself to a demo-
cratic contest. It is obvious where suéh a
contest is impossible, where there is mno
free speech, assembly, organization, no
right to parliamentary aetivity and fran-
chise, every movement for freedom can

-ard must seek other awenues of struggle,

Where anofher set of conditions obtain,
however, where there is the opportunity
for the free development of the move-
ment, where it is possible to carry on the
socialist struggle under conditions of de-
mocracy, then the position of socialism is
likewise clear: it utilizes these conditions
for a democratic struggle for socialism.

PARLIAMENTARISM

11 looking back over the history of the
socialist movements, it is noteworthy
how Marx and Engels hailed every ad-
vance of democracy, no matter how small,
because it gave the socialist party an
opportunity to carry out its socialist
program of struggle in the open. Marx
‘and Engels were anything but afraid of
democracy. As Engels wrote:

"We, the 'revolutionists,' thrive better
by the use of constitutional means than
by -unconstitutional and révolutionary
methods. The parties of law and erder, as
thiey term themselves, are being destroyed
by the constitutional impleménts which
they themselves have fashioned."

What Engels was saying was merely
this: It is better and easier for the so-
cialist party to function openly and free-
ly. That where constitutional guarantees
exist, and the objective conditions are
favorable, the socialist movement can win
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and defeat capitalism.
Engels looked forward to conditions in
which the socialist movement could en-

gage in the painstaking “work of propa-
ganda and parliamentary activity.”

Obviously, they did not seek parliamen-
tary work as the beginning or end of the
socialist struggle, but only as one of its
means. They were neither professional
parliamentarians or cretins to whom the
parliament was the end road of personal
success. But they understood that social-
ists “can never expect to secure a lasting

victory unless beforehand they win over

to their side the great masses of the
people. . . ."

But if they did not hesitate to state
their preference as to the kind of struggle
they desired, neither did they hesitate to
warn _ the movement and
against the anti-democratic mature of,
capitalism and its ruling classes. af

When Marx and Engels spoke of the
transitional regime of the workers as a "
“dictatorship of the proletariat” they
meant that in contrast to the dictatorship -
of a minority, the bourgeoisie, the rule

of the socialist working class would be
the rule of the majority It did not mean, °

as the bourgeois critics imply and as

Stalinism practises, the rule by one indi- .

vidual, a cligue or a new bureaucracy

and the abrogation of democracy. On the

centrary, in this phrase of Marx and
F‘nqels——uged a few times in their volu-
minous writings—it meant the broadest
democracy known to mankind.

DEM'OCRATIC STRUGGLE "

When the Independent Sociklist Leagne .
seeks the recreation of a revolutionary
socialist movement in America, such a
socialist democracy is its goal. Directed .
toward that goal, of course, are a whole
series of programmatic ideas which it
believes can movre easily and swiftly pro-
duce a mass movement of socialism in

America. In the forefront of its political
strategy is its propaganda and struggle =

for-a mass labor party, prepresenting the
interests of all the peeople, soeciety as a °

whole, against the narrow interests of *

American capitalism. Such a party wouid

not only mark a tremendous advance for'

the peoffle, but would signify an enor mous_
victory for democracy. 3

What Marxian socialism brought to the
people’s struggle, which before had been
distorted by conspiraterial and utopian
notions, was the realization that a revo-.
lutionary transformation of the system
depended upon the struggle of the work-
ing class itself—not of a sect, a self-
appointed leadership, an, armed cabal or
top-level well-wishers and messiahs. Un-=
til the class moves forward, in the demo-
cratic ferment of its own development,
there is no substitute. Even in victory,
the workers can take over the wealth of
society only as a class, that is, through
its own democratic institutions. It is pre-
cisely vrevolutionary Marxism which
sweeps away all ideas of replacing the
class action of the proletariat with the,
putseh of a minority usurping its, nan‘la
and authority.
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~ By PHILIP COBEN.

HE future of democracy in the world de-
Tpends on this: Can mankind learn to ex-
-~ tend democracy into control of ecoromic
life? ) -

. That is the basic idea of socialism.

~ Under capitalist democracy, the people are

‘allowed a say-so in decisions of the-government, while

‘the main control over people’s lives is exercised not by

‘tke ‘government but by the economic autocrats who own
. the twealth of the country and the main means of liveli-
“‘hood. By the same token, these capitalist rulers of in-
-tlustry and wealth, who hold the commanding heights of
spur society, also have the power to run the basic opera-
‘gions of the zovernment itself and in the long run de-

determine the direction of its important decisions.

“Under eapitalism, what is ealled democracy has a split
ipersonality. In the world today, when'the system runs
into enormous difficulties, the separated compartments—
political democracy and economic autocracy—are at war
with each other. Those who hold the money power, and

‘the people who are its victims, go in opposite directions

to solve the split. The people need more democratic gon-
“4rol over everything—amd the economic masters want
*more control for themselves, over evz{‘gthing to0.

.. For eight hours a day; (more or less) our peoplelive
~under the economic aut@cracy of the capitalist private
<owners, not under the *kind of democracy” which is
~given by the right to vote different supporters of the
_capitalist system into governmental office.

:  BEither our world will bring together these two “kinds

- of democracy” or totalitarianism will abolish both. In

:.the world today, democracy is. indivisible.

©."Soeialism is not merely necessary as an “improve-
. ment” on what is called democracy today. It is that too.

- But above all it is the only road by which democracy

“ean survive at all. .

~ ‘We propose that the people take over, in their own
“mame, the ownership and control of the wealth of their
- country, its industry, its machines, its mines.and mills,
: the economic machinery which is necessary for the peo-
. ple's livelihood.

' THE ONLY GUARANTEE

| "%Fhis ‘will ‘not gitarartee “democracy. It will do.only

~one thing: make complete democracy -possible for the

,first time. ‘ .

. There is something else which guarantees democracy

- —one thing and one only. In every age and every coun-

. try there has always been one way only by which the

.-people’s rights are secured. This, therefore, we look on
as a foundation of socialist.democracy.

‘This guarantee is: the active participation by the
_“‘masses in political life, by their rank-and-file movement
“from below. All capitalist democracy is geared’to mini-

mize this; fascism and Stalinism are geared to abolish it
* completely. The heart of socialist democracy is to raise
- this to a level impossible under today's society.
* "In a country like the U. 8., the voting mass enter
_* upon the stage of politics like “spear-bearers” in an
opera: during some scene in the third act, they come
on to listen to politicians’ promises .and deliberately
defnagogic platforms, and then to cast their votes for
. eandidates chosen by political machines which are not
- under their control but which are the creatures of the
. moneybags, in a society where politics is a big business
_like everything else. Then for the rest of the time they
. become objects again, not subjects; passive applauders,
- hissers or tomato-throwers from the gallery, not actors
- on the stage. .

The fascist and Stalinist “solution” is to effectively
. abolish even the right to vote. The Stalinists in par-
: ticular, whose ideology in general is a tortured carica-
: ture of the idea of socialism, pour scorn on “voting
‘democracy,” “formal democracy,” “capitalist democ-
_racy “parliamentary democracy,” etc. in order only to
- justify their suppression of all democratic rights. They
“ seek to discredit capitalist democracy because of its ele-
-ments of democracy, not because its democratic forms

are limited and negated by private-profit control of the
. sectors of life that its democracy doesn’t touch.

 "ACTIVE DEMOCRACY"

Secialism -goes in the precisely opposite direction.
‘At its heart is an idea which distinguishes it not only
~from Stalinism and fascism but also from the capitalist
- democrats—yes, even from the capitalist liberals.
All of these fendencies, in their own ways, are afraid
- of the self-mobilized action of the masses when they get
- going. They are afraid when the people take their fate
~into ‘their own hands, rear up and take the stage them-
- selves, get into motion from below.
‘The totalitarian reacts with the whip and the club.
The liberal “deplores,” cautions, restrains, tries to
. argue them into relying on leaders above, promises
“something will be done” if only they the people cease
. to make scenes and behave rambunctiously, advises them
not to “antagonize” the powers that be by such scandal-
ous 'conduct; out of the depths of his timid wisdom,
applauds their demonstration, perhaps, only to an-
mounce that now they must retire from the scene to
let their fate be settled by properly “constituted au-
thority,” ete.

-

The conservative democrat has both methods in his -

arsenal, leaning on the liberal if things get tough
‘enough, and on the whip-wielders when he can get
‘away with it.

 The socialist sees the only secure foundation for
demoeratic control in such active self-movement of the

0

people when they come on the stége as actors them-
selves, .

"Active democracy"—this is the guarantee. The people
will never gain back their world by merely "relying" on
well-intentioned leaders—not even if those feaders are
well-intentioned socialist democrats—not even if those
leaders are Independent Socialists like ourselves, or like
anyone better than ourselves. They will never be handed
their just deserts from above; they must take back their
world themselves., '

That is what Gene Debs meant when he said that we
do not come before the people as a Moses to lead them
to'a promised land; for if we can lead them anywhere,
so can their disguised ehemies. We propose a funda-
mentally different kind of leadership, based upon an
instilled consciousness that they must depend only on
the real, organized, wielded power of their own rank-
andfile organizations, which will seek out their own
leaders in the course of movement and struggle.

This is the link between -the fight for socialism and
the organization of a victorious socialist democracy.

Political organization from below institutionalized, to
bring the masses into a constant, close, active role of
participation in politics—this is the key thought of the
socialist approach to
the workers' govern-

ment of the next
Q stage in human his-
tory.

We approach this
idea \With no belief
that it 1is either
necessary or desir-
N ¢ able to prepare a

blueprint for forms

/\ of government insti-

; tutions which  will

= \ “guarantee” democ-
. racy. It is with good

reason that most socialists have steered clear of such
blueprints. In general, the blueprints that have been
suggested (like the utopian setup in Edward Bellamy's
-Looking Backward) are tinged with the outlook of all-
wise leaders who will )
cram the action of '

the people into a
‘mold ‘which -is sup-

posed to ‘do them

good.”  Sometimes,
like - Bellamy’s, they
do not even always
sueceed in being con-
sistently democratic.

But it is not neces-
gary to detail a blue-
print to appreciate
the tremendous
power and possibili-
ties of the key
thought mentioned above.

One thing which is characteristic of capitalist democ-
racies—and whick is a reflection.of the “split” between
political forms of -democracy, on the one hand, and
the capitalist fact of economic dictatorshlp, on the
other—is the typical “division of labor” in the society
between the professional politicians and others. Just as
the political democratic forms are for only one sector
of life under capitalism, so it is conceived as needing
its own “specialists.”

In a society which is democratic through and through,
the idea of a specialist proup of “professional poli-
ticians” is a contradiction. When Lenin wrote of the
aim “every cook a statesman,” what he meant was that
every worker must have the opportunity of playing a
constant role in political life.

FROM THE BOTTOM UP

This is why socialists’ thinking turns to the task of
basing democratic contiol on permanent rank-and-file
committees of the working people, as the basic political
units of active democracy. . 2

]
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No one “invented" this idea. History has shown that
every time the masses of people get into motion from
below, spontaneously they tend to form out of their
ranks precisely such revolutionary-committee forms of
self-leadership. It happened in the Aperican Revolution,
with its Committees of Correspondence; in the English
Cromwellion revelution with its committees of soldiers’
deputies; in the French Revolution, with its Jacobin clubs;
in the Russian Revolution, with its "soviets"; in the 1918
German revolution that overthrew the kaiser, with its
workers' councils. 1 is a suggestion (not a blueprint)
for a socialist form of government which has been put
before our thinking by the people themselves, and not
by any socidlist theoreticians or system-framers.

It is an idea for a fundamentally different form of
representative democracy a thousand times more demo-
cratic, than the capitalistically-limited governments we
know today, even the best of them.

It would mean that the people vote for their men,
their policies, their hopes and demands not merely at
intervals, as residents in an arbitrary area, but in con-
stant association in their places of work and activity—
as workers in a plant committee, as housewives or pro-
fessionals, with the right of immediate recall of repre-
sentatives through every section of the setup.

We do not believe that an American socialist democ-
racy will look like any of the precedent attempts at such
rank-and-file democracy, in their particular forms. It
is the underlying starting-point which is the same: how
to formulate governmental institutions of democracy

w

" Democracy Under S

ocialism
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in terms of permanent stand-by control from below,
and not merely in terms of the formal right to vote.

It-is possible that in this country a socialist democ-
racy may retain many or even all of the particular
forms of government institutions that now serve capi-
talism. It is possible that these may be merely modified
in the direction of allowing greater mass participation,
along lines of thinking already pioneered by various
reformers—recall provisions, democratized Supreme
Court setup, ete. We do not believe it useful for social-
ists to fix & program or a blueprint on this point; «the
people will decide when they get into motion. It is useful
only to suggest lines of thinking which point in the

g democratic direction we want to go.

"MIXED" ECONOMY? - \

As a matter of fact, it is not in the field of govern-
mental . forms that the main problem lies. It is a ques-
tion of fusing political democracy with economic de-
mocracy. -Preoccupation merely with schemes of gov-
ernment forms, however ingenious, is an indication
that the problem is still seen exclusively in terms of
the .old political demoecracy. That, as a matter of fact,
is one reason why the idea of rank-and-file workers’
committees in the plants as the political unit already
combines the tasks of both political and economic de-
mocracy, for it tends to. make the “worker” and the
“voter” one. But socialism does net think only in terms
of a central state which owns everything.

Socialism is nef equivalent to "nationalization.” It is
hospitable to all ideas of replacing private ownership
of the commanding heights of the economy with SOCIAL
OWNERSHIP.

Ownership by cooperatives is a form of social owner- -
ship as against capitalist ownership. Ownership by .

local communities is a form of social ownership., Owner-
ship by free collectives is a form of social ownership.
The socialist is entirely open to consideration of non-

state or non-national forms of social ownership in sec-.

tors of economic life, within the framework of a planned
_and rationally conducted economy. '

A “mixed economy” in this sense is old stuff for social-
ists, though many liberals speak of it today as if it
were a brand-new discovery of theirs—assuming they
are not talking, as some of them do, of a “mixed econ-
omy"” as merely some impossible compromise between
capitalism and socialism. - .

For the big aim of socialism is not greater and
-greater centralization of life, but its decentralization.
Only, socialists do not approach this aim as semi-
anarchistic utopians who think that society can leap
from its present-day capitalist structure to a decen-
tralized commune. The decentralization of political and
economic responsibility becomes a possibility only inso-

- far as -a socialist system digs firm roots, eradicates the
habits of the past through education and usage and the
rise of a new geheration, and creates a really new so-
ciety and a really “new man.” . :

If it is true, as some prophets croak, that the people
cannot take over the economy from its present dictators
without making totalitarianism imevitable, then it is mot
the idea of socialism which falls before the argument. It
is the very possibility of democracy which is called into
question.

If a stale “owns everything,” they say, then it be- .

comes ‘‘all-powerful,” and, as the parrot-phrase goes
nowadays, “absolute power corrupts. . . .”

THE PEOPLE CAN RULE!

What these people are really doubting is the capacity
of the masses of people to exercise effective democratic

control over their government. It is because they despair -

of this, and nothing else, that they think up schemes
for atomizing political power so that no one can get too
much of it at a time. It is because they have lost all
faith in.the democratic capacity of the people that they
even revive hopes in the doomed system of capitalism,
or, if they cannot bring themselves to do this, rig up
schemes for decentralized utopias.

But such schemes donot meet the real problem in the
world. Society will be planned, and it remains to decide
—by whom? By rulers over the poeple, new or old, or by
the working people themselves?

Without exception, every argument that “socialism in-
evitably leads to greater centralization of power, and
therefore to totalitarianism' regardless of the good in-
tentions of the socialists, is an argument of despair with
democracy, and not merely a reason for objecting to
saclalism. If these prophets are right, if democratic zon-
trol from bélow is impossible, not even their schemes will
save them or the people of the world.

: P But til"l"'_ey"‘are
wrong. That the peo-
ple ean win out will
be proved mnot only
by debate and theo-
ries but, in the last
analysis, by the
struggle for dernoe-
racy itself. Those
who abandon the
struggle are already
helping to decide it
in the negative, to
bear out their croaks
of doom. Those who
ficzht to push the
frontiers of democratie control further and deeper; not
as a rearguard of the past but as a vanguard of
new world, will find themselves fighting for a social
‘society. : iy
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