Fascists or Communists as the case might be--in its
ambition tgmonopolize all the good jobs, is ready to
exterminate the other group.
True the interests of the workers , as the
"i.ermost
clas~, may eventually compel them to practicö ~olidarity against all their exploiters, while the ol~garchical tendencies within each exploiting or potentially
exploititg group make for continuous dis~ension~
among them. But in this respect, the var~oua quarre~ling clans of power - hungry intellectuals are no d~fferent from those of all the other exploiting classes,
past or present, whether capitalists or land-holders.
v

Do I have to dweIl upon such "inaccuracies" - to put
it mildly - as the one where P.M. says that "the intellectuals have no economie functions" (p.34).It is
simply amazing how anybody can say such a thi~g i~
the present phase of capitalism, when ~he cap~t~l~~t,
in most cases, has be oome a pure paras~te"fulfü~mg
merel y the "funetion" of owning and conaumang, whüe
the intellectuals are in charge of all the aspects of
economie and technical management, political administration and cultural leadership of the entire capitalist systemJ

the property-owners to exist, actually were the masters
of the count~y and lived at the expense of all tho
other classes of the popula t Lon , Of, 'if another e xamp'Le
is still necessary, there is the Japanes6 officersl
cas te , now in possess ion of ilianchuria which not only
rules the country politically ani rob~ it by taxation
as do the Fascists in Italy, but has also taken over'
the economie management and exploitation of Qost of
the -count.ry
IS resources - not for the Japanese mill ion-aires on the Ls Land Empire, 'but for t h e army that is
fOT itself. They are certainly not the flunk~ys of th~
Chinese-Manchu capitalists, nor of the Japanese multimillionaires whose most prominent representatives they
are in the hab it of "bumping o f'f " from time to time •••
UndoUbtedly ~he fascist state bureaucracy also rules
over other groups of intellectualS. But what of it?
The large feudals also ruled over the smaller nobles,
just as the financial sharks do over the smaller
capitalists, and the higher clergy ove~ their minor
brethren. Under the oligarchical principle inherent
to all systems of domination, a minority within each
ruling class always gets the best morsels with the
additional seasoning of the greatest display of power.

The aspirations andappetites of the intellectua1
"outs" can find their express ron and satisfaction in
various "ideo10gies" in "pro'Le tarIan" Marxism,in the
aristocratie Paretis~ Of the Italian Fascists~ or, in
the race gospel of the Nazis. Just as the cap~ta1~~t
bourgeoisie under differant circumstances can embrace
the Voltairian iconoclasm of the French Republic, or
the medieval emperor-god worship of a militarist eemiabsolutism, Japanese style.

P.M. asserts that rasotsm "would never have come to
power" if it were at all possible that the fascists
could turn on the capitalists. Has he never heard of
mercenaries of various sorts , Mamettines,Praetorians,
Mamelukes, Condottieri, of all times and all countries,
who would become the masters of those who hired them?
Do I have to remind hiroof the fact that there is an
openly anti-capitalist wing within the Italian fascist party which recommends "the Road to Msocow"ji.e.
the expropriation of the capitalistsj and that in the
opinion of those famlliar .vith the situation, Mussolini, if driven to a corner, \'1illnot hes t tate to turn
BOlshevik~ if by so doing he oan save the ruïe of his
party - the party of the most determined and energetio

The fascists in power are not just flunkeys of the
capitalists, as P.M. seems to believe in touching harmony with Trotsky ("The Socia1 Structure of the Soviet
State"). They ar~ their major partners; they a~e
swallowing up an ever growing share of the nat~onls
wealth; and while in some countries they are now
greatly favoring their munition magnates, their taxes and assessments are 1mpoverishing the bourgeoisie
as a whole in order to feed an enormoUS bureaucratie
machine. That machine does not stand "above the
classes" (:{f-see
bottom of next page) ; 1t iS-both a
"prote ctor" of the rioh and their blackmalling parasite at the same time; largely comparable +'0 the
Praetorians of the Roman Empire, who, whll,epermitting

(#) The Fascists of Italy have repeatedly forced the
capita~ists to increase wag2s,to shorten hours and
e~en.to take on numbers of ~~employed workers. They
d~d ~t at moments when they thought it necessary by
some "anti-capitalist" gesture to win the allegiance
of the workers,or,as in the case of the unemployed,
for the purpose of reducing their fiscal, expenses,
preferring,as they did, to use the Treasury for the
ne~ds ,?f the bureaucracy. If P.M. says that such a
th~ng as "objectively not poas IbIe " and that "nothtng
of th~ sort has so far happened",he simply chooses to
deny racts which in their time were generally reported in the newspapers.

II - FASCISM AND BOLSHEVISM
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section of the intelligentsia. Ui')
If ~ large part of the intellectualS in various countries, instead of turning socialist or communist,joins
the fascist ranks, it does so largely for the same
reason for which many wor kers likewise don the black
or brown shirt. No dotibt, the influence. of react i onary ideology plays a oertain part in ths process.But
it is 1argely the ir inpatience, the ir desire for a
short cut to power, that is r.espensible for ths success of the new gospel. Many of the fascist intellectuals wotud join the Communist movement, if they saw
that it had any chances, or at least intentions of
winning immediately. For by now it has become obvious
to most observers that the leading Communists of the
non-fascist countries have ceased to be revolutionaries at all; that ever since 1923 they have become
ordinary Russian patriots abrcad, actually opposed to
any revolutionary steps that might disturb the international status quo in which the U.S.S.R. has been interested for many years. Like the,socialists of prewar times the Communists - meaning of course the official leadership - have become a party of anticapitalist protest and 110t of anti-capitalist revolt.
Over and over again P.M. repeats the Stal inist thesis
that Fascism is just the expression 'of the needs of
monopoly capital "in order to maintain the capitalist
system at all." A glance at what aetually happened and why it happened - in Italy and GermaIlY, the two
main fascist countries, would show that it simply is
not so. It was not the necessity of saving the capitalist system - either fro~ the proletarian menace or
from its internal weakness - that brought about fascism in Italy. The first menace had been taken caRe
of by the socialists themselves, when the jitters exper ienced by tre bour geois e dur ing the near-revol ution of 1920 induced the capitalists to enter that
alliance with Mussolini1s bands which they later regretted when it was too late. For whatever the fascists gave them by cowing the workers, they took from
the capitalists by their various direct O~ indirect
exactions for the maintenance of the g07er~~ent
machine. Italian capitalism and its profits would
have survived without Mussolini as well,
ä

Nor does Germany serve as a confirmation of the official communist thesis which P.M. so readilyaccepts.
This is not the place for repeating 8,11 the ciro..um-

m
There is no longer any secret about Mussolini"s
original intention of becoming Ital;,'
IS
and
Lenän ;

that he chose hie other road to power only because
the breach between him and his former comrades could
no longer be bridged.
'
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stances which hoisted Hitler into power. Only dogmat~
ic blindness, judging äöcording to set formulas,could
assert that the Weimar Reptiblic, or a combination of
Weimarism with Bruening's or Schleicher's semi-constitut ional ism, would not have just as well done the job
of saving German capita1ism.
In either case - and this likewise includes a number
of smaller states of the more or less undeveloped
Balkan or Latin-American type - it was not the existence of capitalism that was at stake. In many of the
countries with fascist, military-fascist or near-fascist dictatorships there is practically no modern
capitalism at all, and even no big landed property
either; practically all the exploitation being done
in what one ,could call the old Chinese method described by Wittfogel: taxation of the small property
holders for the sake of a parasitic bureaucratie and
military apparatus. It is for the possession of the
soft jobs in the civil service and in ~he officel's'
caste that struggles are waged there between the various groups of "outa" and "insn, In the industrially
more developed countries fascist tendencies are the
result of the cooperation between specific groups of
capitalists who see in fascism a greater guarantee
for the increase of their profits, and certain ruined
and therefore adventurous sections of the new middle
classes. In these countries the existence of ~italiSm itself is not affected, whether these machinations
are successful or not.
The Stalinists' insistence upon the thesis about fasciem-and-monopoly-capitaliem is obvious enough. For
Y8&rs they have been repeating that the Trotekyists
are the "advance-guard of counter-revolutionary intervention" (no joking); until two years ago they have
made hundreds of thousands of innocents believe that
the Socialists are "social-fascists", or, as Stalin
put it "twin-brothers of fascism." So this was just
another "gag" in their 1nexhaustible arsenal of.abuse
that is always calculated to hide the real issues.
He Lnz Ne'..lmann,
a leading' German Oommun rst who, af ter
the catastrophe of 1933,for awhile engaged in independent thinking, finally began to mutter something
about the dictatorship of the "Lumpenproletariattt:he
actually meant the declasse intellectuals and semi~ntellectuals. He was severely called down and punlshed by h La masters in Moscowj for if the German
semi-intellectual Itdown-and-outers" were able to
seize power and to hold it as major partners of the
German capitalists, then some people might become
Suspicious that it was a sL~ilar group of declasse
intellectuals and eemi-intellectuala who seized all
the'power in Russia and bas been holding it until now
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under the guise of a "proletarian diotatorahip".
P.M. docilely accepts the Bolshevik thesis as to fascist identity with fine.nce capital. And as if to make
up for thia auap'icrous harmony of opiniona, he ,supplements it with another theory according to which the
house built by Lenin, Trotsky and Stal in is nothing
but a form of capitalism, subject to the same laws of
motion as any other ~apitalist system. He consistently speaks of "State C~pitalism", a term that many
writers, inc1uding th~ undersigned as weIl, have
100se1y app1ied to the Russian system.
Now to be theoretically exact, it is not admissible
to apply the old terminology to the new Russian reality. An economie system whose means of produotion are
socialized, or "bureaucratizedn which is the same, no
longer falls under the category of capitalism. It is
ncapitalism" only inasmuch as "capitalism" is accepted
as identical with nexploitation". But the two terms
are not identical. Capitalism, of course, necessarily
invo1ves exp1oitation; but there were forms of e~loitation which oould not be caj Led oapitalistic. (#)
According to the best Marxist authorities which P.M.
certain1y reoognizes, oapita1ism no longer exists
where there is only one owner; and the Russian State,
tha t is, the bureauoracy, is only one sole firm,so to
speak. At the end of his book Das Akkmnulations-und
Zusammenbruchs-Gesetz, the well-known Marxist Professor Henryk Grossmann analyzea the idea whether capita1ism coul.deven tually aasume tne form of a "aeneralKartelI", l.e., of a One-Big-Trust system. He denies
this posSibility and daclares that, once matters have
gotten to that point, capitalism will not exist any
longer and its plaoe will have been taken "either by
a plain s~tem of domination (Grossmann uses the expression 'offenes Herrsohaftsverhaltnisi, whioh it is
difficult to translate litarally - M.H.) as in the
Middle Ages (which may mean only the re1ation of the
feudal lord to h Ls serfs) or a soo ratist'commonweal th
(sozialistisohe Gemeinwirtschaft)".
As a good old Socialist, with sympathies for the U.S.
S.R., GrosSmann was reluctant to dweIl in greater de-

(#) The immense majority of readers still identifies
the concept of socialism with the absenoe of exploitation - an assumption which is altogether wrong.lt was
precisely for the purpose of indicating the exploiting essence of Soviet Russials eoonomie system that
in my previous writings I used the term of State Capitalism.But the term "unequalitarian soeialismn would
be more appropriate.
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tail upon this alternative. He apparently feIt that
he was on dangerous ground for, as far as the present
writer knows from personal eonversation with him the
professor refuses to Oo~nit himself as to the oháraeter of the Russian social system and calls it vagusly
a "pro'le te.rian state". Had he disregarded these personal~sympathies> he would have had to state that
~hat.lollow~d upon the elimination of private capitallsm rn Russla was a 9ombination of both "soc äaä rsm"
and "Herrsehaftsverhal tnis" •
For, paradoxical as it may sound to some readers exploitation is just as much possible under socia11sm
as ~der anr other previous social system. If one were
to lndUlge ln prophesying one aould make a guess that
the com~ng,form of human explolt&t1on, as foreshadowed
~y Russ~a's system of government ownership and inQquallty o~ ancomes , will Simply be called socialism, and
that ~n the ears of the underdog this word will assume
the same connotation of master-and-slave relationship
as feud.a.l
äsm and cap italram.
Theoretioally speaking, the essence of socialism has
always been merely government ownership of the means
of production, even if that substance is sometimes
presented more attractively as an "association of
free and equal producers," a term that is as vague
as so many other ~raditional socialist Slogans. In
other words, socialism means primarily a change in
the form of product ion, o~ in ths ownership of the
means of production. T'nequestion of distribution has
always been ccnsidered as a secondary matter after
the first and most import~.t task of sociali~ation
~ad been carried out. Practically all socialist theorlSt~ t~ke it for ~ranted that immediately after the
soc7al;st revolution,during "the iirst phase of Commun rsm , to use an expression of Marx there wouï d
b~ no equali~y of äncomee, (:/f) It'is bnlY under "the
hlgher phase~f oommunism" af ter God knows how many
generationa or centuries, hat the principle of "from

1#) There are a nuniber of passages in Marxls Critique
~f ~he ~otha Program dealing with the distribution
urlng the first phase of communism".These passages
h~~e been generally interpreted by all writers to the
~ e ~ct that during the period in question there woilld
1 lnequality of compensation.Among these writers are
Gncluded such independent and dissimilar thinkers aS
s~orges Sorel,in his "Decomposition du Marxisme" and
\! ldney Hook in h äs "Towards the Understanding of Karl
aarx" >~either of whom could be accused of being an
P010glst of the Stalin system whose offioial MarxsChol~rs use the Same passages for justifying the inequal~t1es of the Rt$sian regime.
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each according to his aoilities, to each according to
his neede" would be applied. (It is hard to assume
that a genius of the sharp intelligence of a Marx
should not have aeen thru the hazinesa, not to aay
deceitfulneas, of thia formula. For who ia to datermine a manIs nneede"? None other apparently than the
bureaucrata, the aame man who in preaent-day Ruasia
deternine that a high class manager "neede" or, let
us say, "deserves", aeveral thousand rubles a month,
while for an ordinary laborer or other plain worker,
one hundred or one hundred fifty a month ia auffic ren t , )
P.M. uaes the old liturgical ,phrase of the "oontradiction between the productive forces and the productior. relations" for his wiahful content ion that "capitalism~ ••in all its manifestations must go under."
WeIl, if he means that the private capitalist s~tam
is doomed, I have no quarrel with his statement; but
the "state capitalism" Russian model which he includes amcng these manifestations,
is no "capitalism"
such as envisaged by Marxist criticism. It is a 8y8tem of planned economy to which the Marxist concepts
are not applicable; and its disappearance, or more
correctly, its evolution towards a more equalitarian
(and libertarian) form of socialism will be subject
to altogether different laws, as to which thore are
no indications in the writings of the TeacheD.
Another exampLe of P.M. 's "wishful thinking" Ls h rs
content ion that a system, suoh as exists in Russia,
would be impossible "in industrial countries".Aside
from the fact that present day Russia is already
a
highly industrialized country, it wo~d lead too far
afield to follow his entire agrumentation. Suffice it
to quote his conclusion whioh establishes the fallacy
of his reasoning. He says th~t "in highly developed
capitalist count.rtea , .•any revolution is of necessity
a workers' revolut~on (because) •••state capitalism ••
likewise is incapable of i~proving their situation"
(my emphasis - M.N,)
The very opposite is true. Even that one per cent of
planned economy, or s'tate capitalism, or pa.berna'Ltsm ,
ii you wish, which was instituted by the New Dealers,
has undoUbtedly improvsd the situation of large eections of the working clase and won the sympathies of
the masses ior President Roosevelt. Only seotarianism
)aD assert that if some unforeseen event should giva
the power to a combination of, let us say,left-Wing
,~ew Dealers, Socialists an d pink Oommun äsna, they
vould not open the closed plants and so increase the
~ountry's productivity as to have enough for raising
substantially the general standard of living of the
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masses. No doUbt they would maintain a sharp division
between the wages' paid to the worker and the salaries
of the man~gera and directors; ~ut the sudden improvement of the lower levels would certainly add to the
stability of the new "state capitalist" system.
That system will not last forever, of course. It will
cer t a Inj y be modified by further struggles of the
wor kers intent upon obtaining a ~arger share in the
distribution of the national income. But to say that
the establishment of wuch a system is altogether "impossible" in the western countries, or that it could
be only a passing adventure, is about as wise as the
predictions about the impending fall of the Soviet
regime which he have heard for the last eighteen years.
In

- "COUNCILS"

AND SOVIETS

There is a eertain very definite purpose behind all
this frantic and contradictory pleading. It is not
merely ~he desire to defend the purity and the correctness of the Marxia.'1s cheme of thinQ's \'l'ith
its
two-dimensional pattern of "capitalist\î' and "proletar ran", that knew of ne intellectualS as the possible
inheritors of capitalist exploitation, and whose no~descript "petty-bourgeoisie"
was bound to become
a
p~r~ of the "proletariat."
F.M. is the representative of a new revolutionary current that is out to regenerate Marxism af ter its defilement at the hands of the Socialiste and the Communists. That new current - its followers call themsel ves n Counc 11 Communists " _ at so hope s to win over
the masses still under the 8way of the Teaeher's unworthy disciplas. It seas in the Workers. Councils
the instrument for destroying the eapitalist system
and,for establishing the dictatorahip of the prolet ar äa t.
Now, the Council Communists realize that a critioism
~f the ~ntell j,gen'Cs
ie,as the rul ing cl.aas of the coml.ng per1.od of a sOJializeèt forrJ of e ccncmy , is iirf!cted nO"G,onlY agatne t the 800iaJists ar..
:i t;1'3'.:'or.rr~è4:.1ists,
b~t aga ms t their own ambitions for power as w"ll.
They will, of course, violently contest this consider rng that they do not cone t i t ute a party; that 'Ghey
include practically no intellsotU3.1s, and tha't t!:eir
concept ion of the proletarian revolution is not that
of t~e B91shevik party dictatorship but the truly
Marx1.st l.dea of a real dictatorship of the working
Jnas!3
es.
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Well we have heard these things before. The modern
Fren~h post-War eynd.Lcati.e
ta - those who remained revolutionists and have joined neither the S,P, nor the
C,P. - have now adopted the slogan of "All power to
the Trade Unions ", as opposed to Communist party dictatorship. Those who can add two and two togethar
have repeatedlY pointed out to them that at bottom
this was only another form of bolshevism;for, considering the intellectual level of the' great majority
of the working masses, "All power to the Trade Unions"
could mean only "All Power to the Trade Union Bureaucrats"; in other words, the dictatorship of the educated upstart ex-workers at the head of the trade
un ions, such as the Hendersons , the Jouhaux, tne Wm.
Greens, the Legiensor Tomskys, all of whom in time
became first class politicians and even cabinet members, differing in nothing from the "regular" in~ellectuals. A social system whose economie and pol~tical center were to be the French General Federation
of Labor, would be in everything, except the terminology identical with that established by the declasse
intelÎeotuals and ex-workers of the RusSian Communist
Party, The same criticism has likewise been applied
to the Spanish anarchists of the present day, who are
gradually, tho still shamefacedly, coming around to
the idea of a revolutionary government by their own
organi zation.
And how about the "Oouno i Ls "? In the April, 1936 isSUO of the Council Correspondence there was an article
about the Workers' Councils which certainly is revealing. "In the process of revolution" - the author says
on page 27 - the old State power will be destroyed,
and the organs that take its place, th~ worker~' counoils, for the time being, will certainly have ~mportant political' functions still to repress the remnànta
of capitalist power. Their political function of governing, however, will be gradually turned into nothing
but the economic function of managing the collective
process of product ion of goods for the needa of society" •
Were the Russian Boviets - áhd "Soviet" means nothing
else but "Council" - not holding out the aame promise
of "withering away" of the State? Who, pray, will
carry out these "important political functions to repre ss the rem:aanta of capitalist power"? The masses?
Or will it not be rat her a special, well-armed body
of trUQy proletarian Cheka-men, under the gui~ce
of
well-educated ex-workers, the most ardent militante
of the "Cbunoil"idea? Where is the guarante.ethat,
these men. once entrusted with "important political
functions to repress the remnants of capitalist power"
will not repress the workers as well, by deceiving and
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disarming them gradually, the way it was done by the
just as ardent and honest Bolshevik Soviet milit~~ts?
And will the sum total of all these ardent and honest
council militants not constitute a party,whether they
adopt that name or not? And will that party not be interested in establishing a privileged bureaucracy living on the fat of the land just as was done by the
Russian bureaucracy? Do the Council Communiste mean
to say that their pur~ Marxist principles will prevent them from doing so? Do they actually believe
that any class or gruup that has become a privileged
stratum - and a victorious group, by seizing the government machine, usually develops into a privileged
class - will abide by its pre-victory "prmc tples "
which were opposed to exploitation?
P.M. IS reply is very simple. "The means of production"
he says "in the hands of the producer - by which the
technically necessary centralism is n,tprecluded but
rendered imperative - that is communïsm." No - that
is not "commun t em "] that is just sheer phrasemongering. The "necessary centralism" actually does away
with "the means of production in the hands of the producers", i.e., of the factory ccunc 11s, if I correctl y
get P.M. 's meaning. That "necessary central tsm" is nothing but our good old Bolshevik state "bur eaucr-aoy
which under P.M. 's "real" proletarian dictatorship
will simply be disguised under another name.Moreover,
are not the "factory councils" themselves - composed
as they are of the most energetio and the most intelligent and educated individuals - merely the basio
embrycnal unit of the new "proletarian" aristocracy
that invariably rises above the masses, ~ process
that is as old and as melancholy as the history of
all human mass struggles since the begir~ing of time?
In an effort to show how , acccr däng to the oonception
of the Council Communists, the whole sooia1 fabric is
pl'actically in the hands of the workers themselves,P.
M. writes that the "enterprise is the starting point
of their (the workers') insurrection, the basis of
their dictatorship and efforts at social reorganization". And what about the millions of the unemployed-Sometimes one-third of the nopulation - who will have
to be taken care of? Before they get "the means of
production in their hands" and can "start" anything
at their "enterprise, it is the State, that is the
bureaucracy, that will have to tackle the problem of
r~o~ganizing the industries, of opening the idlè faat~r~es and of distributing work to the unemployed.And
wl.ll the State bureaucracy, onae it had aoqu i red suah
an enormous power, voluntarily give up the source of
that power?
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There is a very suspiCioUS passage on page 33 of P.M.
a'rt Lcle s He says there quite correctly that "without
economio equality there is no communist society".(r
take it that under "economie equality" he means plainly equaL pay for a dayts (#) work whether it be disa ..•.
washing or teaohing astronomy). Then he adds: "This
equality must not only be actually poa s äbLe j it must
also be oapable of driving forward the productive
forces of so cietv, and until that time communrsm is
quite out of the question."
What does this mean? Does P.M. intend to say that nf
in a highly industrial country like Germany,England
or the United States the workers were to rise at present, seize the industries and install "their own" dictatorship in the form of Workers' Councils, the question might arise that equality of incomes would npt
be quite praoticable m~ediately? Not that I believe
that such full equality could be established immedi~
ately non the morrow after the revolution" as the
usual phrase goes. But if that complete economio equality of incomes cannot be established immediately,
what will be the differenoe, except in personnel, between the "real" dictatorship of the proletariat, as
advooated by the Council Oommunf.st s , and the system
of exploitation now established by the Russian Communists?
There is another suspicious sentence on the very same
page. P ..
M. say~ that "with the setting as de of the
class relations (P.M. apparently means the abolition
of classes,M.N.) there van f.sha.Lso the aha.rp distinotions in the evaluation of the various labor functions."
If these worde have any significanee, then they can
mean only one thing: that there will be different income levels~ but that these differences will not b~
very "sharp • Now, who is to determine what is or
what is not a "sharp distinction?" It will be apparently the Central Offioe of the Workers' Counoils or
whatever other name the Gover~~ent will assume. And
will that Government, that is, the politico-teohnical
office-holders, not be interested in establishing the
same distinctions that would be introduoed by any
other privileged body?
ä

P.M. apparently felt that the educational rift which is a cï.asa rift - separating intellectual and
manual workers, would militate against the establishment of complete economie equality right after the
inauguration of the "pr(Hetarian dicte.torship".80 he

[H) Taking it for granted that in harmful occupations
auoh as working in mines,sewers,etc.,the day will be
shorter than in other industries or professions.
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dispOS9S of thie difficulty by simply declaring that
there are no "sharp distinctions", in fact,that there
are praotically no distinctions at al!. He actually
has the temerity to say that "the mass of the workers
have beoome skilIed workers"J (#) And that "the demande placed on that element of the population performing intelleotual functions are no higher than
those plaoed on the mass of the workers." Assertions
wh:oh are on par with the old demagogioal flatteries
of Kautsky, Bebel and Wilhelm Liebkneoht about the
intellectual superiority of the workers over the
bourgeoisie. The material kernel behind these flatteries being merely the perfeotly justified oonviotion of the sooialist leaders that they were just as
able to run the oountry as their politioal opponents
from the c~pitalist oamp. In the same way P.M. identifies an infinitws1mal minority of labor ar ratoorat.a the potential intelleotuals and future bosses - with
the "working oLass " at large. It isthe old,old story
of the leaders demanding power not for themselves but
for the masses whioh are so eduoated, so skilled, so
intelligent that they will be able to run the government and the in1ustries all by themselves.
Having thus somewhat vaguely indioated that there.m~y
ne Some distinotions in inoome levels even alter the
establishment of the "proletarian diotatorship",P.M.
fe els impelled to allay somewhat the misgivings as
to the truly equalitarian oharacter of his revolution.
"If oommunism", he says, "is bound up with the presence of equality, then it is also beyond doUbt that
this equality will be actualized, for the sooial
fo~ces of produotion are impelling to communism and
th1S impulsion iS.the historioally determining faotor". In other words, don't worry; some day the
"sooial foroes of produotion" will oonvinoe the
C~uncil Communists - or should I say Workers' Counc11s1 - in oharge of the new system, that the time
has come to establish real equality of incomes. The
"social foroes of produotion" will work psyoholog-ical
miraclesj the ex-workers in oharge of the economie
and politioal administration will forget their "present human egoism"; their egoism will apparently "find
aatisfa~tion in work in common" (p.32), and the bureaucrat10 wolf will voluntarily acoept the same share
of the national wealth as the proletarian sheep. We
have read such stories once in the millenial v1sions
t#).It would be a waste of time to engage in the refutat10n of such an asssrtion,for the operations of the
great majority of modern industrial workers can be
}earned in a few days or weeks;and if this is "skillBd work",then a peanut peddler is a businessman and an
am~ulant soieeore-grinder a manufacturer.
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of the Hebrew prophets, and also in some of the utopian dreama of Charles Fourier. But this time they
are being served with a sauce of "scientifio seoiali sm" ••••

Do .Ihave te discuss the statement (p.34) that "there
remains ~or the werkers nothing but to take charge
themsslves of the social organizationtl? Whe-reare the
workers who are able to "take charge of the social organization"? Even if all wor kera were tlclass-oonscious" they could net tackle the job because ninetynine out of a hundred understand abeolutely nothing
of the complicated business of running a highlY involved social system of the machine age.
Nc it is obviously not the "workers" whom P.M. means
by'this sentencej it is I repèat, that infinitesimal
minority of workers, subh as P.M. and his friends,who
have acquired a certain amount of edu~tion and who
have beoome intellectuals in fact - even if they are
still compelled to work at the geneh. As soon as the
rising of the workers shakes the foundations of ~apitalism these "workera" will naturally Leave theu
benche~ and do what évery organized revol,utionary
leadership is bound to do: establish their own,diCtatorship as was done by the Bolsheviks, and llke
them, enjoy the advantages of their victory.

Having thus left the door open for the "proletar1anized" intellectuals, P.M. says on page 35 that "the
present-day working class is quite in a poaition,
without and if nece saar y, against the intellectuals ,
to make their revolution and to build up the new society." In other words, he wants a revolutionary
movement headed by aelf-taught workers or ex-workers
like himself, with the "proletarian" intel~ectuals
playing a subordinate role. All the previous experience with the self-taught wor kers who make up the
trade ~~ion bureaucracy of the whole world,and constitute a stibstantialpart - if nat the majority - of
Russials new bourgeoisie or nobility. has left him unimpressed.
With a s~~plicity that is touehing he declares that
n the whole problem of the intellectuals is one of
subordinate importance.n And that "any difficulties
which may be oecasioned by the intellectuals (after
the revolution) may be dealt with i~ the framework
of the proletarian dictatorship." In,other worde, if
the iJarxistc91lege-boys of the C.P. will interfere
with the Marxist ex-workers of the C.C., our real
prole~arian G.P.U. will show them whatls what.
IV.

THE PERMANENTREVOLUTION

Do 1 have to insist upon the obvious Marxian truth
that the thoughts and the intentions of this new revolutionary leadership will not be determined by logical or theoretical considerations, but by the role
they will play in the "social productien prooesa" ':"
after they will have arrived at the top of the soclal
sy~tem and become a new privileged group jointly with
the other intellectual workers wbo will be under their
orders?

My critic repeatedly mentioned the name of my .friend
and teacher Waclaw Machajski. thus mak1ng ,it appear:'
as though my opinions were in every respect identical
wi th those of the author of the Intellec1ua.li,orker.
Now, as P.M. IS presentation of some of our views was
not quite beyond reproach, I am quoting a few passages from my book Rebels and Renegades whieh in eondensed form give the gist of Machajski's opinions:

P.M. is altogether amazing.when he says that "the
necessarily spontaneous character of ~he insurrections ••••restricts the participation in them of the
intellectuals not yet proletarianized." Not yet proletarianizedl As if the trotiblewere merely with the
bourgeois intellectuals, and nat with the tragical
antagonism between the interests of the underdog and
its leadership as such. In fact, it is not the bourgeois intellectuals but those who are "proletarianized", the declasse~, the down-and':'outers,those who
are often poorer than the workers themselvea, who aa
a rule become the leaders of the workers, and who,so
far, have always betrayed them. (It is ~derstood
,
that this refers to the groups as such wlthout any
reflections upon the personal sincerity of particular
individualS. )

"In Machajskils conception, the socialist theories of
~he nineteenth century expressed the interests of the
lntelleetual workers - not those of the working class,
in which he plaeed the manual workers only.The merttal
wC?rkers, he a.rgued , were a r i s äng privileged class,
~~ght1ng for a place in the sun against the old priv~
l~eged classes, the landed owners and capitalists.
Hlgher, edueation was their specific "cap t taä " - the
source of their actual or potential higher mcomes,
Political democraey (or a revolutionary dictatorship.
according to cireumstances) was the first, and State
Capitalism (used here for the reasons explained in
the third footnote of Chapter 11 of this article) the
~ext, step to their domination. To achieve these obJects they needed the support of the manual workers.
The cpnfidence of the latter they won by helping them
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in their early struggles for better wages and by
dangling before them the socialist ideal of eqt~lity.
That eoc äal, ist Beyond was meant onl.y as propa~a:tl1a.,a.s
a sort of proletarian religion - not as an obJ~ct of
struggle for the living generation. The social~sm
which the radical intelligentsia really aspired to
was nothing but State Capitalism <'*)i a system of
government ownership, under which private capitalists
would have yielded place to office-holders, managers,
engineers' the coming form of exploitation in whioh
the intelÎectual workers receiving higher salaries
than thsse paid for manual labor, would constitute
the new and only ruling class, absorbing into their
ranks the former capitalists and the self-taught exworkers.
QAs a champion of the manual workers, particularly
the unskilled and the unemployed, he advooated revolutionary mass struggle for higher wages and government provision for the unemployed, as the only issues
of actual interest to tbe working class. The leadership of tbat struggle he visualized in the hand~ of
an international secret organization of revolut~qnists. Engaged exclusively in unifying, and in extendin~ the scope of, the spontaneous uprisi~ga of the
manual workers and of the unemployed, th~s organization "would diota te the law to the governrnents11 , us mg
the weapon of "world-wide strikes". In other words,it
would force the privlleged classes and their governments to provide either work or support for the unemployed and to grant sweeping inoreases i~ the wag~s
of the manual workers. Elimination of pr~vat~ cap~~alist profits automatic transition to State Capital~sm,
and finally'equalization of the incomes of the manual
workers wi th those of the new rulera would be the progreae äve steps of the r evol ut äonary maas struggle•
Equality of inoome woUld seoure to all an equal opportunity for higher eduoation and thus would do away
with all olass divisions. The function of government
having oeased to be the privilege of an educated minority the State as an instrument of oppression rond
explo1tation would disappear. Marx considered that
exploitation oeased with the disappearance of the
private capitalists. In Machajski1s opinion the Ma~xian soheme of eliminating capitalists but maintain~ng
higher rewards for meDtal than for manual labor would
'substitute for the capitalists a class of hereditary
soft-handed intelleotuals who would perpetuate the I"
slavery of the manual workers and of their offspring •

<*) The worde State Capitalism were UBed hére for the
reaSons explained in the third footnote of Chapter 11
of this article.

Now, much as lagree with many of machajskils ideaà
I think he is not consistent when he holds that his
international secret organization of professional
revolutionists, acting, so to speak, as the energizers of the spontaneous mass revolts,would actually
usher in that classless millenium in which all exploitation would be eliminated once for all.Supposing that a revolutionary situation were aotually to
place his organization in the forefront of the class
st ruggl e , enab'l ing it to bring any existing government to its knees and to force it into making sweeping economic ooncessions to the masses - what would
then prevent that organization from seizing power?
What would prevent it from eonsolidating its rule in
the same manner as was done by the Bolsheviks, and
from perpe~uating the Same economie inequalities
which are now so apparent in Soviet Russia? lts or1ginal equalitarian principles? But principles are like
promises. They hold good before the Reizure of power,
and are always disregarded af ter they have served
their pnrpoee.
In other words, the objection whioh 1 am rising
against Machajskils oonoeption of the"final" revolution is the Same that holds with regard to any other
revolutionary sohool, whether its followets call
themselves Bolsheviks, anarchists, syndioalists or
Counoil Communists. If they really adopt revolutioriary measures for the overthrow of the existing system
they can do nothing elae but what was done by the
Bolsheviks: seize power, organize a revolutionary
government even though tney may give it another name,
defend it againet the react äonarres at first,and then
OODSolidate it against the masses as well in the interest of a better paid new aristooracy of offioeholders, t~ohnicians, and other members of the edueated layers of society.
P.M. conoludes that my position practioally amounte
to the old, old popular diotum "Thus it had been,
thus it is, and thus 1t will remain"; in other words,
that.- as the saying bas it - I consign the poor to
stat~stios and to eternal slavery. My or1tio s ind1g'
nati,?n a~ my "skeptioism" would be rroreoonvincing
1f
in h~s m~d the idea of workiijg olass emancipation
were not identical with hie own grouplS acoession to
power.
As ~ matter of fact, my "skepticism" is the very oppo~_~te of submission to fate. On the contrary,it impl~es permanent revolt against any status quo:capitalist exploitation of today, as weIl as sooialist inequal ity of tomorrow. It is directed both agaillst the
prop.erty-o\"mingoppressors of today and the job-hold.·1ng
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"liberatorsn of tomorrowi against the middle class o~
yesterday which used the workers in its ~truggle agalnst feudal tyrannYi and against the ne~ ml~dle class of
today which uses them a~ainst the capltallst bourgeoisie' against ths colleg~-trained apolQgists of the
coming form of slavery, and against their competitors
from the ranks of the self-educated wx-workers.
The bas Ic tenets of my "skep,ticism"could be summarized aS follows:
1. The composition of the labor movements iz:.v~lvesan
inevitable partnership of mass and leadershlp,a,p~tnership which, though to a certain extent beneflcla~
to the masses, invariably results in a tragic confllct
between the interests of the elite and those of the
following.
2 These leading elites being more educated than the
m~sses, are essentially'aristocratic in character, z:.o
matter whether they profess to be democratic,anarchlst,
socialist-communist, syndicalist or fascist.

3. Like aU aristocratic groups , these ~lites a~e ::n-

evitably Machiavellian or amoral in thelr policles!
keeping up their own "moxaLe" with all,sorts of phllosophical justifications (rationalizatlons) ~nd resorting constantly to a conscious or uncons~lous decept ion of the masses. All their consideratlons recedebehind the one central purpose of obtfl.in~ngand
maintaining all power and its resulting beneflts for
their specific revolutionary or counter-revolutionary
group,

4. Sooner or later all of these movements evolve certain religious features, the ana'ïogy ,'(i,th
the mate~ial
growth and spiritual decay of many of tne great religions being particularly striking.

5. Just as in its struggles of a century ago, the
bourgeoisie aroused the masses against the remnants
of feudalism and in the process unwittingly contributed to an improvement of the position of the workers
of the industrial era, the malcontent intellectuals,
by organizing the workers against the capitalists are
likewise indirectly contributing to a further elevation of the soclal status of the downtroddeh.
6. There is an ever recurring competition for power
between the various groupsof the educated mal?ontents
in charge of these mass movements. That competltiQn
for power, with the help, and at the expens~ of the
uneducated masses engaged in'physical work,ls at the
same time a guaranty against stagnation and the per- 40 -

petuation of the sta,tuequo.

7. After the elimination of the capitalist owners,
there fellows inevitably a period of in'ternecinecontests between various g~oups of u1tellectuals and educated ex-workers for predo~inance within the government m~ohine.- the Trots~y-Stalin oomplex _ oaused'by
the .011garohlOal tendenorss prevail ing \'1 ithin each
rullng class , The urge to win foroes the rebeJl ious
rivals to appeal to the dissatisfaotion of thè manual
w?rkers and to aSsist them in obtaining a Iarger
Share of the nat ional inooqJe.This process is aooompan äed by the r tse of the most eduoated and the most
intellige~t elements among the manUal workers themsel~es, jo~ning eitter of the contending groups or
maklng thefr own bid for power.
~. ,Thes~ three-.or four-cornered struggles for power,
JOlned ln occaslonally by disinterested idealists
championing the caUSe of the underdoe, constitute the
ele~nts of the permanent revolytion which will unceaslngly work for the continuous rise in the material
and educa~ional standard of tue working masses _ even
though arlstocratic tendencies making for oligarchiCal
rlileand the more privileged status of thos wielding
tne most efficient combination of knowledge, intelligence and ruthlessness, may pers ist in one form or
another.

9. For those who are not out for pdwer or personal advantage,and whose sentiments are with the horny-handed
':lnderdog,
there is only one thing to do: To give up the
}dea that there colildbe any specific organization of
I really proletarian"
rebels ,which is more "hcnest " or
"
.
more conslst~nt" than all the other parties or groups.
For every organization wants only one thing: power;
th~t is privilege,for itself and for its more aQtive
members, Those who are eager for a goed fight may furt~er the cause of'the workers by joining any revolutlonary or trade union organization which in one way
or another is opposed to the existing system, Each of
~hese organizations,in its endeavor to win tbe workers,
lS b ound to help them in obtainj,nghigher wages,shorter no ura and jobs or relief for the unemployed.VVithin
any of these organizations a disinterested working
olass rebel aan do his useful work by pushing forward
any workin~ Class struggle for bet ter oondi t äone; and
by denounclng the leaders if for one reason or another
they may be suspected of restraining the masses or of
sel:ing them out •.Any large-scale wage struggle, any
laroe-sc~e Campalgn of the unemployed for jobs, is
fraught wlth the potentialities of a general upriBing
of the masses, of the expropriation of the capitalists,
and,of the establishment of a planned socialist econo- 41 -

my, with its further struggles fo~ mor~ ~nd always
more cnntinuously reducing the dlsparltles between
~~aterial
and educational level of the bureaucratie masters and that of the slaves of physical labor.
ThiS is my concept ion of the Perma~ent ~evo~utio~. It
is permanent, and it knows of no mUlen •.um an \'lhl?h
full harmony has been achäeved once .for all eternl ty.
The fina1 revolution may be 1eft to those who dream
merely of their own e1evation over the masses.

THE PARTY AND THE WORKING CLASS.
The first traoes of a new labol'movement are just beooming vlsib1e. The old movement is organized in
parties. The belief ln parties is the main reason for
~he ~mpotenee of the working class; therefore we avold
rorm mg a new party - not because we are to"ofew. but
because a party ls an otganlzätion that aims to lead
and con trol the wor kmg claas ,
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In opposition to th1s, we maintain the working class
can rise'to ~ictory only when it independently attacks its 'problems and decides its own fate. The workers shoUld not unquestioningly accept the slogans of
others, nor of our own groups, but must think,act and
deeide for themselves. This conoepti~n is in sharp
oontradiotion to the tradition of the party ae the
most important means of educating the prolatariat.
ThereÎore many , though repudiating the Socialist and
Communist parties, reeist and oppose us. This is partly due to their ·"raditional conoepts j aftel' viewing
the cj aes struggl e as a struggle of part i es, it beComes difficUlt to oonsider it as purely tbe struggle
of tbe working olass, as a class struggle.But part1y
tbis ooncept is based on tbe idea tbat the party nevertheless p1ays an eseential and important part in the
struggle of the proletarlat. Let us investigate thie
latter idea more olosely.
Essentially, the party ls a grouping aooording to
views, conceptionsj the o1~sse8 are groupings aocording to economie intereats. C1ass membership is determined by one's part in tbe process of productionj
party membership ls tbe joining of peraons who agree
in their conoeptions of the social prob1ems.Formerly
it was tbought this oontradiotion would disappear .in
the class party, the"workers' party". During therise
of the Soeial-Demoeracy, it seemed that it would
gradually embrace the who1e working class, part1y as
members, part1y as supporters. Beoause Marxian tbeory
declared that similar interests be~et similar viewpoints and aims, the contradictionObetween party and
class was expeoted gradually to disappear. History
proved otherwise. The Social-Democracy remained a
mL~ority, other working c1ass groups organized against
it, sections split away from it, and its own character
changed. lts own program was revised or reinterpreted.
Tbs evolution of sooiety does not proceed alon~ a
Smooth even line. but in oonfliots and contradiotiona.
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W1th the intensification of the workerst struggle,the
might of the ene~y also increasea and besets the workers with renewed doUbts and fears as tO,which road,is
the best. And every doUbt brings on spl~ts,contrad~otions and fractional bat tIes within the labor movement.'rt is futile to bewail these confl~cts and
splits as harmful in dividing and weaken~ng the working class. The working class is not weak because it
is split up - it is split up because it is weak, Beoause the enemy is powerful and the old methods of
warfare prove unavailing, the working class must seek
new methode. lts task will not become clear as the result of enlightenment from above, it must discover it
thru hard work, thru thought and conflict of opinions.
It must find its own waYi tharefore the internal struggles. It must relinquish old ideas and illusions and
adopt new ones, and because this is diffic~t,therefore the magnitude and severity of the spI~ts.

fording an opportunity to arrive at a well-founded
de cis ion. The struggle is so great, the ene~y so
powerful that only the·'masses as a whole can achieve
a victory - the result of the material and moral
power of action, uni ty and enthus iaam, but aäac the
resul t of the mental force of thought, of clarity. In
thia lies the great inportanoe of such partiea or
groups based on opinions, that they bring clarity in
their oonflicts, discU6sions and propaganda. They are
the organs of the self-enlightenment of the working
class by means of which the workers find their way to
freedom.

Nor can we delude ourselves into believing that thiB
period of party and ideological strife iB only temporary and will make way to renewed harmony. True,in the
course of the class struggle there are occasions when
aII forces unite on a great achievable objective and
tha revolution is carrLed on vri th the might of a
united working class. But af ter that,as after every
victory come the differences on the question: what
~ext? Ánd even if the working class is victorious,it
is always confronted by the most difficult taak of
stibduing the enemy further, reorganizing production,
creat~g new order. It is impossible that aII workers,
all strata and grOupB, with their oft-times still diverse interests should, at this stage, agree on all
matters and be ready for united rapid and decisive
further action. They will find the true course onl
after the sharpest controversies and conflicts and
only thus will achieve clarity.

Compared to suoh groups, the presen~ workerst p~rties
have an entirely different char~cter, for they nave a
different objectivei they want to seize power for
themselves. They aim not at being an aid to the werking class in its stru~le for emancipation, but to
ruls it themselves and proclaim that oonstitutes the
emancipation of the proletariat. The Social Ilèmocraoy
whiOh roee in the era of parliamentarism Gonceives of
this rule as a parliamentary government. ~e Communist
Party carries the idea of party rUIe thru te its furthest extreme in the party diotatorship.

If, .n this situation, persons wi th the eame fundamental conceptions unita for the discussion of ~raotical steps and seek olarification thru disouss~o~s,
and propagandize their oonclusions, such groups m~ght
be called parties,but they would be parties in ~n entirely different sense from those of today. Aotlon,
the actual struggIe, is the task of the working masses themselves, in their entirety, in their natural
groupings as faotory and millhande, or other na:ural
produotive groups, because history and eoonomy nave
placed them in the position where they must and they
only can fight the working class struggle. It would
be insane if the supporters of one party wer? to gO
on strike while those of another continue to work.
But both tendenoies will defend their position on
strike or no strike in the factory meetings, thus af.•..44 -

Naturally such parties are not static and unchangeab Le ,
Every new Situation, every new problem will find minds
diverging and uniting in new grçups with new programs.
They have a fluctuating character and constantly readjust themselvee to new situations.

Such parties in distinetion to the groups descr ibed
above, must be rigid structures with clear lines of,
demarcation thru membership oard, statutes, party d~.8cipline and admission and exptüsion procedures. For
they are instruments of power, fight for power,bridle
their members by force and constantly seek to extend
the scope of their power. It is not their task to
develop the initiative of the workers; rather do they
aim at training Ioyal and unquestioning members of
their faith. While the working olass in its struggle
for power and viotory needs unlimited intellectual
freedom, the party rule must suppress allopinions
except its own. In "democratie" parties, the suppresSion is veiledi in the diotatorship partiee, it is
open, brutal suppression.
Many workers already realize that the rule of the
Social ist or Communist party will be but the concealed form of the rule of • bourgeoiS olass in which the
eXploitation and suppression of the working class rema ms , Inatead of these parties , they urge the formation of a "revolutionary party" that will really aim
at the rule of tne workers ~nd the realization of
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oommunism, Not a party in the new sense of those desoribed above. but a party as those of today, that
fights for power aB the vanguard of the olass.as the
organization of oonsoious. revolutionary minority
that seizes power in order to use it for the emanolpat ion of the olass,
We olaim there is an internal cont.radi o t ron in the
term: "revol ut ionary party"-, Suoh a party oannot be
revolutionary,
It is no more revolutionary than the
oreators of the thlrd Reieh, When we speak of revolution.we naturally speak of the proletarian revo1ution.
the seizure of power by the working elass itself,
The "revo1utionary party" lS based on the idea that
the working e1ass neede a group of leaders who vanqulsh the bourgeoisie for the workers and to oonstruot a new government - (note that the working
olass is not yet oonsidered fit to reorganize and
regulate produetion),
But is rot this as it should
be? As the working olasa does not yet seem capable
of revolution. is it not necessary that the revolutionary vanguard. the party, make the revolution for
it? And is thls not true as long as the masses wi11lngly endure capitalism?
Against thlS, we raise the question: what for~es ean
such a party raise for the revolution? How ls it able
to defeat the capita11st class? Only lf the masses
stand beuind it. Only if the masses rise and thru
maas attacks, maas struggle. and maas strikes, overthrow the old regime. Wlthout the action of the masses, there can be no revolution.
Two things can follow, Ths masses remaln in aotlon,
they do not go home and leave'the government to the
new party, They organize their power lnfaotory
and
workshop, prepare for the further oonflict to the
complete defeat of capital; thru the workers' coun011s they establish a firm unlon to take over the
complete direction of all society - ln other worde,
they prove they are not as il,capab1a of revolution
as lt seemed. Of neoesslty. then, oonfliots wi11 arise wlth the party whloh ltBelf wants to take over
power and whlch sees only diBorder and anarohy ln
the self-actlon of the working c1ass.Possibly the
workers will develop thelr movement and sweep out
the party. or , the party, wi th the help of bourgeois
e1ementB defeats the workers. In either case, the
party is an obstac1e to the revolutlon, b~cause it
wants to be more than a means of propaganda and en-,
11ghtenment; because lt feels ltself oalled upon to
lead and rule as a party,
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On the other hand the masaes may follow the party
faith,and leave to it the further direction of affaire.
T,l1eyfo110\•..
the slogans from a bove , have confidence in
t~e new government (aa in Germany in 1918) that ia to
realize communiam and go back home and to work.Immediately the bour geo s t e exerts Hs who Le cLa as power the
roots of which are unbrokenjit6 financial forcea)its
great intellectuals resources, and its economie power
in factories and great enterpriaes. Against tl1is the
government party is too weak.Only
t hrough mode ra t i.on,
concessiona and yielding can it maintain itself.The
eX8use is given then, that more can not be secured at
the moment, that it is insanity for the workers to
try to force impossible demands. Thus the party.~tved of c1as6 power becomes the instrument for maintaini~~ bourgeois power.
ä

We etated before that the term "revolutionary ~arty"
was contradictory in the proletarian sense.We ean
state it otherwise:In the term"revolutionary
Party"
"revolutionary" always means a bourgeois revolution.
Al ways , when the masse El overthrow a government and
then allow a new party to take power we have a bourgeois revolution-the
substitution o! a ruling caste by
a new ruling caste. It was so in Paris in 1830 when
the finance bourgeoisie supp1anted the landad proprietors, in 1848 when the industrial bourseoisie
supplanted the financiers, and in 1870 the eombined petty
and large bourgeoisie took over the reins.
In the Russian revolution the party bureaueracy eame
to power as the ruling caste.But in Western Europe
and America the bourgeoisie is much more powerfully
entrenehed in plants and banks, so that a party bureaucracy eannot push them aside.The bourgeoisie in
these countriea can be vanquished only by repeated
and united act ion of the masses in which they seize the
milIa and factories and build up their councils.
Those who speak of nrevolutionary partiesl! draw incom~
plete,limited conclusions from history.When the Socialist and Communist parties bec~me organs of bourgeois
rule for the perpetuation of exploitation,these
wel1
meaning people merely concluded th~t they would have
to do better.They cannot realize that the failure of
theee parties is due to the fundamental conflict bet\veen the eelf emancipation of the working class through
lts ovm power and the pacifying of the revolution
through a new sympatl1etic ruling clique.They think tney
are the revolutionary vanguard because they see the
masses in!ifferent and inactive.But the masaes are inactive only because they cannot yet comprehend the
Course of the struggle and the unity of clas6 intereats.
although they instinctively aenae tl1e great power of
the enemy and the enorrnity of their taak.Once
condition force them into act ion they will attack the task
of 6èlf organization and the eonquest of the economie
power of eapital.

