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This article is reproduced here, 44 years after it was written and published in PL Magazine, because its explanation of the essence of capitalist exploitation and the inevitability of capitalism’s growth into imperialism are just as valid today as it was then.  There are, however, the inevitable aspects that PLP would no longer support, since over time we learn through practice guided by our scientific approach of dialectical materialism, and certain “details” of the revolutionary process become better understood.  Such changes involve rejection of some positions previously held and acceptance of others that were not understood at the earlier time.  Examples of now rejected positions include the contention that black workers represent a separate captive nation within the U.S. rather than members of one working class with all other workers and the immediate revolutionary goal of socialism rather than communism.  There are a number of other examples that readers more familiar with current PLP writings and organizing goals will recognize.  The economic analysis in the article is essentially an explanation of the first volume of Marx’s monumental three-volume work, Capital.  There are many references to events and politicians of the time, such as the war in Vietnam and certain bourgeois political campaign  that should be relatively clear from context even to readers too young to remember these -- Ed. 

A PRIMER OF IMPERIALISM

By a Political Economy Study Group  
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In the early 1960s, when a new generation began to become politically conscious, after the setback of the McCarthy era, they looked around to find the source of evil and discovered the Bomb.  As the war in Vietnam assumed major proportions without the Bomb, the perception of the source of evil refocused on the war itself, napalm, and gas.  With the increasing awareness of the CIA’s activities in countries all over the world, it became evident that since the war was not an isolated incident it must have a deeper cause than just the mistakes of a few politicians and the source of evil came to be perceived as the “American Way of Life.”  But that perception often made the mistake of seeing a cause-and-effect relationship between things that really had a deeper common cause; for instance, some felt that the war in Vietnam was caused by the violence in movies and television, to which Americans had become conditioned.

Today many students are aware that the deeper common cause underlying those characteristics of the U.S. known as the “American Way of Life” is U.S. imperialism, and that the war in Vietnam is the result neither of concern for the Vietnamese, nor is it merely a policy blunder, nor the outcome of an irrational anti-communism, but that it is – plainly and simply – an imperialist war.  But what is the nature of imperialism, and is it a necessary rather than a chance development of capitalism?  And in particular, is the war in Vietnam – or wars in general – a necessary feature of imperialism?  There is much confusion over these questions among the Left today, yet they are crucial questions.  Because if wars are a necessary feature of imperialism, then they cannot be ended once and for all without putting an end to U.S. imperialism.  And if imperialism is a necessary feature of capitalism, then it in turn cannot be ended without putting an end to capitalism.  And if ending wars means putting an end to capitalism, then this has implications for political strategy, which in turn has implications for the tactics of political activity.

Specifically, if wars and imperialism are a necessary development of capitalism, then political action within the capitalist framework that does not aim at overthrowing capitalism not only cannot prevent the emergence of new counterrevolutionary wars, but indeed makes them inevitable by default.  This gives a clear framework for evaluating such political actions as 1) supporting Sen. Eugene McCarthy’s campaign for the Presidential nomination, or 2) building a mass movement around the defense of Dr. Spock and supporting his bid for the Presidency on a third-party ticket.

The main purpose of this article, therefore, is to demonstrate that wars and imperialism are indeed necessary developments of capitalism, and then go on to evaluate McCarthy and Spock in that light.  A second purpose is to examine the nature of U.S. imperialism, both abroad and in black ghettoes at home.  A third purpose is to examine the main features of the world revolutionary movement to end imperialist oppression and the forces within that movement that weaken it.  Finally we will attempt to draw lessons from the successes and failures of the world revolutionary movement in order to apply them to the tasks for radicals in the U.S., and thereby offer an alternative to supporting McCarthy or Spock.

Classes
Many on the Left speak of the enemy as “the system.”   But if “the system” is the enemy, where do you kick it?  Do you just strike out blindly and hope that if you don’t get it in the groin, you may get it in some other painful spot?  If we want to change the system we have to first realize that it is a system of people, and that to change it we must find some people whose objective circumstances are such that they must change it and who, furthermore, have the power to force that change onto those who don’t want to change it.  And now we begin to approach more clearly the question of who is the enemy, and who are our friends.  Is the enemy simply the rich?  Are our friends simply the poor?  Our answer is that it is not a matter merely of income -- it is a matter of class.   

The major source of the confusion over the nature of classes is the myth that American society is basically classless, or single-classed, which amounts to the same thing.  This myth is aided and abetted by bourgeois social “scientists” who view the U.S. as being a middle-class society.  According to this view, people, no matter what they do for a living, are middle class simply by virtue of aspiring to middle-class life.  They are then subdivided into upper-middle, middle-middle, and lower-middle according to income; the existence of a small upper class and a small lower class are granted, based also on income.  But, the myth states, since the lower class aspires to middle-class life, it, too, is therefore middle class.  And the upper class is said to be too small to amount to a hill of beans.

But are these really classes or just vague and somewhat arbitrary groupings?  The answer lies in the fact that in addition to the quantitative aspect of income there is also a qualitative aspect: how does one earn this income?  Bourgeois pseudo-science looks solely at the quantitative side.  That is, men and women have various amounts of money to spend and can be vaguely grouped into arbitrary intervals according to these amounts.  This is what all those categories of middle class mentioned above refer to.  But on the qualitative side they cannot be loosely grouped: either they work on the assembly line and don’t own it, or they own it and don’t work on it; or they do neither, though they may work very hard, as say a teacher, a saleswoman, or a nurse.

In other words, class is defined by Marxists according to relationship to the means of production.  Let’s call these classes the industrial working class, the bourgeoisie, and the service and professional workers, respectively.  These qualitative differences in relationship to the means of production result in qualitative differences in relationship to imperialism.  Since these definitions are relatively precise, they provide the basis for a scientific and comprehensible analysis of capitalism and imperialism.

Of course, there are qualitative differences as well between what a family that earns $50,000 a year and one that earns $3,000 can afford to buy.  Furthermore, these qualitative differences are highly correlated with relationship to the means of production, but there is considerable overlap at the borders.  For example, a member of the service and professional class, a public school teacher for instance, might earn much less than a factory worker.  But this doesn’t change their respective relationships to the means of production, and because of this overlap, income is an ambiguous basis for the definition of class.

Granting then the existence of an owning class and a working class, is it possible for these two classes to peacefully coexist?  Or to put the question another way, and in a slightly different form, what is the essence of the conflict between these two classes?  We intend to show that the essence of the class conflict under capitalism centers around the nature and source of profit and that this makes it impossible for the two classes to peacefully coexist.  

Profit and Value
In order to discuss profit we must first explain the Marxist use of the word “value,” which begins by noting that human labor is contained in all commodities (items made for sale -- Ed).  Since the component parts of any commodity are themselves reducible to varying amounts of human labor, the only unambiguous quantitative common denominator of commodities is human labor.  Therefore, we use the word “value” to mean nothing more nor less than a measure of the total human labor time that went into producing a commodity.  Actually it must be defined as a measure of the total average labor time; otherwise a commodity made by a slow worker would have more value than the same commodity made by a fast worker.  To avoid this, the definition concerns the average, or what Marx called the “socially necessary” labor time involved.  This average time, of course, depends on the conditions prevailing throughout the particular branch of industry at any historical moment.  For example, one such condition is the type of machinery used; another is the skill of the workers.

In the course of production a commodity may go through several stages in its transformation from raw material to finished product.  For example, a car is made partly of steel, which in turn was made from refined iron, which in turn was made from mined ore.  Furthermore in the course of these various stages many items may have been used up that don’t appear in the final automobile, such as fuel to run the plant, or worn-down parts on machinery used in its production, but which, nevertheless, are essential to the process of producing a car.  The socially necessary human labor time that went into producing all of these various constituents is then the total socially necessary human labor time that went into producing the car, or simply, its value.

An instrument of production such as a machine, being itself a product of human labor, has a value then.  This value is the total socially necessary human labor time that went into its production.  It imparts its total value bit by bit to those commodities that are produced with its aid, until it is completely worn down and must be replaced.  At that point it has imparted all of its value, and this value has been distributed among all of those products made with its aid.  These products in turn may be either instruments of production themselves or consumer goods.  Of course, that bit of value imparted to each of these products by the machine is only part of the value of each product, the rest being the value imparted by all other machinery used directly in producing it, the value of the raw materials that went into it (determined by the socially necessary human labor time that went into growing it or extracting it from the earth and turning it into usable raw material), and finally the total living labor time involved directly in its production.  The value of an instrument of production can be regarded as consisting of congealed, or dead, labor time, which directly transfers itself over time to all the products made with its aid, until it wears out completely.

Now, not only do the capitalists own the means of production in their factories but also the commodities produced by the use of them.  They take these commodities to the market and exchange them for money that they in turn in turn exchange in small part for personal consumer goods but mainly for further means of production, including machinery, raw materials, and more living labor power, all in order to repeat the process and make more money.  Their sole purpose for doing this is to make more money than they spent -- that is, profit.  And not just any amount of profit, but as much as they possibly can make.

The bourgeois economists would have us believe that the profit that the capitalists make is actually created in the market place -- that is, that the capitalists create their profit by adding on an amount to their costs of production.  But as we shall see, the capitalists do not create their profit in the market; they only realize it there in the form of money.  That is, they sell it in order to change it from a commodity to money.  As we shall see further, this profit is already congealed in the commodity as it rolls off the assembly line.

In order to show this, we are now going to show that the value of a commodity as it rolls off the assembly line is already greater than the total value of the things the capitalist had to buy that went into its production.  These things are of two types: on the one hand, machinery and raw materials, which represent congealed or dead labor time, and on the other hand, living labor power.  As we have already mentioned, the value of the dead labor time is simply transferred to the commodity, but in addition, living labor time goes into it.  And here is the crux of the matter.  The capitalists buy labor power, and get in return, labor.  In other words, the capitalists buy the workers’ ability to do labor, and get in return the workers’ labor.  But the value of labor power is quite a different thing from the value produced by labor.  The value of labor power, or of the ability of a worker to do labor, is determined by the value of those goods necessary to keep up the worker’s ability to do labor, such as food, clothing, shelter, and psychological needs.  In other words, in order to continue to be able to work day after day, workers must constantly be renovating themselves, or compensating for the wear and tear on their bodies and minds.  And since the working class must reproduce itself, the value of their labor power also includes the upkeep of their families.  So the daily value of their labor power is simply the value of their and their family’s daily needs.  But the daily value that they produce is greater than the value of what they consume, for if the industrial working class did not produce daily more value than it consumes, there would be nothing left for non-industrial workers to consume, and there would be nothing left over in the form of dead labor time – e.g., machinery.  And there would be nothing left over to satisfy social needs, such as schools and hospitals.

This value that workers produce above the value of their labor power is called surplus value.  And this would be produced in a communist economy as well as in a capitalist economy.  The essential difference between communism and capitalism, however, now stands out in high relief: under communism the surplus value is collectively owned by the working class itself, whereas under capitalism the surplus value is owned by the bourgeoisie.  Thus the essence of capitalist exploitation is that although the workers produce the surplus value, the capitalists own it.  It is this surplus value that essentially constitutes the profit accruing to the bourgeoisie.  Furthermore it is now clear that this surplus value is already congealed in the commodity as it rolls off the assembly line.  What the capitalist accomplishes in the market place is only the transformation of this surplus value, along with the other components of value, into its money equivalent, with possible deviations due to supply and demand fluctuations.

Of course, the realities of capitalism are far more complex than we have indicated, but none of the complexities invalidate the points we’ve been making.  In other words, the argument has been simplified but not oversimplified.

Obviously, the only way the capitalists can realize more and more money, which is after all their entire purpose, is for them to bring more and more surplus value to the market place.  They have but four major means of increasing their surplus value: 1) by lengthening the working day, 2) by employing more workers, i.e., by expanding their scale of operations, 3) by increasing the intensity of labor through speedup of the assembly line, and 4) by increasing worker productivity through the continual introduction of newer, larger, and more complex machinery, thereby combining and simplifying the details of work.  We shall show later that the last three means significantly affect the competitive position of each capitalist with respect to other capitalists.

Now the bourgeoisie tries to justify profit by claiming that it is simply wages for their contribution to the production process, namely its organization and the supplying of the raw materials and machinery.  Let’s see about that.  General Motors averaged about $7,000 a year worth of gross profit per worker over the last 3-year contract.  The wage of an individual worker is on that order, about $7,000 a year.  There are about 500,000 auto workers at GM, which means that the annual profit was about $3.5 billion, before taxes.  It seems clear that the $3.5 billion as compared with $7,000 has nothing to do with any indispensable contribution that the bourgeoisie may have made to the production process.  It has solely to do with the fact that the corporation is not socially owned, but is privately owned.  We might add that executive salaries amounting to several hundred thousand dollars a year also have nothing to do with any contribution to the production process.

The fact that private ownership of social production is sanctioned by law and by bourgeois morality makes it seem to most of us, including the workers, that this situation is just.  But these sanctions don’t precede private ownership, either logically or historically.  On the contrary, they are derived from it.

By far the major portion of profit goes toward the purchase of instruments of production, which are absolutely unobtainable by the workers because of their tremendous cost, and become even more so as technology advances.  In other words, the class that owns the surplus value is the class that owns the means of production.  And this point is crucial, because the class that owns the means of production is the class that determines the whole development of the economic, social, and political life of the country.  In short, it is the class that rules.  The basis of class rule is ownership of the surplus value.  The instrument of class rule is the state -- that is, the local, state, and federal governments, with all their repressive armed forces, police, courts, jails, etc.

But does the bourgeoisie alone really control the state?  In order to demonstrate that it does, it suffices to point out that major national policy decisions are made by the executive branch of the government, and this branch is always made up of people such as McNamara (auto), Harriman (railroads), Dillon (banking), Rusk (Rockefeller Foundation), Dulles, Acheson, and Clifford (corporation lawyer).  All of them are either members of the bourgeoisie themselves or their loyal servants.  Only two members of the executive branch, the President and Vice President, are even subject to election.  Cabinet members, presidential advisors, diplomats, the entire military apparatus, members or regulatory agencies such as the Federal Power Commission, and in addition, members of the judicial branch of the government, are all appointed to office, not elected.  As to the two elected positions themselves, the phenomenal costs of Presidential and Vice Presidential campaigns guarantee that only candidates acceptable to the bourgeoisie are put before the people -- for their free choice.

As far as the “checks and balances” offered by Congress are concerned, it too is composed mainly of businessmen and corporation lawyers.  Of course, occasionally people are elected to Congress, especially the House of Representatives, who are not directly connected with the bourgeoisie, but a candidate who fundamentally opposes the policies of the ruling class, let alone its right to rule, has little or no chance of getting into the Congress.  The bourgeoisie has many ways of disqualifying candidates whom it does not want elected.  Witness the removal from the ballot of a candidate for the House of Representatives from Queens, N.Y., in November, 1966, who campaigned on the position of immediate withdrawal from Vietnam.  She was disqualified by the courts on the basis of imperfect legibility of signatures and addresses on her nominating petitions.  And this is but one method of many that is always available to the ruling class.  But even if some few candidates fundamentally opposed to the policies of the ruling class were to get elected, all past experience here and elsewhere indicates that the bourgeoisie, through its massive control of state offices and electoral processes, would absorb and render them ineffectual.  Sometimes, the ruling class, in fact, parades parliamentary opponents of the system before the country as examples designed to show that no class controls state power under capitalism, while all the time the government is under the tight control of the capitalists and carrying out their essential policies.  

Bourgeois rule is most coercive, if not most bloody, in the factory itself.  The GM workers each produce about $14,000 worth of corporate income each year, but receives only $7,000 of it.  It’s as if they each work half a year for no pay, though this fact is hidden by their being paid each week or two over the whole year.  But here is where the nonsense about freedom under capitalism breaks down completely: they are not free not to work six months for no pay, if they and their families are to be able to live at all.  All of these coercive features of bourgeois rule we call “the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie.”

It is clear then that the working class not only has the right to control the surplus value it produces, but that the only way to control it is by taking the entire economic structure -- the means of production and everything else -- away from the bourgeoisie; that is, by revolution.  But taking control of the economic aspect of society cannot be accomplished without destroying the political and armed power of the bourgeoisie, which are embodied in the bourgeois state, and substituting for it a working-class state with the requisite political strength and armed working-class militia to prevent counterrevolution or a return of the bourgeoisie through parliamentary means.  This assertion of working-class power we call “the dictatorship of the proletariat.”

The Necessity of Imperialism

Now we are almost in sight of the reason why capitalism necessarily develops into imperialism.  In order to see this, we have to examine not only the contradictions between the classes but also the contradictions within the bourgeois class itself.  Profit is a private matter in two ways:  1) it is private to the bourgeois class, and 2) it is private within the bourgeois class to the individual corporation.  This leads to the fact that capitalism is competitive.  But is it necessarily competitive?

Let’s return for a moment to the reason why a capitalist is a capitalist in the first place.  We mentioned above that the sole purpose capitalists have for buying means of production and hiring workers is to make more money than they spent – i.e., profit.  Or to put it another way, they want to realize not only the value of the dead labor and living labor power that they have to pay for – their production costs – but also the surplus value, because that’s what they’re in business for.  But because of the competition between capitalists in the same branch of industry, each capitalist finds that in order to continue to realize the surplus value, they have to do three things continually, all three of which, as we have already indicated, are the only major ways of producing greater amounts of surplus value, given a constant length of the working day: 1) expand their scale of production, 2) increase the intensity of labor through speedup, and 3) increase worker productivity.  The last two result in a decrease in the total labor time that goes into each unit of the commodity.

It is clear that since all capitalists must maximize their profits they will do these three things anyway, independent of competition.  But we are saying more than this, and that is that competition forces them to do these things.  Why?  The first is fairly obvious: since all its competitors are expanding, if the individual corporation fails to do so, it will be forced out of the market.  But why must they be constantly decreasing the total labor time that goes into each commodity?

If a particular corporation is the first to decrease the total labor time that goes into producing its commodities, for a while this labor time is less than the socially necessary labor time, which of course involves all the corporations in the same branch of industry.  It is, after all, an average.  But as more and more of the corporations in the same branch of industry decrease their total labor time per commodity the socially necessary (average) labor time clearly decreases also.  This means that if any corporation is left behind, the total labor time that goes into producing its commodity is now greater than the socially necessary labor time, since the latter has decreased while the former has stayed the same.  This results in the lagging corporation’s finding itself with a decreased profit because its production costs are relatively higher now than they were.  Of course, what will actually happen is that this corporation will also decrease its labor time per commodity.  It will have been forced to do so by all the other corporations in the same branch of industry.  The net result is that the value of the commodity has been lowered, since value is only a measure of the socially necessary labor time.

At first glance it seems as though the process has been detrimental to all of the corporations, and that they ought to come to an agreement that none of them will try to undercut the others.  And indeed there are situations where such agreements are made for a time.  But the competition within the international bourgeois class as a whole operates to make the agreement unstable, because a capitalist from some other country and/or in some other branch of industry can always take advantage of the agreement and enter the field with lower production costs, thereby tending to force the other corporations out of the market.  So because of the essentially competitive nature of capitalism, each corporation must try to get the jump on both its competitors and its potential competitors by expanding its scale of production and by decreasing the value of its commodity.  And this is true whether they want to or not.  It’s a matter of pure survival.

Now that we’ve seen why they must do the above three things, let’s look at how they do them.  There are several ways that a corporation can expand its scale of production.  One is to introduce new machinery.  This allows more units to be produced each day, and also lowers the value of the commodity.  A second way is by merging two or more already established corporations in the same branch of industry.  This removes the competition between the corporations involved and combines them into a larger unit.  A third way is a different type of expansion of production – namely the merging of corporations in different stages of the production of a particular commodity.  These two types of mergers are referred to, respectively, as horizontal and vertical combinations.  Both types of combinations lower the overall costs of production through increased efficiency.  Furthermore horizontal combination allows the capture of a larger share of the market for a particular commodity, while vertical combination, by giving a single managership control over a larger mass of surplus value, facilitates the other two types of expansion.  

The way for a corporation to lower the labor time that goes into producing its commodity is for it to increase the number of units that each worker produces in an 8-hour day.  This can be done in two ways other than by increasing the efficiency of production by the methods of expansion mentioned above.  Those ways, as we have already indicated, are to increase the intensity of labor through speedup, or to increase the productivity of labor through the introduction of more sophisticated machinery.  The first method, speedup, is going on all the time, and it results in the steady deterioration of the minds and bodies of the workers and an increased rate of industrial accidents.  But even the majority, who manage to avoid accidents, live in constant fear of them, and they are worked so hard that their life outside the plant is devoted mainly to eating and sleeping.  This leaves no time to spend with their families -- nor any time to think about the nature of capitalist exploitation.  From the capitalists’ point of view, however, there is a limit to the speedup they can force on the workers because after a while they are so tired that mistakes on the assembly line and decline of quality in the product bring the capitalists diminishing returns.  Therefore while they push the workers constantly to their limits, they must find still another way to decrease the labor time per unit commodity.

That way is to increase productivity by introducing new machinery.  This usually results in at least temporary layoffs and dislocations that leave the workers for a time with no income at all, and ultimately leads to a relative surplus population, or, as Marx called it, a reserve army of labor.  The capitalists happily discover that this reserve army, under the conditions of a divided working class, allows them to exert greater downward pressure on wages.  But the capitalists unhappily discover another effect of increasing productivity, which is that their profit rate is falling, and that a falling rate of profit makes it increasingly difficult for them to introduce the further new machinery necessary to keep themselves alive.

Now why is there a tendency for the profit rate to fall?  Profit rate is essentially just the ratio of surplus value to total capital invested, which in turn goes partly toward dead labor and partly toward living labor power.  The value of dead labor -- machinery and raw materials -- is merely transferred to the commodity, while the value of living labor power expands itself into living labor time, as we’ve indicated above.  The new value that goes into a commodity in the plant is only the total hours of living labor time that go into its production, but the value of the dead labor consumed in its production is also transferred to the commodity.

Profit, or surplus value, must necessarily be less than the new value because out of this new value must come wages.  But even the new value in a commodity finds itself becoming smaller and smaller relative to the value of dead labor in the commodity because of the increasing sophistication of machinery, which transfers relatively more and more value to commodities.  Therefore the profit itself becomes still smaller relative to the value of the dead labor, and still smaller yet relative to the total capital.  And this is the falling profit rate.

An indication of this tendency, though not an exact measure of it, is given by the U.S. Book of Facts, Statistics, and Information, 1967: U.S. gross profits in 1950 amounted to $43 billion on a capital invested in existing machines and buildings amounting to $100 billion.  In 1965 gross profits were $75 billion on capital assets of $342 billion.  Thus while the mass of profits almost doubled over those 15 years, the mass of capital necessary to make those profits more than tripled.

There are basically only a few ways that capital can counteract this falling profit rate, and all of them go on simultaneously all the time.  One way is to force wages down, but even if wages were zero, the profit rate would still fall, as we’ve just shown.  Thus this method has its limits.  A second way is through branching out into new industries that require relatively smaller proportions of capital going toward dead labor, such as the extractive industries -- for example, mining or agriculture.  Of course, vertical combination is one such case of this, though this branching out need not be in the form of mergers with already existing corporations, nor need it be into industries in different stages of production of the same commodity.  This method too has its limits, since the introduction of more and more expensive machinery also goes on in industries such as mining, causing the profit rate to decline there as well.  A third way is through the manipulation of market prices made possible by monopolies or cartels.  But while these situations make it possible for some corporations to set their prices higher than they otherwise could, there is a limit to how high they can set them and still expect their commodities to be bought.  Nor does market manipulation affect in any way the declining ratio of surplus value to total capital.  It only allows greater or lesser departure of the prices of commodities from their values.

Because all of these methods of counteracting the falling rate of profit have their limits, the fourth method is absolutely essential.  That method is to open up industries in places where the value of labor power is lower, such as in the U.S. South or in Europe.  But it is in the underdeveloped countries that the value of labor power is the least.  The standard of living there is the lowest in the world as a result of centuries of oppressions, first by European, then by Japanese, and now by American imperialism.  The super-exploitation of foreign workers is the essence of imperialism.  Thus we see that imperialism is a necessary development of capitalism.

Let’s review the basic steps in the argument.  Because the object of capitalists is to make profit, and because capitalism is inherently competitive, first locally and then internationally, all capitalists find they must constantly decrease the value of their commodities, lest their competitors do so and thereby cut into their profits.  On the other hand, as they all decrease the value of their commodities, the machinery they introduce to accomplish this becomes relatively more and more expensive, and this results in a relatively higher proportion of transferred value and a lower proportion of new value.  This further spells a decreasing profit rate, which makes it increasingly difficult to keep up the introduction of newer machinery.  The resulting pressures on the workers due to speedup and wage depression have their limits, as do the various methods of expansion and of market manipulation.  Hence capital has to seek outlets with a higher profit rate.  These outlets are in areas with low labor costs, namely abroad.

The Nature of Imperialism Abroad 
If Europe is a playground, the underdeveloped world is a paradise for the capitalist looking for cheap labor.  Just to give some idea, in Thailand there is no minimum wage law.  A factory worker in Bangkok gets between $1 and $4 a day.  The legal work week is 48 hours in industry and 64 hours in commerce.  Twelve-year-old children work up to 36 hours a week.  Labor unions are illegal.1 (All footnotes are at the end.)

A young girl in Taiwan working on a transistor line makes about 35 cents a day.  In Saigon there is a maximum wage law of $1.40 a day, and a construction consortium there is engaged in a project employing 50,000 Vietnamese at 60-hour weeks.2  Capital seeks low labor costs such as these like water seeks the lowland, with all its thundering force.

Let’s look for a moment at some overall figures concerning U.S. investment abroad.  Direct foreign investments after World War II went from about $7 billion in 1946 to about $44 billion in 1964.  The corresponding volume of profits from foreign investments nearly quadrupled from 1950 to 1965, while that from domestic investments didn’t come close to doubling for the same period.3    
What about the total number of workers involved in this exploitation abroad as compared to at home?  In 1968 there were over 6 million abroad, mostly in manufacturing, but also in mining, construction, and transportation.4   At home, there were 26 million workers in the same industries.5  In other words, there are a sizable number of workers employed by U.S. capital abroad.  Even more striking is the rate at which this number is growing: in only nine years, since 1957, it nearly doubled,6 while the number of domestic workers rose only 4% in the same period.7  But for those who think the latter class is disappearing we emphasize that their number is rising, if only slightly. 

Just to illustrate the extent to which profitability resides abroad: in 1961, of its total profits, Anaconda Copper made 70% abroad, on only 40% of its assets.  Colgate made 78% abroad, on only 37% of its assets.  But most startling of all is Chrysler, which made 81% of its profits abroad, on only 9% of its assets.  And since we’ve stressed higher profit rate as the cause of imperialism, Chrysler’s profit rate was 14.5% abroad and only 0.3% at home, almost 50 times greater abroad.8
What about foreign raw materials?  A Presidential Commission back in 1958 reported the following percentages of materials imported from abroad for domestic use: 43% of the tungsten, 78% of the tin, 85% of the aluminum, 86% of the nickel, 94% of the manganese, 98% of the cobalt, and 100% of the chromite.  They further reported that in order to meet demand from now to the year 2000, the U.S. will require between 50% and 100% of the known reserves in the “free” world.9  Furthermore, this absolutely requires a coercive relationship with the producer countries, because in a free market those countries would sell to those nations from which they could buy back finished products most cheaply, and U.S. prices are very high.  Thus the U.S. has to get in first with a combination of coups, bribery of traitorous regimes, control of the capital equipment such as electric power, etc.  U.S. imperialism leaves open only the question: When will wars against national liberation occur?  That they will is certain!
We have just seen that the total amount of foreign investment is rising at a steady and tremendous pace.  Now let’s break it down into the various areas of the world, and examine the shifting pattern of investments abroad.  First let’s compare U.S. investment in Europe and Canada with that in the underdeveloped world.  Between 1950 and 1965, investment in Europe and Canada was $14.9 billion, while income transferred to the U.S. on this capital was $11.4 billion.  For the same period, investment in the underdeveloped world was only $9 billion, but income transferred to the U.S. on it was $25.6 billion.10  In fact, over the last two years the profit rate in Europe declined and in 1967 was already below that in the U.S., according to the First National City Bank.  In the underdeveloped world the following increases in investment took place between 1950 and 1965: that in Latin America went up 2 ½ times, the Far East 6 ½ times.  Nor is that mostly in Japan, which only accounted for a quarter of Far East investment in 1965.  Of course, above we cited wage figures for the Far East because wages there are the lowest in the world.  This accounts in large part for the tremendous growth of investment there, which is only just beginning.  It hasn’t even caught up with Latin America yet, where expenditures on plant and equipment in 1966 was $873 million as compared to $555 million in the Far East.  But it won’t be long before it spurts ahead at the present rate of increase.11
U.S. Imperialism and Black Workers
Everyone today is aware of the limitless brutality that U.S. imperialism is inflicting on the Vietnamese people.  The ugliness of this practice abroad is matched by the oppression of black workers at home.  Indeed where did the U.S. ruling class learn such brutality if not from its 350-year history of slave, lynch, and wage rule of black workers?

Black workers constitute a colonial nation right within the borders of the U.S. [This is a position long since recognized as faulty and abandoned by PLP, but is reproduced here for historical accuracy with regard to the evolution of PLP’s outlook -- Ed. (2012).]  They are not merely intensely exploited, like the vast majority of white workers.  They are super-exploited like the working people in the underdeveloped countries abroad.  The bourgeoisie forces the black people to serve a dual purpose: 1) as a reserve army of labor that helps the capitalists keep wages down for all workers, and 2) as a source of even greater profits than white workers, because, on the average, their wages are lower for comparable jobs.  Trapped in ghettoes, black workers provide billions more in profits both to slumlords, who charge exorbitant rents and let their buildings decay into rat holes and fire traps, and to merchants, who charge higher prices in ghettoes than in other part of the cities -- and for shoddier products.  Let’s look at some of the figures, as given by the government.
Black high school graduates have a higher unemployment rate than white high school dropouts, and the overall unemployment rate for black workers is more than double that of white workers.  Black high school graduates with full-time jobs earn 25% less than white high school dropouts, the difference being pocketed by the boss.  Sixty percent of all black families earn less than $4,000 a year, while only 28% of all white families earn less than this amount, and the average black family is larger.  The percentage of black women who must work in addition to working husbands in the same family in order to supplement an insufficient family income is more than double that of white women.

The resulting poverty, and the brutal treatment black people receive in hospitals, take their toll directly in lives.  The death rate of black mothers in childbirth is four times greater than for white, and the infant mortality rate for black babies is double that for white babies, a rate which is itself relatively high in the world.12  

But perhaps the most diabolical aspect of the oppression of black people is the fact that they are made foils for the misery of the white workers by being victims of the most virulent racism in the world.  We will return to this subject later in the article.

People’s War and Revisionism
If it’s true that capital seeks cheap labor like water seeks the lowland, it is equally true that the people of the underdeveloped countries cannot keep this flood from inundating them by putting up sandbag levees in the form of a Nkrumah or a Sukarno [Presidents of Ghana and Indonesia at the time, respectively, both nationalists who resisted colonialism to some degree – Ed.].  It takes a concrete dam, which must be the politically and ideologically unified people themselves.

The international bourgeoisie is a small class numerically, perhaps a few million.  They could not for long maintain their rule by force alone in the face of a hostile world, though force is their principal weapon.  They must rely also on ideological confusion and on their ability to set people against each other.  Nor are these divisions among the people merely separations.  They are antagonistic relationships, such as racism and national chauvinism, that end up by making the people fight one another instead of their common enemy, the imperialist bourgeoisie.  Only by intensifying these antagonistic divisions can the bourgeoisie both build an armed force and concentrate it against one section of the world’s people at a time.  Thus in order for a war of national liberation to be successful against U.S. imperialism, armed struggle alone is not sufficient.  The people must raise their level of political awareness, and also they must overcome the divisive power of the bourgeoisie by transforming themselves into an indivisible force.  These can only be achieved by political and ideological struggle.  But armed struggle, on the one hand, and political and ideological struggle, on the other, are not disconnected.  In the face of attack by imperialism, each requires the other to succeed.  This two-sided process is known as People’s War.
This is the process that is now going on in Vietnam and that carried the Chinese people to victory in 1949, a victory that was only consolidated when the Chinese workers took power and established a proletarian dictatorship.  It is only through People’s War that the Vietnamese were able to plan, coordinate, and skillfully carry out the attack on the cities in January that makes Westmoreland’s estimate -- that this attack is a last desperate attempt of the Vietnamese to prevent themselves from being squashed -- the pipe dream of the year.  It is a sign of the tremendous success that the National Liberation Front has had in helping the people to overcome the divisions among themselves that all this planning took place without a single breach of security.

But a successful People’s War, such as China’s, does not end the struggle against imperialism.  It only puts the people in a much stronger position to fight.  The experience of every revolution, from the Russian to the Chinese to the Cuban, shows that the international bourgeoisie doesn’t simply sigh and take the attitude, “Well, easy come, easy go.”  Quite the opposite -- they greatly intensify their efforts to reverse the revolution.  This doesn’t necessarily take the form of open armed intervention, as it did in Russia or Cuba, but whether there is armed intervention or not, the bourgeoisie always tries to strengthen the hand of the dissidents in the revolutionary country by various means, and to create confusion and intensify the antagonisms among the people by such means as propaganda, bribery, or appearing to side with one part of the people against another.  

These direct efforts of the bourgeoisie are difficult enough for the people to combat, but these efforts could not succeed if it were not for the reactionary side of the people themselves.  In addition to racism and national chauvinism this takes the form of other divisive tendencies such as male chauvinism, selfishness, servility, and intellectual superiority, all of them being customs and habits resulting from centuries of history of exploitative class society.  These divisive tendencies in the people are necessary conditions for the direct efforts of the bourgeoisie to succeed in the long run.

This conditioning doesn’t just fade away when the working classes take state power.  It must be deconditioned by intense organized effort on the part of the people themselves.  What took centuries to develop may take centuries to do away with completely.  As in all processes in nature this transformation of the people does not take place in a smooth continuous way, even in a revolutionary country.  There are periods of intense struggle resulting in greater unity than before.  In between, the tendency to relax and slip back into old habits results, sooner or later, in the need to renew the struggle.  Such a renewed struggle is the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China.

The relative strengthening of bourgeois over proletarian ideology in a major portion of the Chinese Communist Party, with its resulting bureaucratic and manipulative tendencies, had reached such a point that the revolution was in serious danger of seeing the emergence of a new social stratification, such as has occurred in the Soviet Union.  In part, it was just this emergence in the Soviet Union of a new managerial class with interests of its own that led the Chinese to recognize the degree to which similar developments had already taken place in China.

Insofar as it was bureaucratic and self-serving manipulation of the Chinese people that had to be overcome, this clearly could not have been done by more of the same on the part of those in the Party who recognized the process.  More fundamentally, since the compost heap of bourgeois ideology, which allowed these tendencies to grow, pervaded Chinese society, it had to be overcome by encouraging the Chinese people themselves to struggle against not only those in the Party who were, as the Chinese say, “taking the capitalist road,” but also against those elements of bourgeois ideology that had allowed things to develop as far as they did, such as fear of criticizing Party members, or servility.

Because this struggle involves all sections of Chinese society, it has appeared to the hopeful eye of the bourgeois press as though the revolution were about to crumble.  For example, The Financial Times in London on July 4, 1967, wrote, “The Maoist regime totters inexorably towards final collapse.  All that is needed to complete the historic pattern is a series of disastrous natural calamities and widespread famine.”  Then they go on to say, “the most puzzling aspect about the current situation in China is the impression that up to now the economy has been functioning fairly smoothly...”  As a matter of fact, in recent months there has been an upsurge in industrial production in China, particularly in coal-mining, steel-making, textiles, and food-processing.13
The barbaric callousness of their observations aside, the underlying fallacy of the bourgeois reasoning is that they see all struggle on the part of masses of people as mere chaos.  Only they themselves are capable of doing things in an organized fashion.  Actually, however, the Cultural Revolution is serving to isolate the reactionaries and to unify the majority of the Chinese people on a higher level of political awareness.

The development of higher and higher levels of political unity spells certain defeat for U.S. imperialism in Vietnam and in any other country in revolutionary motion unless it can be reversed.  But since this development is, of necessity, an internal struggle on the part of the revolutionary people, it can only be reversed from within.  We see in the world a force that is operating from within the revolutionary movements both at home and abroad to bring about just such a reversal.  It manifests itself in such international policies as peaceful coexistence, and such domestic policies as material incentives.  The latter, material incentives, aids the bourgeoisie by intensifying antagonistic divisions among the people through competition.  The former, peaceful coexistence, aids the bourgeoisie by creating an ideological confusion that tends to disarm the people.  Since capitalism is necessarily imperialist, as we have seen, peaceful coexistence on the part of the people can only mean abject surrender to super-exploitation.  This force that we see we call “revisionism,” and though it is an ally of imperialism it is differentiated from imperialism by appearing to be a legitimate part of the international revolutionary movement.  Since revisionism, not only abroad but also at home is a danger to the anti-imperialist movement, we feel it necessary to examine the various forms it takes, so that we may recognize and defeat it.

The main force of revisionism in the world is the government of the Soviet Union.  In Vietnam it appears to be an ally of the Vietnamese by giving material aid, but it works continually to bring about an end to the People’s War, not by helping to force the U.S. out, but by pressuring the Vietnamese to stop fighting and to sit down and negotiate the future of their country.  And this with an outside invader.  Last summer, shortly after his meeting with Johnson at Glassboro, [Soviet Premier] Kosygin stated that if the North Vietnamese wanted the U.S. to stop bombing them they would have to indicate a willingness to negotiate.  In addition, at the same time as they give material aid to the Vietnamese, their policy of peaceful coexistence with U.S. imperialism has led them to ease the pressure in Europe, thereby freeing U.S. troops to be concentrated, when necessary, in Vietnam.  And on August 16, 1967, the New York Times reported that the Soviet Union was beginning to export their surplus of titanium to the U.S.  Titanium, according to the Times, is a metal which is essential in the manufacture of jet fighter planes.  The U.S., it seems, has an insufficient supply.

A common hang-up that prevents complete clarity on the role of the Soviet government in the world revolutionary movement is a bewilderment as to why they would want to work against complete victory for the Vietnamese people.  The Soviet government works against Vietnamese liberation not just for the sake of keeping them in a state of imperialist oppression, but because their main domestic policy is one that requires them to pursue such a foreign policy, whether they like it or not.  This domestic policy has become the building of the Soviet economy first and foremost.  As a result of this domestic focus their main purpose in foreign policy has become peace with the U.S.  This is necessary both because a war would destroy much of what has been built in the Soviet Union and also because in a centrally planned economy the upkeep of a military apparatus, far from being the needed stimulus it represents in a capitalist economy, is a diversion of resources form productive use.  Under these conditions, trade with the U.S. is desirable for two reasons.  It helps establish peaceful relations and, secondarily, it is beneficial economically.  Therefore the Soviet Union trades with the U.S. even to the extent of selling the government titanium and other strategic materials, such as the magnesium used in incendiary bombs.14

Once peace with imperialism has become the main aim of foreign policy, then any localized war that threatens to blow up and involve the Soviet Union must be stopped as quickly as possible.  So while the Soviet Government exhorts the U.S. to stop bombing, they simultaneously put pressure on the Vietnamese to lay down their arms.  And the U.S. takes advantage of this fear of war and in turn pressures the Soviet government into further tightening the screws on the Vietnamese.

The Soviet Union’s rationalization for this whole policy has become the notion that they can best aid the world revolutionary movement by domestic example -- that is, by rapidly building up their own economy, as though the main problem of peoples oppressed by imperialism was deciding how they could best increase their steel production.  In other words, the Soviets want to give the impression that rather than hindering the world revolution they are helping it.  However, we can see that peaceful coexistence with imperialism gives the bourgeoisie the upper hand and is therefore, in fact, counterrevolutionary.  Whenever building the national economy is placed before the liberation of all peoples oppressed by imperialism, the requirement of peaceful coexistence with imperialism leads to opposition to wars of national liberation.

The only reason the Soviet pressure on the Vietnamese even stands a chance of succeeding is that in accepting Soviet aid the Vietnamese not only incur an indebtedness but also feel more and more insecure about having the aid withdrawn.  That is, the longer they rely on it, the more indispensable it appears to be.  And in fact, the more they rely on it, the less they rely on the people.  This relaxation of efforts to raise the level of political awareness promotes the bourgeois illusion that weapons are ultimately more important than people, which does indeed tend to make Soviet aid seem more and more indispensable.  But by their resourcefulness in such things as manufacturing their own gun and ammunition in the jungle, and by their courage in such things as bringing down U.S. jet planes with rifles, the Vietnamese are proving that the politically unified people are more important than weapons, Soviet or otherwise.  Self-reliance is the key to victory of People’s War, as the Chinese have always stressed, and reliance on foreign aid is itself, therefore, a form of revisionism.
In Latin America revisionism takes still a different form.  Its essence strands out most clearly when compared with the experience of the Vietnamese.  From the beginning, the National Liberation Front (NLF) of South Vietnam was the political organization that both directed the armed struggle and engaged itself in building the necessary base among the people.  It organized the people to raise their level of political awareness, to overcome their antagonistic divisions, and to fight U.S. imperialism themselves.  Regis Debray, in his book Revolution in the Revolution?, on the other hand, advocates the formation of guerrilla armies that, by the bravery and success of their actions against the enemy, engage the aid and support of the people, but that don’t organize the people themselves to fight.  We recognize that the magnificent skill and courage of the Latin American guerrillas have won the admiration and support of everyone on the Left today, including ourselves.  But Debray bases his contention that the guerrillas can seize state power in Latin American countries on the exceptional circumstances of the Cuban revolution.  The guerrilla war there didn’t involve the masses of Cuban people and didn’t have an anti-imperialist program.  As a result, the U.S. ruling class hesitated.  They preferred the mass murderer Batista, but they decided to court world opinion by not intervening, on what appeared to them to be a good chance that they would be able to co-opt the Castro forces.

This experience cannot be repeated, because the U.S. ruling class has learned that the logical development of any revolution leads it necessarily to an anti-imperialist program.  The speed with which the marines moved into the Dominican Republic indicates that they have learned their lesson well.  By burying this reality Debray is tending to lead Latin American revolutionaries at best down the road to what the U.S. ruling class had gambled on in the first place, namely co-optation through revisionist ideology, and at worst down the road to annihilation.  Only the development of People’s War can defeat U.S. imperialism in Latin America, as anywhere.  And this requires the political leadership of Marxist-Leninist parties, able to analyze the class forces in their own countries and to distill the general historical experiences of People’s War all over the world in order to apply them to the concrete conditions at home.

Building an Anti-Imperialist Movement
The Cultural Revolution in China and the People’s War in Vietnam are the sharpest forms in the world today of the struggle of the people to raise the level of their political and ideological unity.  These two processes have incalculable effects on each other, as well as on revolutionary movements all over the world, because they demonstrate the necessity and, far more importantly, the possibility of the people’s transforming themselves into an invincible weapon against U.S. imperialism.  These two processes combined with the shift of U.S. investment to the Far East that we outlined before, foretell a titanic struggle in that part of the world.  For though there may be sections of the U.S. ruling class that have no direct economic interests in Asia at present, there is no section that doesn’t view victory in Vietnam as vital to their interest for reasons of global strategy.

As we indicated a moment ago, a defeat for the U.S. bourgeoisie in Vietnam would demonstrate to the peoples of the world that there is no reason why they too cannot be free of U.S. imperialism.  And it would also demonstrate beyond the shadow of a doubt the way to achieve that liberation – People’s War.  There is little doubt that, recognizing this reality, the ruling class, is making plans for a war with China, whose defeat, it is hoped, would set back revolutionary movements for sometime to come.  But if they can’t win in Vietnam, they certainly can’t win in China.

There is disagreement among them as to how to attain victory in Vietnam: on the battlefield, the view of the “hawks,” or at the conference table, the view of the “doves.”  But there is absolutely no member or representative of the bourgeoisie that wants to see the U.S. pull out of Vietnam altogether.  This split between the “hawks” and the “doves” is only over the question of which will be more effective in achieving victory in the long run: the armed forces of the U.S. itself, or the forces of revisionism, both in Vietnam and internationally.  That is why the only demand of the anti-war movement that cannot be co-opted by any part of the ruling class is IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL, which is more than just a demand to end the war.  It is a demand for the end of all imperialist presence in Vietnam.

Doesn’t the support of Spock also support imperialism?  Neither McCarthy nor Robert Kennedy is for immediate withdrawal, but even if they were in this case, they are firmly committed to capitalism, the system that inevitably generates the most brutal wars in history.  McCarthy’s purpose in campaigning for the nomination openly stated in Boston, is to capture for the Democratic Party the forces moving toward and now in the peace movement, or as he puts it, to “restore the belief in the processes of American politics.”  The social-democratic forces running his campaign seemed more gleeful over the fact that they have successfully deflected thousands of students from radical directions than with the size of his popular vote in the New Hampshire primary, as witnessed by a full-page ad in the Sunday Times (March 24) whose headline read, “Our children have come home.”  The priority of McCarthy’s commitment to capitalism is evidenced by his pledge, made even before he opened his campaign, to support Johnson if he himself fails, as he undoubtedly will, to get the nomination.  His loyalty is to the Democratic Party, not to peace, and certainly not to immediate withdrawal from Vietnam.

The same is also true of Kennedy.  His cynicism and open opportunism in announcing his bid for the nomination led to an initial wave of disgust among McCarthy forces, but now he is growing more attractive because he has a chance, as McCarthy has never had, of taking all the marbles.  McCarthy has already announced that he will support Kennedy at the Democratic convention if he is unable to get the nomination.  But who is Kennedy, if not a ruthless supporter of capitalism, a man with a notorious anti-labor record and, as indicated above, an out and out opportunist of equal political wile and untrustworthiness to Johnson.

The more difficult thing to see through, and equally threatening to the growing peace movement, is the current emergence of Spock as a central, if not leading, figure of those opposed to the American aggression against Vietnam.  Spock, like McCarthy, is against immediate withdrawal.  On July 16, 1967, he observed, “I haven’t said anything about immediate withdrawal of American troops.  I want a supervised armistice” (New York Times).  If he has changed his position since then, he has not stated so publicly.  But even if he has, his political program is too narrowly conceived and misleading.  In his commitment to capitalism, in his view that the war is the work of madman Johnson and not an inevitable outgrowth of the system, he consciously or unconsciously underestimates the kind of political program required.  He does not recognize those forces that have to be organized, such as white and black workers, to oust the real culprit, the U.S. ruling class, if this war and others worse than it are to be ended.

The indictment against Spock and his colleagues is intended in the first place, of course, to intimidate the peace movement.  As such the first inclination is to defend him, a feeling that grows essentially out of comradely solidarity.  But there is a grave danger in a defense movement that is legalistic in outlook and restricted to Spock and those indicted with him, or to simple draft resistance.  The only defense of the anti-war movement that will succeed is to avoid being distracted by the manipulations of the ruling class -- in other words to defend everyone in the anti-war movement by organizing it into a mass anti-imperialist force, designed in program and action not to waste its energies on futile independent campaigns, basically reliant on the bourgeois state, but to take political power into its own hands, reshape the state, and make all means of production the property of the people.

We must see clearly that by allowing McCarthy and Kennedy to emerge as anti-war candidates in the Democratic Party and by making a martyr out of Spock, the ruling class is hoping to divert the building of a real anti-imperialist movement, either by frightening us or by getting us to misdirect our efforts into the safe channels of imagined opposition.

The chief form that revisionism takes in the U.S. is a reliance on the ruling class to solve the people’s problems at home.  The revisionist Communist Party (CPUSA) has supported one liberal candidate after another in an endless parade.  In recent years it was JFK, then LBJ, now McCarthy and Spock, and next RFK.  The other side of this is a reliance on People’s War abroad to end U.S. imperialist ventures, which would allow the American people to force the ruling class to turn their attention to solving the problems at home.

Aside from the revisionists, there is a tendency in the New Left also to rely on People’s War abroad as the main force to end U.S. imperialism once and for all.  But successful wars of national liberation even in all the countries of the underdeveloped world would not, by themselves, put an end to U.S. capitalism.  That can only be done by the American people led by that section of the population that we have seen to be in irreconcilable contradiction with the bourgeoisie, namely the U.S. working class, which includes white workers and especially the Black Liberation Movement.  However, People’s Wars abroad and the development of a revolutionary movement among the working class at home are intimately connected, for as the underdeveloped countries build one concrete dam after another the pressure of the tide of exploitation on the U.S. working class, both black and white, increases tremendously.  As investments are cut off abroad, the intensity of exploitation at home will grow.  It is already growing with the war in Vietnam, through increased taxes, inflation, speedup, the draft, increasing governmental strikebreaking, and overt police repression.

In order to carry out this increased exploitation at home the bourgeoisie will have to try to intensify the antagonisms among the workers more than ever.  The major antagonism they foster is racism, which they have relied on for hundreds of years.  But they also rely on contradictions between skilled workers and unskilled, between men and women, and between industrial workers and service and professional workers.  Racism, as we mentioned above, brings the bourgeoisie an added bonus in the form of billions of dollars in profits a year, because black people receive lower wages.  As a result, black liberation is a special question going beyond the liberation of the white working class.  But our analysis shows clearly that the working class as a whole, because of their relationship to the means of production, is in objective contradiction with U.S. imperialism.  This contradiction, irreconcilable and bound to grow more antagonist as the crisis of imperialism sharpens, is the basis for the building of an anti-imperialist movement among the workers.  The anti-war referendum campaigns last summer in San Francisco, New York, and Cambridge prove the truth of this estimate.  In each case the industrial working class and the more exploited service workers demanded, by large majorities, that the U.S. withdraw completely from Vietnam.  Their  class experience made it easier to persuade them to our position.

The effects on students and college teachers are also gaining in intensity as the universities become caught more sharply in the contradiction between the potential of knowledge to serve humanity and the actual use of knowledge for war research and death.  There is no shortcut by which universities can overcome this contradiction, because the ruling class needs the universities to serve its own research and propaganda ends, and furthermore has the means to see to it that they do.  The universities are no more above classes than is the state, and hence they cannot be turned into democratic communities for the students and teachers.  The only alternative to serving the bourgeoisie is serving the working class.

What does this mean?  One of the main features of the sharp class divisions in advanced capitalist society is the virtually complete separation of manual and mental work, which means their performance by two different sections of the population.  This separation is of great advantage to the bourgeoisie.  They maintain it in part by seeing to it that the educational system gives manual workers, as well as all other people, no inkling of the history of the struggles for a decent life of both black and white workers against the bourgeoisie, nor of the legalized beatings, and murders of workers and their leaders by the bourgeois state in the course of these struggles.  The other side of this is that intellectuals are so segregated from the class of manual laborers that though their intellectual activity may be dazzling in technique it is certain to be as irrelevant to the lives and problems of both black and white workers as the canals on Mars.

So serving the working class means, for revolutionary students and intellectuals, either 1) becoming a worker, and participating directly in struggles on the job that permit the introduction of the historical perspective and ideology the workers need in order to realize that only socialism will allow them to solve their problems, or 2) as a teacher, participating with fellow teachers in struggles over their salaries and working conditions in order to introduce to them the need to ally themselves with the working class if they want to resolve the contradictions in the universities and the public schools.  Without this perspective, students and intellectuals are consigned to futile rebellions and eventual co-optation and defeat.  

The possibilities of building an anti-imperialist movement among the vast majority of the American people are fast increasing.  But this movement can’t be built unless it is based on a strategy that grows out of an accurate analysis of U.S. imperialism.  And this strategy must be based on the building of political and ideological unity among the workers around a program for their seizure of state power and, to that end, the building of alliances between the workers and all other segments of the society who are oppressed by U.S. capitalism.
_________________________________
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