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During the Great Proletarian Revolution Cultural Revolution (GPCR), Alexei Kosygin, then the premier 
of the Soviet Union, stopped off in Beijing on his way home from a world tour. His visit was a final 
attempt to patch over Soviet bosses’ differences with the Chinese. Throughout the 1960s, the Chinese 
and Soviet Communist Parties were at each other’s throats in an ideological battle over the course of the 
international communist movement. 
At the time, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) represented the left of this struggle and the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) was the right. The Cultural Revolution was an attempt by 
Mao Zedong and his allies to keep the Chinese CP on a revolutionary course. 
As the story goes, Kosygin asked how long Mao intended to keep the Cultural Revolution running. Mao 
answered: "Ten thousand years." Kosygin was taken aback. He said: "What? Ten thousand years?" 
Deferring to Kosygin’s surprise, Mao quipped: "Well, maybe only nine thousand years." 
 
The Progressive Labor party was organized thirty-seven years ago. Subjectively, that seems like a long 
time. However, in historical terms, it represents less than the wink of an eye. One could summarize the 
PLP’s essential history 
in a few words as a constant battle against revisionism (or right opportunism). Right opportunism has 
been the crucial long-range error of the international communist movement throughout its history. To 
the extent that we inherited Marxism-Leninism from our great predecessors, we also inherited their 
political mistakes. 
 
PLP’S HISTORY IN A NUTSHELL: A STRUGGLE AGAINST RIGHT OPPORTUNISM 
During our infancy, we correctly fought against the Soviet leadership’s abandonment of revolutionary 
communism in the 1950s and early 1960s. Soviet premier Khrushchev epitomized the emasculation of 
revolutionary Marxist-Leninist theory and practice. Among his many crimes, he betrayed the 
Dictatorship of the Proletariat. In its place, he substituted a sham he called "The Dictatorship of the 
Whole People." But Khruschchev didn’t materialize out of thin air. The seed of his betrayals was 
already present in errors made by the great founders of Marxism-Leninism.  
 
For example, they believed in the need for a state apparatus separate from the communist party. In Road 
to Revolution 4 (1982), the PLP identified this idea as a major error. We said that in the past, communist 
parties in power had established sham states to create the false impression that a mix of class forces 
could lead society. In fact, however, the party apparatus always led. And because workers had been won 
to an ideology different from and less than communism, their politics were limited to reformism. No 
political safeguard existed among the masses to prevent party leaders from abandoning communist 
principles. 
 
In Road to Revolution 4, we discovered that a mass party composed of members who understand and 
support communism will help guarantee that the party remains on a revolutionary course. Hence, the 



essence of the dictatorship of the proletariat is tens of millions of the most fully developed communists. 
They are the party and the state as well. In conjunction with all its members and its base, some of whom 
may not yet be members, the party leads all facets of society. No sleight of hand is required. No forces 
other than the working class and its allies will hold power. No power will be shared with capitalist 
forces of any type. 
 
Having brought the false separation of state and party to its logical conclusion—an openly capitalist 
state and party—Khrushchev went on to the wholesale disavowal of virtually every key Marxist-
Leninist principle. For example, Lenin had rightly asserted that capitalism inevitably leads to war. 
Khrushchev proclaimed that this was no longer true, that war was no longer "fatally inevitable." His 
"proof:" nuclear weapons had made war obsolete. The Soviets stopped promoting and assisting 
international communist revolution. Within the USSR, the CPSU leadership encouraged profits and 
promoted the right to amass private property. 
 
COMMUNISTS MUST DESTROY THE WAGE SYSTEM, NOT PRESERVE IT 
Key to capitalist restoration in the socialist states was the retention of the wage system. Socialism 
preserved wage slavery. But wages, the sale of labor-power, are the core of capitalism. Communists 
should never institute or preserve capitalist practices. In the old movement, communists often viewed 
themselves as better capitalists than the bosses they had overthrown. The fledgling PLP opposed 
Khrushchev’s betrayal, which the U.S. "Communist" party had echoed point for point. The formal 
restoration of capitalism to the USSR took place under the cover of a vicious, slanderous campaign 
against Joseph Stalin’s leadership and revolutionary accomplishments. The old imperialists were hard 
pressed to match Khrushchev’s anti-Stalinism, which served as a cover for the abandonment of 
Marxism-Leninism. We correctly estimated over thirty years ago that the Soviet Union had turned into 
its opposite and become a full-blown capitalist state subject to the general laws and contradictions of all 
imperialist development. 
 
During the 1960s and 1970s, the Chinese Communist party issued fairly staunch criticism of the Soviets. 
However, because of its own right-wing errors, the CCP also ultimately went the way of the Soviet 
Union. The GPCR failed to defeat "Capitalist Roaders" within the party leadership. 
A thorough assessment of the GPCR lies beyond the scope of this article. Nonetheless, a few comments 
are in order. The GPCR was not a revolution, although one of its slogans was "Bombard the 
Headquarters." However, Mao and Co. never planned to destroy the old state and party apparatus. Nor 
did they intend to seize political power and build a proletarian dictatorship from scratch. As far as it 
went, their strategy aimed to reform the CCP by packing the leadership with left-minded cadre. The 
results are obvious. 
 
Nonetheless, the GPCR advanced several important concepts. The PLP has learned from them and still 
tries to implement them. One was: "Serve the People." This seems innocuous. enough, but the CCP had 
long since stopped serving the working class, serving instead its own elite with all sorts of plums. 
Another key slogan that we should attempt to carry out vigorously is: "Make politics—i.e. communist 
politics—primary." 
 
The GPCR put forward the idea that communists, rather than experts, are crucial to society. During his 
battles with Khrushchev, Mao had already advanced the concept that the ideological superstructure was 
primary over the economic base. Khrushchev had championed the old illusion that by producing an 
abundance of goods, socialism would automatically topple into communism. Against this economic 
determinist absurdity, Mao argued that if goods alone could bring about communism, then the United 
States was already communist, because it had more goods than any country in the world. 



Left forces in the GPCR set up a commune in Shanghai. It partially replicated the revolutionary Paris 
Commune of 1871. During this experience and others like it, the GPCR made significant efforts to 
replace capitalist socialist relations with communist ones. For example, it somewhat intensified attempts 
to organize production and distribution on the basis of need rather than market requirements. 
We in the PLP learned the fundamentals from the previous communist movement. Of course, this 
knowledge included the bad along with the good. As we put into practice ideas we thought good, we 
learned much from our own activity. In this sense, practice remains primary. We drew valuable lessons 
from the historical practice of others and from our own on-going experience. 
 
THE ROAD FROM SOCIALISM TO CAPITALISM 
In the 1980s, we finally figured out that despite heroic efforts by millions of workers and others, the old 
movement had destroyed itself from within because it had failed to make communist politics primary. 
From its earliest days, the movement’s leaders—Marx, Engels, then later Lenin, Stalin, and Mao—
estimated that the masses could not be won directly to communism. Marx and Engels decided that an 
halfway house—socialism—was necessary to make the transition between capitalism and communism. 
However, as events later proved, socialism really paved the road back to capitalism. In every country 
where it developed, the socialist stage retained many capitalist ideas and relations. Wage slaves 
remained wage slaves, because workers received salaries relative to their skills. Although the early 
socialist revolutionaries carried out many profound reforms, class need never became socialism’s 
primary aspect. 
 
The reformist die had been cast. The Russian Revolution was organized around reform slogans rather 
than communist goals. Its key early slogans were "Bread, Land, and Peace." They may sound 
reasonable, but they didn’t work. Wage gaps between "skilled" and "unskilled" workers inevitably 
widened. Experts and managers with "red" pedigrees became the new ruling class. The profit motive 
returned with a vengeance. A few of the old Czarist forces came back, but not massively. The real 
disaster was the persistence and eventual triumph of capitalist ideas, culture, and habits. 
 
Who’s to say that the masses can’t adopt revolutionary ideas and goals? Are workers so backward that 
only a few wise men can comprehend advanced communist concepts? We estimate that a direct leap 
from capitalism to communism is possible. We believe that the many can eventually grasp and apply 
communist principles. We are after a mass communist cadre rather than a tiny elite of experts. 
"Unrealistic!" you say. Maybe so. But we know that socialism doesn’t work. We know that capitalism in 
any form is a horror show which wreaks havoc on all the world’s workers. 
 
So in the early days, we applied many of the old international communist movement’s mistaken ideas. 
We advocated socialism. We were wrong! We learned and are still learning the hard way that we are 
communist revolutionaries, not reformers. As the old movement’s children, who deeply respected our 
forebears, we mainly promoted reforms while advocating communist ideas on the side. Although we 
knew by 1982 that socialism had been a mistake, we didn’t elevate our own practice to the level of this 
understanding. Our party advocated communism in general while implementing reformist politics, like 
the shorter work week. We came up with all sorts of rationales to justify the theory that these reformist 
battles would lead to communism. Slowly, too slowly, we learned that the contradiction between our 
line and our practice was undermining the revolutionary process. Therefore, with great difficulty and 
frequent stumbling, we have tried to upgrade our practice to make revolutionary politics primary. 
 
The uphill journey between Road to Revolution I and 4.5 represents our party’s attempt to rid itself of 
reformist politics and practice. We still have a long way to go. Although our history encompasses only 



37 years, we’ve learned that there was something to Mao’s prediction of ten thousand. Let’s hope we 
can do better than that. Nonetheless, the fight against revisionism remains a very long term proposition. 
 
HOW DO WE FIGHT FOR COMMUNISM INSIDE THE REFORM MOVEMENT? 
Because of past errors and poor leadership, many of our members do not yet grasp how to make politics 
primary. The entire party from top to bottom has to work on this. All of us jerk our knees to jump on 
reforms, especially economic ones. Most of us fear that we will isolate ourselves if we don’t advance or 
support reforms, particularly wage increases, strikes, etc. We also worry that if we criticize reforms, we 
will inadvertently side with the bosses. 
 
So even in a period when we are trying to root out reformism from our practice, it continues to crop up.  
Recent Challenge articles, letters to the editor, and Bulletin articles contain a number of incorrect or, at 
best, confused ideas. A January 1997 editorial about a large auto strike in South Korea says that the 
success of the strike—winning higher wages—is important to the working class of the whole world. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. A strike can serve workers only if communist ideas are put forth 
within it and if workers are won to them. Of course, this won’t happen in a vacuum. Communist ideas 
spread in the heat of battle. It’s important to sharpen strikes, by fighting scabs. Such struggle can lead to 
party-building, which is what winning is all about.. 
 
Our role in reform struggles is first and foremost to show that building and joining the party is crucial to 
all workers. In any economic struggle, we can raise the need to abolish wage slavery. For instance, we 
can raise in a mass way the question: "Is it their factory or ours?" In our factory, there can be no wages. 
We will gear production toward need, the working class’s need, as well as our own. We won’t produce 
for profit. The cornerstone of everything we do should be the struggle to win workers to understand the 
need for a mass communist party. 
 
Shortly after the editorial about the South Korean strikes, Challenge ran an article about the Metro 
public transit system in Washington, D.C. The article called on the union to become more militant and to 
spread its organizing. But the PLP correctly views unions as the bosses’ tool. They will never act in the 
workers’ class interests. Even if they increase their militancy and force some minor concessions, the 
result can only reinforce their reformist grip on workers. 
 
A more correct outlook emerged in a subsequent letter criticizing the approach of the D.C. article. The 
recent discussion piece "Making Politics Primary" put forth a number of constructive suggestions about 
raising the party’s advanced ideas within the struggle. In this case, there was the dual issue of the D.C. 
big bosses’ racism against the drivers and working class public the union leaders’ and petty bosses’ 
nationalism.  
 
If you are active in the class struggle and you up the ante by fighting the boss and by advancing 
communist ideas, will you become isolated? Maybe. But even if bad ideas gain you some acceptance, 
they don’t help. We are not in a popularity contest! Even if putting forth a communist line temporarily 
isolates you, the isolation will sooner or later reverse itself as workers come to recognize the correctness 
of the ideas you advocate. Building a collective mass base for communism can overcome any isolation.  
Let’s take a chance. Enter the reform movement. Raise communist ideas. Sharpen the struggle against  
the bosses. Let’s see what happens. We bet you will not be isolated! 

 
OUR OPPORTUNISM HAS PREVENTED US FROM SEIZING OPPORTUNITIES 



The current period cries out for revolutionary solutions and action. With the U.S. in the vanguard, 
worldwide imperialism is in decline. The bosses can’t make significant reforms. They are at one 
another’s throats in a fight to the death. No maneuvering by us can alter this inexorable truth. 
Imperialism is dying. But it will not disappear by itself. We have to kill and bury it.  
However, we should clearly understand the character of the times. World capitalism is a moribund 
system. Its decline is now! What reform can reverse this decline? This is something new. 
Therefore, for every situation, there are revolutionary answers. On the issue of immigration, we should 
boldly advance our internationalist line. We have always said: "Working people have no nation;" 
"Smash all borders;" "Frontiers are a capitalist device." If you want to eliminate borders, you must 
eliminate capitalism. We have always identified fascism as the inevitable consequence of capitalism. If 
you want to destroy fascism, you must destroy capitalism. It’s the same with war. Profit wars will rage 
as long as capitalism stands. We correctly maintain that racism is the tool of capital and can be 
destroyed only once capitalism has been smashed. 
 
Is our line on immigration, fascism, war, and racism isolating us or winning broader acceptance for our 
party? These are not separate issues. They are all part and product of the profit system. Fighting to 
eliminate them is therefore part of the global revolutionary communist process. 
 
But we still basically shy away from revolutionary politics when we take on economic issues. Yet it’s 
becoming clearer that capitalism doesn’t work. So revolutionary politics are more and more the order of 
the day. 
 
We have been weak as well in politicizing non-economic issues. Our shortcomings give some credence 
to illusions about the omnipotence of the ruling class. Over the last couple of years, we were especially 
feeble in responding to the O.J. Simpson trial. We failed to recognize it as a golden opportunity to 
expose police terror as an instrument the bosses use to hold power. Some said that Simpson was a rich 
parasite, so "why bother?" Others said that he mistreated women and killed his wife. All this may be 
true. But out of this trial, the nationalist Farrakhan built one of the largest demonstrations ever held in 
the U.S.—around his own rotten line. 
 
Except for some minor action in Los Angeles, we offered little opposition when the ruling class 
rehabilitated the police and their credibility during the second O.J. trial. Our passivity and opportunism 
reinforced the incorrect idea that the bosses can get away with anything they want. Where were we? 
Before O.J., the Rodney King beating had generated a mass rebellion in L.A. The King affair drew 
international attention. Even the parachutist George Bush had to deplore police brutality toward King. 
We could have seized the Simpson and King affairs as golden opportunities to fight racism and to raise 
our line that the fight against it is a class question that concerns all workers, just as smashing capitalism 
is in the interest of all workers. 
 
A similar case could be made about our lethargy on the question of "downsizing." The open fascist Pat 
Buchanan was able to use layoffs demagogically to broaden his appeal to the working class. Where was 
the PLP’s march on Washington to oppose downsizing? We could have linked the issue to the system of 
wage slavery and can still do so.  
 
Recently, we have learned a little from these mistakes and have correctly started to move on welfare 
"reform," slave labor, and prison labor. These issues should be prominent in our May Day marches and 
our subsequent organizing activity. 
 



In this period, worldwide imperialism is revealing its total bankruptcy. It is totally incapable of meeting 
the needs of the vast majority. Only communist ideas have real merit or validity. "Make communist 
politics primary" is not just another slogan. It is the only alternative to an imperialist system that has 
brought the world to instability and the brink of chaos. 
 
WORLD WAR WON’T DEVELOP OVERNIGHT—BUT IT WILL SURELY DEVELOP 
We live in an age of war and fascism. If you study events between World War II and the present, you 
will see an unending series of large and small wars. We won’t list them, but the UN counts several 
dozen raging throughout the world as you read these lines. Some of you lived through the Vietnam War, 
which wasn’t exactly insignificant. Perhaps some of you were around during the Korean War, which 
also involved the Chinese and a number of Soviet airmen. Most of you surely remember "Desert Storm" 
for oil, which killed hundreds of thousands of Iraqis over a few weeks in 1991. Twelve thousand Iraqis 
are still dying every month as a result of that war, as are a few U.S. soldiers. The African continent is a 
tinder box already exploding or about to explode.  
 
These conflicts often fail to make an impression on us because we and our kids aren’t the ones being 
slaughtered. "Other people" don’t seem as important as ourselves or those close to us. But those 
hundreds of thousands of Rwandan children dying because of imperialist adventures and nationalist 
complicity in them are real people. We aren’t exempt from the process: it can and will happen here. 
As we have already mentioned, smaller wars cover the globe. They often reflect contradictions among 
various imperialists. Zaire, now renamed the congo, provides a good example. In this case, the French 
and U.S. bosses are slugging it out by proxy. But these local proxy wars aren’t so small. Millions have 
dies in them and are dying. Challenge-Desafio has frequently warned that another Middle Eastern war 
looms on the near horizon. The tense situation in this explosive region reflects sharpening contradictions 
between local bosses and major imperialists—including the Russians—over control of oil and the 
immense profits it generates. "Desert Storm" intensified this process.  
 
Some people are lulled into thinking that because all-out war among the main imperialists is slow to 
develop, it will therefore never happen. True, war between the U.S. and Japan or the U.S. and Germany 
isn’t imminent. But economic and political competition between these forces is heating up. Sooner or 
later their fight to dominate markets and raw materials will reach its logical conclusion. As it does in 
every process, "quantity will turn into quality." To think otherwise is to believe that the laws of class 
society have changed and that war among imperialists is no longer inevitable. 
 
Most of today’s so-called "local" wars will sharpen and widen. The slaughter in Bosnia may well be a 
straw in the wind. Larger wars will erupt tomorrow or the day after. Don’t be deluded by appearances 
and duped into complacency! Communists and workers have everything to lose and nothing to gain by 
hoping that the profit system can be reformed to abolish world wars.  
 
WAR IS THE HANDMAID OF CAPITALISM: ORGANIZE IN THE BOSSES’ MILITARY! 
The night before Bush launched Desert Oil Storm, a PLP club had criticized the party leadership for 
predicting that the war would happen. Well, our job isn’t to warn about peace. Lenin was right to point 
out that capitalism makes war inescapable. Perhaps one can quibble about the time frame, but war—
local, regional, and global—looms on the near horizon. Is the party crying "Wolf!"? Look at history and 
decide for yourself whether circumstances have changed sufficiently to nullify Lenin’s thesis on the 
inevitability of war. 
 



But all of us, leaders as well as members, have difficulty grasping this truth. As our newspaper 
Challenge-Desafío has written, we have been weak in the recent period on the question of war. One 
reflection of this weakness is the inadequate effort we have made to organize in the bosses’ military.  
The more isolationist wing of the U.S. ruling class does not share this weakness. The now operate on 
many military bases, especially in the South, to augment their growing army of irregular militias. 
Murdering black people is one of their main activities. 
 
What holds us back from advancing our military work? Many youth in and around the party take a dim 
view of joining the military. Pacifist reluctance often lies at the core of this disdain. It’s true, as we say, 
that the military enables the rulers to hold power and help expand imperialism’s profit base at home and 
abroad. Along with this observation and a dollar and a half, you can get on a New York City subway, for 
the time being.  
 
Soldiers must be won to side with the world’s workers and to make communist revolution. You can’t get 
the job done operating only from the outside. Hatred of the military can become productive only if it 
builds the revolutionary communist party. Can we just sit by as the Christian Militias and the 
Rockefellers compete to build their power base against the working class and each other? The Russian 
Revolution won in great part because of contributions by soldiers and sailors in the Czar’s military. 
Have we got a better answer? 
 
War is coming, but in order to wage it, the bosses require certain conditions. They need more capital. 
They also need an obedient working class, as well as a passive population in general. The Korean and 
Vietnam Wars exposed the U.S. ruling class’s inability to develop a politically reliable army or a mass 
ideological base for itself on the home front.  
 
However, despite the rulers’ many limitations, their mad scramble for profits and markets will lead to a 
third World War. World War III is likely to differ significantly from the first two. U.S. bosses made 
marginal use of nuclear weapons in W.W.II to hasten Japanese surrender and to warn the Soviets that 
they’d better behave. But World War III will see the extensive use of nuclear arsenals. This is another 
aspect of today’s new situation. To get their way, the rulers will be forced to rely increasingly on 
technology rather than human beings. Desert Storm provided an example of air power, "smart bombs," 
and other gadgetry as alternatives to imperialism’s inability to win troops to fight for its gold and oil. 
Thus, organizing in the military assumes new and ever more crucial importance for communists. 
Nuclear weapons cause mass destruction. They must be confiscated from the rulers. But this can’t be 
done with a butterfly net or by issuing statements expressing horror at the bosses’ barbarity. In the final 
analysis, all the technology in the world can’t supplant the need for ground troops. As we have often 
said, you can’t pump oil or hold territory from the sky. We must be on the ground, among those troops. 
Once again, no set of reforms can fix a world headed for nuclear war. It’s our world or the bosses’. The 
world should and will belong to those who built it. 
 
Nonetheless, things are somewhat complicated, because a base for open fascism does exist in the form 
of "Christian Militias," the anti-abortion movement, and other descendants of the long-established 
"Bible Belt." However, these forces owe their allegiance primarily to bosses who, for their own selfish 
reasons, oppose the plans of Rockefeller, Inc. The main section of U.S. rulers isn’t likely to win a solid 
mass base for its upcoming war plans. Therefore, it needs its own form of fascism as well, to sharpen the 
oppression of the working class and keep it in line. And, lo and behold, the rulers also need fascism to 
discipline their own ranks, especially among the factions that don’t support wars they deem counter to 
their particular profit interests. 
 



WHY THE BOSSES NEED FASCISM AND WHY IT REVEALS THEIR WEAKNESS  
Previous communist movements usually analyzed fascism as a response by the ruling class to the growth 
of communist forces. This is undeniably true, as far as it goes. Fascism is in part a virulent, desperate 
capitalist response to a revolutionary communist threat. The first rabid attack launched by German Nazis 
targeted not the Jews but the communists. 
 
However, history exposes fascism as more than just an attack on a major revolutionary movement. 
Fascism developed before World War II in both Italy and Japan. In those countries, communist forces 
were small and had an insignificant base or no base at all. We can identify at least four roles fascism 
plays for an increasingly aggressive, oppressive capitalist class: 1) Establish self-discipline among the 
bosses; 2) Intensify internal oppression and disciplining of the working class to cut costs and increase 
profits; 3) Sharpen racism, both to raise profits and also to weaken and divide the working class; 4) 
Assault the communist forces that happen to be around, even if they are modest. The rulers understand 
that communist forces, which may be small today, can grow much larger tomorrow. As Marx and 
Engels pointed out in The Communist Manifesto, "A specter is haunting Europe." The specter of 
communism still exists. Today, it haunts the entire capitalist world. The rulers have learned the hard way 
that tiny revolutionary parties can become huge. 
 
Many Challenge-Desafío articles have described sharpening splits within the U.S. ruling class. These 
splits basically pit the old-line Rockefeller forces against "new money" rivals who have conflicting class 
needs. The struggle over oil is the eye of the storm. Rockefeller & Co. are preparing for war to maintain 
their oil dictatorship over European and Asian competitors. The "Oil Patch" gang want to save the 
billions they have invested in the domestic oil industry. Some of them, like the Koch and Hunt interests, 
have been dealing with Rockefeller’s Iraqi and Libyan enemies. The Old Money-New Money 
contradiction has many twists and turns and a long history, and oil isn’t the only point of struggle. We 
won’t go into the details here. 
 
However, the split bears mention, because it’s relevant to the development of fascism in the U.S. Recent 
political events show that the bosses’ dogfight is intensifying. The battle for control of the Republican 
party, the Newt Gingrich scandals, the hoopla over Democratic campaign funding, the struggle over 
women in the military, and the recent circus about Anthony Lake’s failed CIA nomination are just a few 
cases in point. This is a life and death fight over the direction of U.S. capitalism. It could lead to a form 
of civil war. Many people, including some party members, don’t believe this is a credible scenario. But 
civil war can come in many guises. In some respects, a small version of it has already started. The FBI 
didn’t exactly use water pistols in Waco. And the Oklahoma City bombing was planned over a long time 
by fascist militias who consider the federal government their main enemy and who are funded directly or 
indirectly by New Money. The list of prominent politicians and other capitalist leaders dying under 
"peculiar" circumstances (Vince Foster, Ron Brown, Admiral Borda) seems to be growing. The basic 
contradictions for a type of civil war already exist within the U.S. They are sharpening. We can’t 
discount the possibility. Like world war, it is a process that won’t mature overnight. 
 
Once again, we aren’t prognosticators. But consider the following as a possibility. Clinton/Rockefeller 
start their next Middle Eastern adventure, perhaps against Iraq. Even though the Iraqi army is politically 
weak, it puts up a better show than the last time. U.S. soldiers begin to return in body bags. Buchanan 
and other New Money isolationist forces increase their efforts to organize a jingoist movement around 
the slogan "bring the boys home." At the same time, the U.S. is forced into other military interventions. 
Will Rockefeller & Co. simply accept this challenge in the name of "democracy?" Not likely!  



Regardless of the details, the battle among big bosses to control the economy is going to get a lot more 
violent, and the violence won’t be purely verbal. Our party will have to expose all these forces as fascist 
killers, regardless of the form their political line assumes. 
 
Seen in this light, fascism reflects a national ruling class weakening with respect to its competitors. 
FASCISM IS NOT A SIGN OF STRENGTH. U.S. rulers are not liable to build a solid fascist base, 
especially within their military. We can turn this dilemma into big opportunities to build a mass 
communist movement against the profit system and its fascist manifestation. However, even if this 
estimate proves incorrect and U.S. capitalism succeeds in developing a more vigorous version of 
fascism, as the Hitlerites did in Germany, we can still build a mass movement, because fascism in any 
form directly contradicts the aspirations of the working class and cannot indefinitely hold workers’ 
loyalty. 
 
Building a revolutionary party is a deadly serious business. It can’t be done without a great deal of 
skullduggery. Just look at the old Russian and Chinese revolutionaries. A purely open, "legal" party 
can’t develop a mass revolutionary movement. We have been very weak on fascism as well as war. 
Right opportunism stubbornly clings to life. It is also a fatal flaw. Right opportunism and the illusions it 
builds about capitalism are a cancer that can destroy our party. This cancer has wiped out every 
communist movement before ours. If we aren’t careful, it can kill us as well. 
 
So the key question to raise in this period is: how have we fought and how are we fighting right 
opportunism? The class enemy is formidable, but they don’t beat you. You beat yourself! The primary 
contradiction in any process is internal. Remember Alexander Haig, the Rockefeller flunky who was 
White House Chief of Staff and later Secretary of State? In an article he wrote several years ago, Haig 
made the (for him) remarkable observation that the U.S. hadn’t defeated the Soviets in the Cold War. He 
explained that the Soviets had lost the Cold War because of their own internal weaknesses. Of course, 
our readers know all this, but sometimes it’s not so bad to restate the obvious. 
 
CAPITALIST CRISES: OVERPRODUCTION AND THE FALLING RATE OF PROFIT 
Capitalism has brought chaos, death, and suffering to workers everywhere. The worldwide profit system 
is unstable and becoming more so on a daily basis. Workers and others have just one choice between 
two paths. Either go down the tubes in a capitalist holocaust or fight for revolutionary communism. 
That’s the only deal available. In this titanic battle, there are no third options. As the old Woody Guthrie 
song goes: "You’re either a working man or a thug for J. H. Blair." The class struggle doesn’t allow 
neutrals. 
 
Two inter-related crises are inexorably driving the world’s bosses toward war. The first is the one Karl 
Marx defined as the "crisis of overproduction." He called the second "the tendency of the rate of profit 
to fall." A brief look at each of these phenomena may be useful. 
 
As we mentioned above, capitalism organizes production on the basis of profit rather than need. Marx 
discovered that the secret of capitalist profit is the surplus value workers produce and capitalists keep for 
themselves. However, things aren’t so simple. Workers generate profit at the point of production, but the 
profit can’t be realized unless the commodity is sold on the market. To complicate matters further, the 
capitalists are also in competition with each other. So, in order to maximize his profits, each capitalist 
must find ways to produce cheaper, better-quality goods faster than his competitors, and then to acquire 
markets for sales. This process generates a number of contradictions that the profit system can’t solve. 
They will become clearer if we look at a few cases in point. 
 



OVERPRODUCTION: CAPITALISM FLOODS THE WORLD MARKET WITH  
COMMODITIES IT CAN’T SELL 
Take the world automobile industry. In the years following World War II, U.S. automakers ruled the 
roost. The Big Three raked in billions from the domestic and overseas markets. Then came the Vietnam 
War. The U.S. auto industry and the steel and other industries that supported it retooled for military 
production. This gave competitors from Europe and Japan a chance to catch up. As everyone knows, 
they have overtaken GM, Chrysler, and Ford. But the story doesn’t end here. 
 
Advances in technology begun by the Japanese in the 1970s mean that auto companies can make cars 
faster, cheaper, and better than ever—and with fewer workers. In 1979, Ford required an average of 40 
hours’ labor to build a car. Today, Toyota’s Tahara No. 4 plant in Japan can assemble the luxury Lexus 
LS 400 with 18.4 hours of labor. The Toyota plant in Georgetown, Kentucky, can build a car with 19.5 
hours of labor. Nissan’s plant in Smyrna, Tennessee, can match the Tahara plant’s rate.  
Volkswagen is looking to make a car with 20-30 percent less labor than the Japanese system. Even the 
stumbling Big Three are in the race. Ford’s labor input fell per vehicle to 25.4 hours between 1979 and 
1993. GM and Chrysler also improved, although not as much. 
 
What do these "improvements" mean? The world’s auto bosses can produce more cars than ever, 
cheaper than ever, and, although they will always need a working class, with fewer workers than ever. 
The industry’s capacity to make automobiles is increasing by leaps and bounds. Not only are the 
existing players improving the production process; new competition is threatening to push some of them 
aside. For example, by 2000, Korea will produce more cars than Chrysler and will some day make more 
than Germany. 
 
But there’s a fly in the ointment The world’s auto companies are producing far more vehicles than the 
market can absorb. By 2000, the same year in which Korea is slated to outproduce Chrysler, worldwide 
productive capacity will exceed demand by 36 percent. As William Greider writes in his book One 
World, Ready or Not: The Manic Logic of Global Capitalism, "With expanding production in Korea, 
China, Eastern Europe, and Latin America, the world auto industry (will) be able to produce 79 million 
vehicles. But worldwide demand (will) provide buyers for only 57 million vehicles" (p. 112). 
So the automakers are producing cars faster than they can sell them, but if they stop producing, they go 
out of business. That’s just one of the insoluble problems capitalism creates. There are others. Every 
time productivity improves, workers get laid off. Between 1980 and 1994, thirty-two car and truck 
assembly plants closed down in North America, wiping out 180,000 jobs, mostly in assembly. Millions 
of other manufacturing jobs were eliminated in the wake of this trend. On average, 100 jobs in the 
automobile industry generate another 691 jobs. The general ratio in manufacturing is 100:422. In the 
service sector, it’s only 100:147. When auto and other manufacturing jobs are eliminated, the ripple 
effect is obvious. The workers whose labor power adds to the glut of goods on the markets can purchase 
fewer and fewer of them. In addition, the glut is being produced by a shrinking force of manufacturing 
workers. In the last 15 years, GE has laid off nearly 90,000 U.S. workers (215,000 worldwide). Since 
1996, GM has axed its domestic work force from 559,000 to 314,000. Boeing has eliminated 60,000 
jobs since 1989 (Greider, p.216).  
 
Unemployed workers can’t buy cars. Yet Toyota decided in 1995 to double production in its U.S. 
factories. 
 
The wave of auto plant closings that began in the U.S. next hit Europe (22 percent overcapacity) and 
then Japan (50 percent overcapacity). Each time production moves around the globe, the price is a shift 
in jobs, causing more layoffs, and widening the gap between supply and the ability to absorb it. 



Every major industry in the world has followed this pattern. According to Greider: "(Take) the example 
of steel, where global capacity exceed(s) demand by 20 percent. Or commercial aircraft, where the 
capacity (is) approximately twice the market demand. Or consumer electronics. Or textiles. Or 
computers. The facts var(y) in each marketplace...But the overwhelming condition of the global system 
(is) oversupply" (p. 117). 
 
Another problem generated by improved productivity and overproduction is lower wages. On the one 
hand, the world’s bosses constantly need to drive wages downward. However, as Henry Ford discovered 
at the beginning of the 20th century, workers must consume as well as produce. The problem of 
oversupply is compounded when the working class doesn’t earn enough to buy back what it makes. This 
is happening today with a vengeance. In the U.S., between the late 1970s and 1990, manufacturing 
productivity rose by roughly 35 percent, while manufacturing wages fell. 
 
Everything the bosses do to save their asses sharpens the contradiction. Clinton & Co.’s NAFTA scheme 
was billed as a job saver. Well, hundreds of thousands of U.S. workers have been axed as a result of the 
flight to cheaper Mexican wages, and Mexican workers to whom U.S. production has been shifted can 
buy far less than U.S. workers. Manufacturing productivity has risen in Mexico by 40 percent since 
1980, but real wages have fallen by the same rate (Greider, p. 75). As a result of NAFTA, Mexico now 
has a $15 billion trade surplus with the U.S. 
 
THE FALLING PROFIT RATE: 
CAPITAL INVESTMENT COSTS RISE FASTER THAN WAGES DECLINE 
The race to find ever-cheaper sources of labor power is a worldwide phenomenon. The capitalists must 
constantly force workers to work for less because this is the main, although not the only, way they can 
try to recoup the ever-increasing amounts of capital they have to lay out for production. This is the dirty 
little secret of the "falling rate of profit." 
 
Let’s look at the so-called computer chip "revolution" for example. The multiplying memory power of 
databit chips increased from 64 kilobits to 64 million between 1980 and 1995, roughly four times every 
three years. Technology gurus expect that the power curve will reach 256 million in 1998 and 64 billion 
in 2010. At each new stage, the cost to produce one unit falls by over 50 percent. Obviously, the cost to 
the buyer falls as well. 
 
Sounds wonderful, doesn’t it? Computers are getting faster, more powerful, and cheaper all the time. 
Maybe we should start believing the ads. Not so fast. There’s another fly in the ointment. The advances 
in chip power and the cost reductions don’t fall from the sky. They depend on capital investment.  
The 1m factory cost $300 million in 1988. The 16m factory cost $700 million in 1993. The newest 
factories will cost $2 billion, and $5 billion factories are in sight (Greider, p. 484).  
 
This contradiction reflects and affects developments in all major industry everywhere. Individual unit 
costs go down, but the cost for the means of production rises faster and consumes an increasing 
percentage of the bosses’ overall outlays. Wages are ground down with a vengeance, but neither fast 
enough nor far enough to offset the upsurge in capital investment costs. This is the falling rate of profit 
in a nutshell. 
 
The facts confirm this law. We aren’t going to get into a discussion of how profit rates are calculated. 
Every economist has a different wrinkle. However, all available information indicates a steadily 
downward trend for the last 50 years. One survey by the Bureau of Economic Analysis that concentrates 
on manufacturing corporations shows an after-tax profit rate of 14.6 percent in 1947, 9.8 percent in 



1966, and only 4.4 percent in 1992. Another, by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, shows a pre-tax rate 
of 18.25 percent in 1947, 10.5 percent in 1958, 4.5 percent in 1983, and 7.75 percent in 1992. In other 
words, over a 50 year period, the highs and lows are both lower.  
 
The general trend is clearly downward. In the very short run, the most recent profits are up, but the 
increase is due mainly to the massive layoffs and savage wage cuts of the last few years. The chickens 
will come home to roost when millions of affected workers become less and less able to consume. 
To sum up: each capitalist power improves its technology in order to produce more quickly and cheaply. 
As it does so, speeding up some workers and laying off others in the process, it expands its economic 
base. But the existing market is incapable of absorbing the full production. Thus, competition among 
capitalists intensifies. Eventually, the result is war. As Lenin pointed out eighty years ago, the world has 
been divided and redivided by the imperialists. Every area has been claimed and disputed. So the main 
contradiction at present throughout the world is the fierce fight over raw materials, sources of cheap 
labor power, and markets for increased production. 
 

WAR DRUMS BEATING OVER CONTROL OF MIDDLE EASTERN OIL, WITH U.S. 
BOSSES INCREASINGLY ISOLATED 
As many Challenge-Desafio articles have shown, and as we mentioned above, the Middle East is the 
main hot spot of the moment. Oil, the life-blood of imperialism, is the prize. Whoever controls the flow 
of oil not only amasses enormous profits but also exerts great power over all competitors. At the 
moment, the Iraqi and Iranian bosses stand at the cutting edge of the contradiction with U.S. 
imperialism. Both Iraq and Iran pose a military threat to U.S. domination of Middle Eastern oil supplies. 
Each has alliances with other imperialists.  
 
Despite their temporary impotence, the Russians still have tremendous military stockpiles left over from 
the Cold War. These include a vast arsenal of missiles and bombs. Russia and Iran concluded a multi-
billion dollar economic and military deal in December of 1996. Russia continues to supply Iran with 
arms and has major oil and gas contracts in that country. In October 1997, Russian and Iraqi bosses 
signed a multi-billion dollar oil deal. Russian and European bosses have made a mockery of Clinton & 
Co.’s sanctions against both Iran and Iraq.  
 
Saddam Hussein still harbors grandiose plans to dominate Middle Eastern oil, possibly in alliance with 
his former Iranian opponents. U.S. imperialism seems to have a knack for reconciling old enemies and 
getting them to unite against it. The Clinton "dual containment" policy has turned out a miserable flop. 
Iraq and Iran continue to covet the enormous oil reserves of Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. Obviously, these 
ambitions are a dagger pointed at the heart of U.S. rulers. 
 
But the Russians aren’t alone in backing the Iranians and Iraqis with trade and military hardware. China 
has emerged as a new powerhouse. It will need huge amounts of oil for its rapidly growing economic 
and military machine. According to Kent Calder, an Asian affairs experts with close ties to the dominant 
Rockefeller wing of the U.S. ruling class, China was still a net oil exporter as recently as 1992. By 2000, 
it will need 11 percent of total Asian oil imports, and that figure will nearly double by 2010. All of East 
Asia will depend on the Middle East for 95 percent of its oil by 2010 (Pacific Defense: Arms, Energy, 
and America’s Future in Asia, p. 57). 
 
Chinese and other Asian bosses will need more and more Middle Eastern oil for the same reasons other 
capitalists need it: it’s cheap, plentiful and easy to reach. The Chinese have been supplying the Iranians 
with long-range missiles capable of delivering nuclear warheads. 



When the Chinese bosses aren’t busy shopping to buy the United States, they build strategic Middle 
Eastern alliances. For the moment, their main goal in the region is a coalition with the Iranians against 
the U.S. The U.S.-China antagonism didn’t develop overnight. Remember: China and the U.S. fought a 
war not too long ago (1950-53) on the Korean peninsula. In historical terms, it was "only yesterday" that 
General MacArthur demanded that the U.S. drop an atomic bomb on China. 
 
The contradiction between the U.S. and China dates back well before the Korean war. The imperialists 
have always viewed China as an area for economic and political penetration. The tug of war goes on. 
The U.S. accuses China of "human rights" violations in its treatment of dissidents and use of slave labor. 
This is a transparent, hypocritical sham, because the U.S. is now using many framed-up prisoners as 
slave-laborers, to say nothing of Clinton’s racist "workfare" scheme. Perhaps U.S. displeasure with 
Chinese prison slave-labor stems from the competition it poses to U.S. businesses. Slave labor here thus 
reflects a move to counter China’s lower wages and compete with them and other low-wage rivals. As 
we have often said, racism is the U.S. ruling class’s most profitable business. But racism is a two-edged 
sword, which also creates vast potential for developing revolutionary communist fighters. As Karl Marx 
wrote about the U.S. civil war: "Racism is the Achilles’ heel of capitalism." 
 
Articles published recently in Challenge and in the February PLP Bulletin explain and document 
sharpening inter-imperialist rivalry in the Middle East and elsewhere. They show Germany, Japan, 
Russia, and all other imperialists at loggerheads with the U.S. over continuing U.S. efforts to dominate 
Middle Eastern oil supplies. Although alliances among bosses constantly shift, because all they’re really 
after is money, it seems reasonable to predict that in the long run most imperialist countries and their 
vassals will line up against U.S. imperialism. U.S. imperialism is the main road-block to the aspirations 
of all other bosses. 
 

U.S. IMPERIALISM: SUPER POWER OR "STUPOR" POWER? 
This is hardly a scenario that justifies claims about U.S. imperialism as the world’s "only remaining 
super power." Yet many people continue to believe in appearances. Yes, the U.S. military crushed a 
third-rate Iraqi army that wouldn’t fight in Desert Storm. And yes, U.S. bosses have a huge arsenal of 
nuclear warheads and other weapons of mass destruction. But in reality, U.S. imperialism is a giant on 
shaky legs. Its economy is declining faster than its rivals’. Between 1970 and 1994, the U.S. shifted 
from the world’s biggest creditor to the world’s biggest debtor nation. Since 1980, it has imported $1.5 
trillion more than it has exported. Within the next ten years, U.S. debt could reach 30 percent of the 
Gross National Product, and no end is in sight (Greider, p. 203).  
 
A fundamental struggle among imperialists is the competition for market share. U.S. rulers are losing 
out on this front as well. As liberal journalist Peter Beinart writes in the October 20, 1997 New 
Republic: "…from a long-term perspective, America’s economic decline relative to other nations is 
indisputable. In 1950, the U.S. represented 39 percent of world GNP (Gross National Product,—ed.). In 
1995, it represented 26 percent. In 1953, the United States accounted for 45 percent of the world’s 
manufacturing output. In 1990, it accounted for 22 percent" ("The False Promise of Globalization, An 
Illusion for Our Time," p. 24).  
 
The U.S. market may still be then world’s largest, for the time being, but real wages are declining, and 
the increasingly indebted U.S. working class here can absorb only so many commodities. Imperialism 
constantly needs new markets to maximize its profits. This means that export is the name of the game. 
The bigger the business, the more it has to export. But, as the West Coast bosses’ mouthpiece, Investor’s 
Business Daily, points out, "…exporting is now considered a weak spot for the U.S. economy. 
America’s foreign trade deficit surged in 1996 to $114.2 billion, its worst performance since 1988. The 
widening gap stemmed, in part, from a slowing of export growth" (February 26, 1997).  



Along with the crisis of overproduction and the falling rate of profit, this contradiction is driving U.S. 
rulers to war, trade war first, shooting war next. Clinton’s push for "Fast Track" legislation is just the 
latest salvo in U.S. imperialism’s sharpening economic rivalry with its Asian and European competitors. 
U.S. rulers are headed toward war, but with whom can they ally? In fact, U.S. imperialism has no real 
allies. Everything it does to advance or protect its own greedy interests puts it in conflict with its equally 
greedy competitors. So, far from being a "super power," it is really the sickest member of a sick 
worldwide system. U.S. imperialism is strategically weak. It can eventually be taken! 
 

"GLOBALIZATION," CHINA, AND THE NEW WORLD DISORDER 
Some say that the so-called "globalization" of the economy will bring unity among bosses and render 
war impossible. The opposite is the case. "Globalization," i.e. investment from one country to another, 
intensifies competition between the ruling classes involved. The emerging markets in China prove the 
point. In the 1970s, profit-hungry U.S. bosses figured out that China had returned to capitalism. They 
reckoned they could make a strategic alliance with China’s new ruling class against the Soviet Union, 
which was their main problem at the time. Rockefeller & Co. also looked longingly at the potential 
bonanza to be squeezed from the low wages of a billion Chinese workers. U.S. rivals drew similar 
conclusions. 
 
So a feeder’s frenzy of investment flowed from the U.S., Japan, and Europe to China. All the 
imperialists got into the act. AT&T set up a branch of Bell Laboratories in Shanghai and competed with 
Nynex, HK Telecom, Canada’s Northern Telecom, and others for the $90 billion market to wire 280 
million new Chinese telephone lines. Motorola, Intel, IBM, Fujitsu, and Toshiba fought over the 
computer market. GM, Ford, IBM, Volvo, Nissan, Toyota, Mercedes, and Volvo elbowed each other to 
overtake Volkswagen, which was already building cars in China. Boeing laid off workers making 
$50,000 a year in Seattle to exploit Chinese workers whom it now pays $700 a year. 
On the one hand, the competition among established imperialists has intensified for the China market. 
And China’s rulers know how to exploit existing contradictions among imperialists. When they didn’t 
like the noise coming from Washington in 1996 about "human rights" and trade practices, Chinese 
bosses quickly gave $1.5 billion in contracts to Boeing’s main European rival, Airbus. 
 
On the other hand, the Chinese themselves don’t intend to act like a colonized country. They have a plan 
to become a major imperialist power in their own right. They therefore let in foreign investment—but at 
a price. The price is either technology transfer or an agreement to share a part of production with the 
Chinese. This has three consequences. The technology transfer helps the Chinese develop as rivals to the 
present western and Japanese big boys. The production and marketing "offset" lowers the investor’s 
profit rate. Finally, the deal increases the balance of trade deficit between the other imperialists and 
China. For example, the U.S. trade deficit with China is $40 billion and growing. 
 
Obviously, "globalization" compounds the crisis of overproduction. How many Volvos or Fords can a 
Chinese worker buy on $40 a month? "Globalization" also creates a new source of supply that will start 
competing with other producers on the world market. China may buy Boeing jets for a few more years. 
But within the next decade, the PLA (Chinese military)-run Xian Aircraft Co. is on schedule to become 
a competitor on the international scene. This is true for Chinese autos, high-tech, electronics, chemicals, 
and many other sectors. As Greider writes: "China (is) not going to solve the supply-demand imbalances 
for the other trading nations; it is only going to make them worse’" (p.155). 
 
But Chinese capitalism presents only the largest of many similar contradictions. U.S., French, Japanese, 
and other established imperialist investors run into "offset" technology and buy-back roadblocks in 
India, Korea, and other emerging imperialist economies, including Australia’s. 



In the final analysis, "globalization" reflects the dog-eat-dog world of the profit system. No capitalist 
ruling class can be truly internationalist. Only the working class can. "Workers of the World, Unite" is a 
meaningful slogan and strategy. The bosses of the world can’t unite. Each imperialist power ultimately 
opts for its own narrow national interests. Just as there is no "super power," there is no "new world 
order." Despite the Soviets’ defeat in the Cold War, we still have the old world order of division, 
instability, greed, racism, unemployment, fascism, and war. 
 
RUSSIA: A SICK IMPERIALIST WHO COULD GET WELL SOON 
One situation worth noting is the joint imperialist attempt spearheaded by the U.S. to prevent Russia 
from reviving itself. In a modern version of the "Cordon Sanitaire" (the "Sanitary Zone" of anti-
communist countries from Finland to Rumania established by the imperialists after World War I to stifle 
the Soviet Union), the U.S. is once again trying to surround Russia with eastern European nations, this 
time from the former Soviet orbit. 
 
Poland, Rumania, Hungary, the former Czechoslovakia, etc. are being lured into NATO. As we know, 
NATO is the U.S.-dominated organization set up to check the Soviets in Europe after World War II. 
Political forces in Russia who recognize an expanded NATO as a threat oppose this move. Some within 
the Western imperialist camp also oppose it, because they understand that provoking Russia may lead to 
the shooting war NATO was supposed to prevent. 
 
Although our predictions aren’t 100 percent correct—we aren’t soothsayers—it is possible that the 
Russians may be able to adopt some version of Chinese capitalism. In other words, they may pull 
themselves together. Recent history has shown that the Russians have the potential to regroup. Russian 
nationalism remains potent. The post-Yeltsin leadership may succeed in using it to rebuild the country’s 
industrial base.  
 
There are contradictions in everything. The current state of affairs in eastern Europe is far from 
permanent. It may even change rather rapidly. 
 
THE STRUGGLE TO SMASH REVISIONISM CAN SUCCEED. THE SECRET WEAPON: 
MASSES OF WORKERS WON TO COMMUNIST POLITICS 
So the long road of struggle against opportunism continues. The fight is winnable. We would do well to 
remember that it is as old as the international communist movement. Marx and Engels initiated it in their 
economic analysis of capitalism and their battles to make proletarian dictatorship the movement’s 
political goal. Lenin advanced it against Kautsky, Plekhanov, Trotsky, and other right-wingers. The 
Bolsheviks opposed and defeated those who advocated the peaceful, parliamentarian road to socialism 
against the armed struggle for the seizure of political power. Stalin and his allies battled the doomsayers 
who objected to industrializing the Soviet Union on the pretext that socialism couldn’t triumph in one 
country. Left forces in the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution attempted to cleanse their ranks of 
capitalist elements. 
 
Every fight against right opportunism has thrust the movement forward. However, as we have pointed 
out, the persistence of earlier errors limited the possibilities of advancement and ultimately doomed the 
old movement. 
 
We enjoy many advantages over our predecessors and have far more tools at our disposal than they did. 
We have a great deal to learn from historical experience. We can and will learn as well from our own 
practice. We have a winning hand, provided that we play our cards properly.  



The best way to fight right opportunism is to make communist politics primary. The best way to make 
communist politics primary is to build the party around its most advanced line at any given moment. At 
present, that line is Road to Revolution 4.5. RR4.5 is a partial development of the strategy and tactics for 
applying the line of Road to Revolution 4. In a nutshell, it means placing communist concepts in the 
forefront of all political activity. Doing this means fundamentally rejecting our own past practice as well 
as our predecessors’. Placing communist politics in the vanguard would be living proof of our line that 
we must have confidence in the working class. 
 
The PLP believes that the working class can be won, as a mass, to communist politics and practice 
before the seizure of power. This is true because capitalism fails, fails, and fails again. A system that 
can’t satisfy any of the working class’s needs should and will be driven from the earth. Capitalism 
doesn’t deserve to exist and ultimately can’t survive. It serves only the interests of a small ruling class at 
the expense of workers and most others. 
 
However, we should take note of certain relevant contradictions and illusions. One important 
contradiction is the potential for winning many people in the still rather large middle class to a 
communist outlook. War, fascism, racism, slave labor, downsizing, and other capitalist horrors conflict 
with their basic aspirations and needs. The middle class can’t escape the consequences of the system. 
Obviously, nuclear war will put a damper on fantasies about "making it" under capitalism. 
On the other hand, although the middle class is shrinking, its continued existence in large numbers 
creates enormous illusions among workers. The colleges and universities are filled with young workers 
who enter them only to escape from their own class. The bosses hold out capitalist education as a straw 
to grasp. But as society sinks further and as it grinds down these young workers with it, more and more 
of them will see the futility of bourgeois schooling. Life will provide a basis for eradicating many of 
their illusions, especially if we are on the spot putting forth communist politics and organizing 
communist actions. 
 

PLP’S HISTORY PROVES THAT COMMUNISM CAN TRIUMPH 
Our own history as a party demonstrates our potential. May Day was for many years the revolutionary 
holiday of the international working class. Over time, revisionists throughout the world decimated its 
revolutionary content. Our party held firm and resurrected May Day in 1971 as a revolutionary 
celebration. Since then, however our line may have evolved, May Day has always been among the 
PLP’s most successful and consequential events. Many thousands have demonstrated with us. Today, 
significant numbers of people march under the banners of communism and the red flag. Among our 
many slogans, we put forth "End Wage Slavery!" and "Workers of the World, Unite!" Our party’s May 
Day activity proves that communism is a mass demand. It shows that many consider the party as their 
own. To a great extent, May Day validates our line that workers can be won directly to communism. 
In scores of actions over the years, the party has revived militant anti-racism as a cornerstone of 
communist organizing. We have consistently explained the class basis of both racism and anti-racism. 
We have updated Marx’s view that "labor in the white skin can never be free as long as labor in the 
black skin remains in chains." We have exposed nationalism as racism’s twin, the virus of all-class unity 
for one boss or another. We have proved in word and deed that "race" and "nation" are myths useful 
only to the bosses. We have said and shown that neither racism nor nationalism can end until capitalism 
is crushed.  
 
Many workers, black, latin, and white, are adopting this viewpoint. As we mentioned above, Marx was 
right to identify racism as capitalism’s "Achilles’ heel." In their march toward fascism, the bosses are 
promoting it to the sky. Racism means super-profits. It also has dire political consequences for workers, 
because it divides us and saps our collective class strength in the fight for communism.  



We have also shown that male chauvinism can never disappear under capitalism. Of course, the bosses 
pretend otherwise. Their current attempt to "fight" male supremacist ideology and practice is the 
campaign to win women the "right" to participate in military combat. Obviously, calling for equal 
opportunity to kill and die in the bosses’ imperialist military makes a mockery of the struggle to end 
male chauvinism.  
 
This phony crusade is led by the Old Money forces and their puppets in the so-called women’s liberation 
movement. The truth is that just like racism and nationalism, the special oppression of women is a class 
question. The rulers seek to divide men and women in order to weaken united class struggle for 
communism. Bourgeois ideology has created yet another myth about "inferiority" and "superiority." 
This myth proclaims that women are lesser beings and that super-exploiting them is therefore justified. 
Black and latin women are triply exploited: first, as workers; next, as black and latin workers; and, 
finally, as women. Our party’s efforts against Clinton & Co.’s workfare/slave labor place us in the 
forefront of the real fight against male supremacy. Black and latin women are the main victims of this 
fascist scheme. 
 
To the PLP’s credit, many women lead our organization and its work. On the other hand, we are still 
weak on the question of overcoming male chauvinism. We say, correctly, that racism is the cutting edge 
of the bosses’ drive for profits and toward war and fascism. However, the super-exploitation of women 
runs a close second and is clearly related to all forms of capitalist abuse. 
Despite the bosses’ poison and our own weaknesses, we see that thousands of black, latin, and white 
workers—men and women—are joining the anti-racist struggle as fighters for communism. The tens of 
thousands whom we have organized into anti-racist action prove the party’s credibility and create the 
basis for confidence in the working class. The bosses would love us all to believe that it’s useless to rely 
on anyone—except them, of course. We will see! 
 
Our party launched the movement against the U.S. war of genocide in Vietnam. However, we didn’t 
make communist politics primary, and we forfeited leadership over most of the anti-war movement, 
which eventually engulfed millions. The rulers like to portray this movement as composed primarily of 
middle-class, white people. They don’t want to admit that half a million workers, mainly black, deserted 
their army. The U.S. working class soldiers weren’t exactly "gung ho" over Vietnam. Fragging ( i.e. 
shooting or tossing grenades at) officers became common. However, the bosses love to promote the 
fiction that workers generally supported the war. During the Vietnam period, students in PLP refused the 
2-S military deferment the rulers were dangling as an anti-working class bribe. We entered the army to 
win soldiers to oppose the war and to join the party. Our efforts were positive but modest. We didn’t 
recruit enough to the party. 
 
Ironically, the Nixon gang viewed the anti-war movement as a threat to its power. So Nixon set up 
special police and other repressive formations to disrupt the PLP, among others, and to silence his own 
enemies in the ruling class. Huge demonstrations in Washington D.C. found the Capitol and White 
House ringed by tanks as planes flew overhead. Given the character of the movement’s leadership, there 
was no danger that the multitudes were out to seize power. But the numbers were impressive, especially 
to Nixon. However, the main section of the ruling class steadily co-opted the anti-war movement and 
used this leverage to oust the Nixon forces during the Watergate hearings. At the time, we described this 
turn of events as a fight between Old Money and New Money. As we pointed out above, it’s a struggle 
that rages on today. 
 
This history shows that we can eventually win the political leadership of forces this numerous both 
inside and outside the military. We have made and continue to make many errors. However, we also 
have much to feel good about. 



BOSSES’ WEAK IDEOLOGICAL HOLD ON MASSES: AN OPENING FOR US 
Our modest success in rebuilding May Day shows that as the party line moves to the left, we continue to 
grow. Since adopting Road to Revolution 4.5, we have seen a small spurt of growth. In fact, we have 
grown more than during the years when our practice was mired in reformism. This development is 
important. It indicates that large numbers of workers can be won directly to a communist outlook. We 
haven’t yet turned the corner and still encounter difficulty in applying RR4.5 because we often hesitate 
to raise revolutionary ideas within the reform movement. Nonetheless, we have the potential to improve. 
Making communist politics primary will help us raise the most advanced ideas within the mass 
movement and free us from the treadmill of nickel-and-dime economic reform. 
As these lines are written (April 1997), the world’s imperialist forces are more and more at each other’s 
throats. None of them seems to have a solid base within its own working class. The bosses may twist 
and turn, maneuver and grasp, but at present, no power can field a reliable army. Although the situation 
could change, workers don’t appear to feel much allegiance to their particular rulers. The Vietnam war 
exposed this trend. If Desert Storm had lasted more than a few weeks and produced significant U.S. 
casualties, this weakness would have become quite clear. Obviously, the Iraqi soldiers wouldn’t fight for 
Saddam Hussein. The imperialist Soviet army wasn’t exactly a juggernaut in Afghanistan.  
Hitler’s Wehrmacht was the last reliable capitalist military. It had a high level of ideological 
commitment to Nazi-style fascism. On the other hand, despite their many political shortcomings, three 
Red armies proved more than a match for the bosses. 
 
The Soviet Red Army, the Chinese Red Army, and even the communist-led Viet Cong beat the hell out 
of their imperialist enemies. It seems that an ounce or two of communism can kick the shit out of tons of 
imperialism. This is because politics is primary.  
 
We can build our forces. We can turn the bourgeois armies into mush and win their soldiers over as 
forces for revolution. Under the leadership of communists and pro-communists, the Soviet Red Army 
was unbeatable. But under capitalist leadership, the Russian army can’t beat a handful of bandits in 
Chechnya who supported the Nazi invaders during World War II. 
 
Communism has proved beyond a doubt that it can defeat capitalism. It will do so again and seize 
power. Communism will be built! 
 
Some may call this a dream. Well, were a handful of Bolsheviks in old Russia mere dreamers? Were 
twelve Chinese communists dreaming when they founded their party in a row-boat? Or a score of 
Vietnamese, who first organized for revolution in a soccer stadium? 
 
The future is bright. The Red Flag will fly over the entire earth sooner or later. Possibly sooner than we 
think. Capitalism’s growing worldwide instability will create the conditions for revolution. Just look at 
tiny Albania and see the fruits of retreat from socialism back to capitalism. Albania is a microcosm of 
world capitalist logic, in this case, the logic of restored capitalism. If the old communist movement and 
party had eliminated wages there, the recent insurrection, from which communist leadership was 
completely absent, could never have occurred. A society based on workers’ needs rather than money and 
profit could not have collapsed so badly. If Albania had had a mass communist party, a two-bit Ponzi 
scheme could never have undermined it. During the years of socialism, the Albanian working class 
showed its desire to end racism, to meet the needs of all the masses, and to end alienation. But desire 
alone isn’t enough. The politics have to be there as well. We must all go forward to communism. 
The road ahead will be rough. Bourgeois ideology dies hard. Not even Bruce Willis can destroy it. The 
Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution took aim at "old" habits and social relations. Capitalism has 
existed for five hundred years. It emerged from feudalism, which had already developed many ideas that 



later became bourgeois in form as well as essence: private property, individualism, etc. This was also 
true of slavery, from which feudalism arose. So the core of capitalist thinking is thousands of years old. 
When most people try to ameliorate capitalist oppression by resorting to capitalist strategies and tactics, 
their response is understandable. This is the way the system trains us. People automatically react to 
problems by looking for reforms to make the profit system more livable. In this sense, Mao was right to 
predict a long-range struggle against bourgeois ideology. 
 
To underscore the capitalist roots of reformism, let’s talk once again about the "confidence" game. 
Capitalism trains us to think cynically and individualistically. This viewpoint easily leads to a lack of 
confidence in the working class. But, as Marx pointed out, class struggle is the engine that drives 
history. Under communist leadership, workers made revolutions in Russia and China. The reversal of 
these revolutions should not mislead us into capitalist cynicism.  
 
Just the opposite. Previous revolutions should help us develop overwhelming confidence in the working 
class and in communist ideology. All processes contain contradictions. This is as true of political 
movements and individuals as it is of nature. We all have our contradictions. BUT COMMUNIST 
PRACTICE CAN HELP US RESOLVE THESE CONTRADICTIONS, OVERCOME OUR 
WEAKENSSES, AND ADVANCE THE MOVEMENT TO HIGHER LEVELS. We should have 
confidence in other workers and in ourselves. We should learn to reject one-sided thinking, which fools 
us into seeing only the negative or the positive aspects of a process. We should consistently, vigorously, 
and creatively raise communist ideas and promote communist practice. 
 
Sooner rather than later, growing numbers of workers will respond to communist leadership and in turn 
become revolutionary leaders themselves. Consistent basebuilding for communism will steel us and the 
party. The examples of such communist organizing to which we can point today have led to modest but 
steady party growth. Participating in all aspects of the class struggle by sharpening battles and building 
the party is essential to our continued growth. Remember: winning is a process, and building the party is 
the essence of winning. The comrades who do the work with this attitude become more and more 
impervious to the ups and downs of the revolutionary process. 
 
It is, after all, a process. Doing the party’s work hardens us in a good way and prepares us for the long-
range effort and commitment needed to make revolution and to win others to make it. In this sense, it is 
trite but accurate to say: "practice makes perfect." Confidence in the working class isn’t a matter of 
religious mysticism. It doesn’t fall from the sky. It comes from communist experience and evaluation. 
To try reforming capitalism is like asking the fox to guard the chicken-coop. We in PLP are learning the 
hard way that there are no shortcuts or halfway stages on the road to revolution. We must train ourselves 
and our class to fight oppression, not with reformism, but with communist revolution. 
 
Even today, many workers respond favorably to communist ideas and to our party. Communist 
aspirations motivate and unite workers. Capitalist bureaucracies, decrees, bribes, threats, and 
punishments, do not. The bosses have their tools, and we have ours. At the end of the day, the world will 
become red, and "the international working class shall be the human race." Workers, arise! 
 


