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    Preface


    Capitalism is a world system. Its victims can effectively face its challenges only if they are also organized at the global level. However, the unequal development associated with the global spread of capital has always presented serious difficulties for the internationalism of peoples. Here, I propose to identify the origin and nature of the obstacles that impede a convergence of today’s diverse struggles against capitalist domination and exploitation.


    The objective foundations of diversity in global capitalism


    Capitalism is the fundamental mode of production that defines the modern period. It is based on the class conflict between labor and capital. This conflict is the basis for the proletarian character proclaimed by the international organizations of the popular classes engaged in anti-capitalist social struggles. It is also the basis for the socialist (or communist) horizon by which the proletariat in question has defined its liberation It is thus quite natural that proletarian internationalism originated in the advanced centers of the world capitalist system in nineteenth-century Western Europe. However, the affirmation of this dominant reality has contributed to hiding the imperialist character of global capitalist expansion and the unique characteristics of social struggles in the peripheries of the system.


    The diversity of social and political conditions in the states and nations that make up the world system results from the nature of the development of global capitalism. More particularly, this involves : 1. the inherent contrast between the centers and the peripheries in this development—in other words, the fundamentally imperialist nature of this expansion in every phase of its history; and 2. the multiplicity of centers constituted as historical nation-states, which are engaged in continual competition with each other. Despite being subordinated to the requirements of accumulation in the centers of the system, the social formations of the peripheries have never been marked by the central position of the industrial proletariat in the whole organization of production. Peasant societies that are subjected to the logic of imperialist expansion are just as much victims of the system as are, to various degrees, other classes and social groups.


    Throughout the course of their formation, nations, whether dominant or dominated, have always been marked by their own distinctive characteristics and specific peculiarities. Hence, the hegemonic blocs of classes and interests that have made it possible for capital to establish its domination, as well as the blocs which the victims of the system have constructed, have always differed from one country to another and one era to another. This has produced particular political cultures, articulating, in their own way, systems of values and traditions comprised of specific forms of expression, organization, and struggle. These diverse values and traditions are also objective, just like the cultures through which they are expressed. Finally, the development of the productive forces through scientific and technological revolutions has governed, in turn, changes in the organization of labor and the diverse forms of labor’s subjection to the demands of capitalist exploitation.


    The totality of these diverse realities precludes reducing the political actors on the world stage to simply the bourgeoisie and proletariat. Such a simplification, which perhaps livens up polemics, never permits the implementation of an effective politics This diversity, since it is objective, produces a segmentation of the popular classes and other dominated and exploited peoples, which generates fragmentation within their resistance struggles—even offensive struggles that succeed in modifying the balance of power to their advantage.


    Diversity does not favor a natural convergence of struggles against what will be seen, only after the fact, to have been the principal adversary. On the contrary, it accentuates the potentially negative consequences of immediate conflicts of interest, such as conflicts between urban and rural workers (around, for example, the price of food) and conflicts between nations or dominant national blocs.


    The strategies of the dominant powers for reproducing their position have often successfully exploited the negative effects of this segmentation of interests and struggles. The flexibility of capitalism, often analyzed as the expression of its exceptional power (compared with the rigidity—real or mythical—of other systems), is hardly more than the expression of the requirements for its reproduction as the dominant pole within conditions of continual diversity and evolution.


    Nationalism frequently reinforces the success of these strategies of capital and the hegemonic bloc that it leads. In the centers of the imperialist system, this happens by way of the rallying of political movements supported by the popular classes to strategies implemented on the world level by the dominant classes. Colonization and imperialist domination have been legitimized in this way—yesterday by the discourse of the « civilizing mission, » today by those who pretend to export democracy and defend human rights across the globe. Socialist parties and social democrats have often aligned themselves with these positions and thus deserve to be called social-colonialists (or social-imperialists). This is certainly true of the social-liberal Atlanticists of contemporary Europe. Nationalism has sometimes also been heightened— with success, unfortunately—by the intensification of inter-imperialist conflicts. The popular classes, or at least the parties representing them, have joined forces with their respective bourgeoisies in major conflicts, as happened during the First World War.


    In contrast, the situation of the dominated peripheries often gives rise to national liberation movements. These are perfectly legitimate and positive within the long-term perspective of eliminating exploitation and oppression. But these movements also present some dangers and illusions that one cannot choose to overlook. In particular, there is the danger of strengthening forces that represent the exploiting classes within the liberation front, whether those forces already have their assigned place in this front or represent a potential danger for the future.


    This remains a major and continual problem in so far as global capitalism, an inherently imperialist system, produces and reproduces the contrast between the imperialist centers and the dominated peripheries and, consequently, forces the latter to confront the challenge through national liberation struggles. We will return later to the challenges confronting peoples today by the current neoliberal project.


    


    
1  The 1955 Bandung Conference was the first large-scale Afro-Asian conference held to oppose both sides in the Cold War, oppose any form of colonialism or neo-colonialism, and promote economic development of the African and Asian countries.—Trans


    
2  The Tricontinental Conference was a meeting of Leftists in Havana in 1966 with the aim of supporting Third World liberation struggles The Organization for Solidarity with the People of Asia, Africa and Latin America was established subsequent to this meeting and still exists, with headquarters m Havana —Trans.




    Chapter one 
The internationalism of peoples in the twentieth century


    Diversity in the conditions of reproduction of the different partners of global capitalism has always constituted a major challenge to the success of the struggles undertaken by the victims of the system. The Internationals of the workers' and socialist movements were designed precisely to overcome this major obstacle.


    The history of the Internationals begins, nearly a century and a half ago, with the formation of the First International in 1864. It would be useful to draw some lessons from this experience that will enable us to better understand the present challenges and options for strategic action.


    The First International, called the International Workingmens Association, was designed precisely to overcome the emergent separation into national groupings. The European revolutions of 1848 had shown the negative effects of such a separation. The new social subject—the primary victim of the expansion of capitalism in Western and Central Europe, the one whose socialist or communist dream was expressed in 1848—was called the « proletariat. » It was made up of a minority gathered in the large factories and mines of the era and a large circle of artisanal workers. Since the new proletariat was still exclusively located in the northwestern part of Europe, and spreading to the United States, this implied that the First International’s area of action was, in fact, limited to these regions.


    Within these limits, the First International managed the diverse conditions of social and political struggles in a democratic spirit that was advanced for its time. The International Workingmen s Association gathered together organizations of different kinds, embryonic political parties, trade unions, cooperatives, civil society groups, and « personalities » like Marx, Proudhon, and Bakunin. Their areas of activity, analyses of challenges, strategic proposals, visions of the future, and mobilizing ideologies were extremely diverse. The limitations in the concepts of the era can easily be pointed out : the dominant patriarchal view of relations between men and women, ignorance of the rest of the world, and so fourth. One could very well discuss the various ideologies that confronted one another (a nascent Marxism, anarchism, worker spontaneism, etc.), their relevance and potential real effectiveness, and so fourth. But that is certainly not the subject of this work. There is one lesson, above all else, that should be retained from this initial experience : democratic respect for the principle of diversity. This is an important lesson for us today.


    The Second International was based on completely different principles. The accelerated proletarianization of the era had given birth to new types of workers' parties, with a relatively significant number of followers and influence on the working class. These parties—including English Labour, the Marxist German Social Democracy, and French revolutionary syndicalism—were different from one another, but were nevertheless united, at least originally, around the objective of replacing the capitalist order with socialism. In hindsight, what emerged was the principle of only « one » party for each country, which would be the carrier of the « correct line, » regardless of whether this was, as history was going to demonstrate, moderate reformism or the revolutionary option. Engels and the first Marxist leaders (Karl Kautsky, Antonio Labriola, Georgi Plekhanov) certainly considered these options as proof of progress in relation to the First International, which in part they probably were. The new generation of leaders of the Second International did not always ignore the dangers entailed by the dominant options of the era, as some have hastily maintained.


    Still, it remains the case that the limits to democratic practices in the political and social movements led by the parties of the Second International stemmed from these fundamental options.


    It is also true that the parties of the Second International, on the whole, drifted in the direction of support for imperialism and nationalism. The Second International took little interest in the colonial question and imperialist expansion. It often legitimized the latter by claiming that it had an objectively positive effect (bringing backward peoples into capitalist modernity). This historical perspective, however, is refuted by the imperialist nature inherent in the global expansion of capitalism. The label « social- imperialist » is perfectly appropriate to describe the consequences of this alignment with linear bourgeois economism. This has remained a characteristic feature of the social democratic parties up to the period following the Second World War with their support for Atlanticism and, afterward, social liberalism.


    The drift toward imperialism strengthened the chances of nationalist support for the views of the capitalist ruling class, at least in international relations. As is well known, the parties of the Second International foundered on the chauvinism produced by the First World War.


    The Third International was created to correct this drift. It did so, at least partially. In fact, it asserted itself on the world level by supporting the creation of communist parties in all of the peripheries of the world system, declaring the strategic character of the alliance of the « Workers of the West » with the « Peasants of the East. » Maoism expressed this development by expanding the call for internationalism to include oppressed peoples alongside proletarians of all countries. Later, the alliance between the Third International, the Non-Aligned Movement born in Bandung,1 and the Tricontinental2 reinforced the idea and practice of globalizing anti-capitalist struggles on a truly planetary scale.


    Still, the Third International retained and developed the organizational choices of the Second International : a single party for each country, the party as the bearer of the « correct » line, and the party as the catalyst for all demands put forward by trade unions and mass organizations, which were considered to be « transmission belts. » The Third International also found itself in a situation unknown to both the First and Second Internationals : it had to defend the first socialist state and later the camp of socialist states.


    The Fourth International, formed precisely in reaction to this evolution, was not at all innovative with regard to the organizational forms initiated by the Third International. It supposedly only wanted to return to the original forms.


    Bandung and the first globalization of struggles (1955-1980)


    The governments and peoples of Asia and Africa proclaimed at Bandung in 1955 their desire to reconstruct the world system on the basis of the recognition of the rights of nations that until then had been dominated. This right to development was the foundation for a pattern of globalization, realized through multipolar negotiations, which compelled imperialism to adjust itself to the new demands. The success of Bandung—and not its failure, as is often said with little thought—is what produced an enormous leap forward for the peoples of the South in the areas of education and health, the formation of modern states and the reduction of social inequality, and the move into industrialization. Undoubtedly, the limits of these achievements, in particular the lack of democracy in the regimes of national populism, which « gave to the people » but never allowed them to organize themselves, must be taken into serious consideration in drawing up a balance sheet of the era.


    The Bandung system was linked to two other systems that characterized the postwar era, the Soviet (and Maoist) system and the welfare state of Western social democracy. The systems were in competition, in conflict even, but they were also complementary. In this situation, it makes sense to speak of the globalization of struggles. For the first time in the history of capitalism, struggles took place in every region of the planet and within every nation, inaugurating a change in the direction of capitalism’s evolution.


    Proof of the interdependence characterizing the struggles and the historic compromises that maintained stability in the societies in question was provided by the course of events that followed the parallel erosion of the potential of all three systems. The collapse of the Soviet system also entailed the collapse of the social democratic model, whose social advances, entirely real, were brought about because they were the only means possible to oppose the « communist challenge. » The echo of the Chinese Cultural Revolution in Europe in 1968 should also be remembered in this regard.


    The progress of industrialization begun during the Bandung era did not proceed from the logic of imperialist expansion, but was imposed through the victories of the peoples of the South. Undoubtedly, this progress fed the illusion of « catching up, » which appeared to be happening, while imperialism, forced to adjust to the demands for development of the peripheries, restructured itself around new forms of domination. The old contrast between the imperialist countries and the dominated countries, which was synonymous with the contrast between the industrialized and the non-industrialized countries, gave way, little by little, to a new contrast founded on the centralization of the advantages associated with the five new monopolies of the imperialist centers : the control of new technologies, natural resources, flows of financial capital, communications and information, and weapons of mass destruction. I am referring here to the interpretation of the period following the Second World War that I advanced in Obsolescent Capitalism.1



    The achievements of the period, as well as the limitations, lead us to return to the central question of the future of the bourgeoisie and capitalism in the peripheries of the system. This is an enduring question insofar as the global unfolding of capitalism, as a result of the polarizing effects produced by imperialism, leads to a basic inequality between the centers and the peripheries with respect to the potential for bourgeois and capitalist development. In other words, is the bourgeoisie of the peripheries necessarily forced to submit to the requirements of this unequal development? Is it necessarily a comprador bourgeoisie? Is the capitalist path, in these conditions, necessarily a dead end? Or does the margin of maneuver from which the bourgeoisie can benefit in certain circumstances (which would have to be specified) allow for a national and autonomous capitalist development capable of « catching up »? What are the limits to these possibilities? At what point does the existence of limits force us to describe the capitalist path as illusory?


    Doctrinaire and one-sided responses have been brought to these questions, adapted ex post facto to developments that had never been correctly predicted by either the dominant forces or the popular classes. In the aftermath of the Second World War, the communists of the Third International described all the bourgeoisies of the South as comprador, and Maoism proclaimed that the only possible path to liberation was the one opened by a socialist revolution which proceeded in stages, led by the proletariat and its allies (the peasant classes in particular) and, above all, by their vanguard representative, the Communist Party. Bandung set out to prove that this judgment was hasty and that under the leadership of the bourgeoisie a hegemonic national populist bloc could advance development. I was personally involved in these early debates, prior to Bandung, in the pages of the journal Moyen Orient in 1950 and 1951, taking a position in favor of « positive neutralism, » which prepared the way for Bandung.2 The Bandung era was brought to a close by the neoliberal offensive of the oligopolies of the imperialist center (the triad : the United States, Europe, Japan). Beginning in 1980, the bourgeoisies of the South again appeared in a subordinate comprador position, as expressed by the imposition of unilateral adjustments (this adjustment of the peripheries to the demands of the centers is, in some ways, the inverse of the adjustment of the centers to the peripheries during the Bandung era). But hardly had this reversal appeared, when, again, in the so- called emerging countries (particularly China, but also other countries such as India and Brazil) a new window of opportunity opened, offering the possibility for national capitalist development. Without a deepened analysis of these potential advances and their contradictions and limits it will not be possible to construct effective strategies for the convergence of local and international struggles.


    The tragedy of the great revolution


    The « great revolutions » are distinguished by the fact that they project themselves far in front of the present, toward the future, in opposition to others (the « ordinary revolutions »), which are content to respond to the necessity for transformations that are on the agenda of the moment.


    There have been only three great revolutions in the modern era—the French, Russian, and Chinese. The French revolution was not only a « bourgeois revolution, » replacing the Ancien Régime with the capitalist order and the aristocracy with bourgeois power, it was just as much a popular revolution (and particularly a peasant one) whose demands called the bourgeois order into question. The democratic and radically secular Republic, whose ideal was the distribution of small property to everyone, did not proceed from the simple logic of the accumulation of capital (founded on inequality) but denied it (and proclaimed its consciousness of this by declaring economic liberalism to be the enemy of democracy). In this sense, the French Revolution already contained the germ of the socialist revolutions to come, whose objective conditions were obviously not present in France at that time (the Babouvists are evidence of that). The Russian and Chinese Revolutions (with which the revolutions in Vietnam and Cuba may be associated) also assigned themselves the goal of communism well in advance of the objective requirements for the solution of the immediate problems of the societies concerned.


    Great revolutions suffer from the repercussions of being in advance of their time. Retreats and reactionary restorations follow the brief moments of their radicalization. These revolutions, then, always experience great difficulty in becoming stabilized (the stabilization of the French revolution took a century). In contrast, other revolutions begin the stable and calm development of the system. For example, the English and American revolutions were content to take note of the requirements of the social and political relations already present within the framework of nascent capitalism. Consequently, these « revolutions » hardly merit the name, so marked were their compromises with the forces of the past and their absence of a vision of the future.
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