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As has been outlined in the work of various 
Third Worldists and those near it, the world is 
not as simple as the dogmatic ‘Marxist’ un-
derstanding of ‘workers vs. bosses.’ More-
over, the precise explanation of ‘who are our 
enemies, who are our friends’ is understood 
by revolutionary Marxists to be of primary 
significance. Thus, we are obliged to 
be more precise in our class analysis 
than rephrasing rhetorical passages 
from the Communist Manifesto.

A basic sketch of modern classes 
(nevertheless, with room for im-
provement) is laid out in my previous 
essay entitled, On Global People’s 
War and Global New Democratic 
Revolution[1]:

• Direct representatives and 
holders of finance capital 

• The comprador bourgeoisie 
of the Third World 

• Bourgeois-nationalist forces 
of the Third World 

• A section of embourgeoisfied, large-
ly non-productive and hence wholly 
parasitic workers: i.e. the working 
petty-bourgeoisie or ‘labor aristocra-
cy’; those who derive material privi-
lege from the accumulation of capital 
(from whom we might subtract a 
progressive section of petty-bour-
geoisie as a strategic social variable) 

• Those nationally oppressed within 
the First World, including migrants, 
or those otherwise forced into espe-
cially oppressive productive relations

• Those layers of people who form the 
modern proletariat, i.e., those who 
receive few of the benefits of modern 
society; their labor used to further 
perpetuate their own economic dis-
enfranchisement while forming the 
basis of the capitalist-imperialist 
economy. 

While this is an imperfect sketch of present 
classes, it does serve as the basis for under-
standing the potential for modern socialism 
and communism via global people’s war and 
global new democratic revolution.

This essay, Behind Enemy Lines, serves as a 
necessary companion and sequel to On Glob-
al People’s War. As such, I will not spend 
much time rehashing issues which were pri-

marily discussed in the previous essay. In-
stead, I hope to outline the specific role of 
revolutionary work in the First World as it 
relates to the larger trajectory of global 
people’s war and global new democratic rev-
olution.

It is worth reexamining early-on the Third 
Worldist critique of First Worldism.

First, it is worth defining exactly what First 
Worldism is. First Worldism is a chauvinistic 
or slavish attitude toward the First World-
centered embourgeoisifed section of the 
working class. Because First Worldism di-
rectly relates to a misunderstanding of politi-
cal economy and global class structure, it is 
often related to views which are tied to the 
Theory of the Productive Forces and/or ideal-
istic voluntarism.

The standard First Worldist explanation is 
that well paid workers produce more value via 
the utilization of higher organic rates of the 
composition of capital. This is a sleight of 
hand: using one expression of parasitism to 
explain another expression. More important-
ly, it dismisses the role of oppression in medi-
ating exploitation and soliciting support for 
the maintenance and protection of capitalist-
imperialist social relations. Considering a 
great degree of economic activity in the First 
World is the circulation of commodities or is 
otherwise tertiary, it is questionable whether 
a higher rate of constant capital is the particu-
lar cause of higher wages instead of another 
symptom of a common phenomenon. Further-
more, those industries which are involved in 
the actual production geared for international 

trade are frequently monopolistic. Otherwise, 
what might First World workers seize as part 
of a socialist revolution? Espresso machines 
and deep fryers? Gas stations and Walmarts? 
Lockheed Martin and Amazon warehouses? 
Perhaps this is the vision of First Worldist 
socialism. But if this is the case, such nominal 

socialists should admit theirs is (at 
best) a ‘socialism from above’ in 
relation to the structural international 
division of labor.

Internationally and on the level of 
class struggle by the Third World-
centered proletariat, First Worldism 
inadvertently promotes capitalism. If 
the supposedly ‘exploited’ Amerikan 
owns a single family home, several 
cars throughout their working lives 
and retirement years, etc., what does 
that say about the status of liberated 
workers during 20th century social-
ism, who during their more austere 
and work-worn lives were formally 
emancipated from exploitative 

wage-labor? ‘It is easier to struggle to be a 
well-off worker under capitalism like First 
Worlders than to struggle for revolutionary 
socialism’ is the implied message of First 
Worldism.

Even within the First World, there is no evi-
dence that petty pandering to embourgeo-
isfied workers advances the revolutionary 
movement. Instead, there has existed a variety 
of First Worldist sects with minor differences 
yet which all agree on the necessity of orga-
nizing a mythical First World ‘proletariat.’ 
All of these sects are equally insignificant and 
impotent in this task they have laid before 
themselves. Instead, First Worldism corre-
lates to ideologically and practically dismiss-
ing the significance of the struggles of 
exploited and oppressed peoples. This, of 
course, is done for the purpose of accommo-
dating embourgeoisfied oppressors who are 
mistakenly assumed by First Worldists to be 
the ‘rightful’ proletariat.

When critiquing First Worldism, we need to 
make it clear that we are not critiquing the 
revolutionary content of limited work which 
may be occurring the First World, denying its 
existence, or further potential. Nor are we 
dismissing any progressive work done by 
First Worldists.
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Rather, it is important we situate such cri-
tiques within practical strategies based on the 
central importance of class dynamics for rev-
olution.

As was expressed in On Global People’s War:

The main thing which Third Worldism chang-
es for practice in the First World is to provide 
a more accurate and strategic conceptual 
framework for internationalism in localized 
work. It does not ask First World Communists 
to do less; it asks them to do more and with a 
more advanced understanding of the necessity 
for global people’s war and global new dem-
ocratic revolution.

Before we can correctly outline a strategy for 
revolutionary work in the First World, we 
need more than a basic overview of classes in 
the world-economy, a loose understanding of 
the trajectory of world revolution (global 
people’s war and global new democratic rev-
olution), and a general idea of what not to do 
(First Worldism). We need a theoretical un-
derstanding of the relationship between revo-
lutionary work in the Third and First Worlds.

A Dialectical Process of the Development of 
Factors for Revolution and Between the 
Subjective Forces of the Third and First 
Worlds

Two variable factors which contribute to the 
cause and success of revolution include the 
development of an oppositional political cul-
ture and the development of a world-systemic 
opening.

Political cultures of opposition include the 
institutions, working coalitions, historical un-
derstandings, and psychological condition-
ings which become instruments in targeting, 
opposing, and overthrowing an existing set of 
rulers. A world-systemic opening is a moment 
of hesitation, internal conflict, error, or inept-
itude on the part of international imperialist 
forces relating to the best means to stem the 
success of a particular revolution. Between 
these two variable causal factors of revolu-
tion, there are multiple layers of connection.

A world-systemic opening is largely the prod-
uct of revolutionary movement generated in 
part by a political culture of opposition. The 
world-systemic opening, which is typically 
short-lived if it arises, functions to embolden 
the oppositional political culture and impel its 
decisive action: the seizure of power. The 
world-systemic opening also entails the in-
ability of capital to mount any immediate, 
unified, or successful counter-offensive. That 
is to say: revolutionary movements may take 
place in the context of or generate a world-
systemic opening; this world systemic-open-
ing is of great importance for the immediate 
success and consolidation of the revolution in 
a particular country or area.

The world-system opening which results from 
and aids one political culture of opposition 
may be the growth and development of oppo-
sitional political cultures elsewhere. The best 
example of this was the decolonization of 
Portugal’s African colonies. After over a de-
cade of fighting against independence forces 
in Mozambique, Angola, and Guinea, a popu-
lar-backed military coup in 1974 (known as 
the ‘Carnation Revolution’) overthrew a fas-
cistic regime in Portugal and led to the with-
drawal of its anti-independence military 
forces in Africa.

Another example which is less stark but per-
haps more familiar is the political culture of 
opposition which arose the United States in 
partial response to drawn out aggression 
against Vietnam. Partially as a result of the 
political culture of opposition in Vietnam, an 
oppositional political culture grew in promi-
nence in the US. This in part caused the US to 
pull out its troops beginning in the early 
1970s, leading to the communist military vic-
tory in 1975.

Oppositional political cultures are also tied 
together, often inspiring and modeling them-
selves on one another. An upsurge of an oppo-
sitional political culture or revolution in one 
place can inspire the development of opposi-
tional political cultures elsewhere. This was 
the case of the Bolshevik Revolution’s influ-
ence in immediately popularizing commu-
nism throughout the world. Likewise, there 
exists a tendency of unequal influence be-
tween oppositional political cultures. Insofar 
as political cultures of opposition exist in the 
First World, they exert disproportionate influ-
ence on those in the periphery. This particu-
larly results in accommodating theoretical 
lines and practical measures within the Inter-
national Communist Movement which run 
counter to the development of revolution.

In all, between the causal factors of vibrant 
oppositional political cultures and world-sys-
temic openings, there exists the potential for a 
historical dialectic. The development of oppo-
sition political cultures can influence each 
other in positive ways, increasingly the likeli-
hood of a world-systemic opening and local 
revolutionary victories, thus qualitatively ad-
vancing the further potential for development 
of these and other oppositional political cul-
tures.

The strategy pursued by the Revolutionary 
Anti-Imperialist Movement is not simply 
rooted in an understanding of class relations 
and the strategic trajectory of global revolu-
tion but also within an understanding of the 
relationship between political cultures of op-
position, world-systemic openings, and revo-
lution.

The Roles of Revolutionary Organizing in 
the First World

Within the scope of world revolution, revolu-
tionary work in the First World takes on par-
ticular characteristics. The traditional work of 
building an oppositional political culture is 
augmented by the task of building one that 
strengthens the potential of oppositional polit-
ical cultures elsewhere. Because all efforts at 
building oppositional cultures inside the First 
World will run up against the structural im-
pediment of a large embourgeoisifed working 
class, it is essential that such efforts at build-
ing oppositional culture in the core are strate-
gically situated to directly and indirectly 
contribute to the development of oppositional 
cultures in the periphery. Efforts to build 
oppositional political cultures here should 
take place, but only with the understanding 
that their ultimate success depends on the 
development of a wider revolutionary situa-
tion. Hence the development of a wider revo-
lutionary situation should be a central focus of 
any oppositional political culture in the impe-
rialist core.

For Third Worldists, a central question is the 
manner that oppositional political cultures in 
the imperialist core affect the development 
and revolutionary success of political cultures 
in the exploited periphery.

As previously explained, First Worldism is 
not a principal cause of the lack of revolution-
ary struggles in the First World. However, 
First Worldism does have consequences. Es-
pecially when posited as revolutionary ideol-
ogy, First Worldism has a negative effect on 
international oppositional political cultures 
and helps stave off revolution generally. 
Thus, not every aspect of oppositional politi-
cal cultures in the core aids those in the pe-
riphery. Some aspects of First World 
‘revolutionary’ ideology can actually be quite 
damaging to the international revolutionary 
movement.

It should be stated outright that a principal 
aim of the Revolutionary Anti-Imperialist 
Movement is to break the hegemony of First 
Worldism within the International Commu-
nist Movement. As a matter of strategy, the 
best way to do that is to break the hegemony 
of First Worldism within the tiny and other-
wise ineffectual First World ‘revolutionary 
left.’ And, the only way we can effectively 
break the hegemony of First Worldist revi-
sionism is through creating, maintaining, and 
acting on behalf of our own independent po-
litical and dual power institutions.

Independent Third Worldist political cultures 
reference Third Worldist organizational struc-
tures, working networks, media and other 
public opinion outlets, historical narratives, 
and world-views. While these are best to be 
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built and maintained independent of First 
Worldist political cultures, they cannot exist 
in a vacuum.

Working to break the hegemony of First 
Worldism does not imply taking an agitation-
al or hostile attitude towards all First Worldist 
forces in the First World. In some cases and 
on some issues, debates should not be avoid-
ed. Yet we largely support the unity of differ-
ent sections of oppositional political cultures 
in the First World, especially if aids in the 
breaking of First Worldist hegemony.

‘Breaking the hegemony of First Worldism’ 
does not imply doing away with First World-
ism entirely, which would be impossible out-
side of global new democratic and socialist 
revolution. Breaking the hegemony of First 
Worldism merely implies doing away with 
the extreme dominance of First Worldist dis-
tortions of revolutionary Marxism along with 
the corresponding necessity of raising up 
Third Worldism as a viable alternative. Yet 
again, only by building up independent Third 
Worldist political cultures in the First World 
can we work with the wider oppositional po-
litical culture in a manner that breaks the 
ideological hegemony of First Worldism and 
advances the forward momentum of revolu-
tion generally.

When thinking on the larger scale, breaking 
the hegemony of First Worldism in the First 
World simply implies the development of 
larger oppositional political cultures with a 
proportionately larger Third Worldist section. 
Conceptualized in this manner, we can begin 
to narrow in on the sort of activity which can 
achieve our aims.

Political Aspects of Revolutionary Work in 
the First World

In terms of our our everyday work, we want 
to politicize wider sections of people in a 
specific way, i.e., build public opinion in 
support of the revolutionary struggles against 
imperialism by the world’s exploited and op-
pressed.

The most direct way this is done is through 
organizing as well as producing and distribut-
ing agit-prop in direct support of revolution-
ary struggles.

Rather than opportunistically jumping behind 
every imperialist-hyped ‘dissident’ move-
ment, we should prioritize the promotion of 
the best existing models of ongoing revolu-
tionary struggles. Practically, this means 
working to increase awareness and support 
for the ongoing people’s wars in India and the 
Philippines. More generally, it means promot-
ing broader support in the First World for the 
wider development of revolutionary struggles 
in the Third World.

Building public support for people’s revolu-
tionary movements serves a greater purpose 
than simply supplying moral aid. Within the 
scope of First World organizing, it helps build 
the epistemological connections regarding the 
global dimensions of revolution. Likewise, 
building wider awareness and support for 
existing people’s wars also contributes to 
building wider interest in Maoism.

Another manner of politicizing people in the 
First World and building the proportionate 
strength of Third Worldism is through orga-
nizing and agitating around the sharpening 
contradictions of imperialism which are natu-
rally capturing the attention of many people. 
Issues like the effects of ecological destruc-
tion and militarism, for example, are increas-
ingly antagonizing the relationship between 
embourgeoisfied First Worlders and the im-
perialist bourgeoisie. It is these sort of contra-
dictions which Third Worldists in the First 
World should be organizing around while 
building public support for a wider revolu-
tionary struggle.

It is of strategic importance to support the 
development and unity of national liberation 
consciousness among internally colonized 
peoples within the imperialist core. Likewise, 
we must draw out the connection between 
struggles for national liberation and struggles 
of the oppressed peoples at large. Our point 
on this should be firm: we see no utility in the 
continued existence of the political entities 
which represent monopoly capital. As such, 
we see no further utility for the ‘United 
States’ and ‘Canada’ (for example). Instead, 
we would rather see a coalition of new revolu-
tionary states representing newly-empowered 
internal colonies act in unity with a larger 
movement of revolution globally.

Over time, there is the need to develop dual 
power institutions. In essence, during any 
revolutionary struggle in which the great 
mass of a society withdraws its support from 
the system in an oppositional manner, there 
exists the need to fulfill the daily require-
ments of life. The same institutions, set up to 
fulfill the requirements of daily and long-term 
existence for the masses engaged in struggle, 
have the potential to transform into the new 
regular institutions following the overthrow 
of society. Dual power institutions also enable 
regular contact and the develop of support 
between the vanguard and masses.

In revolutionary historiography of occupied 
Amerika, the most apparent example of dual 
power was the ‘Serve the People’ programs 
put into place by the Black Panther Party for 
Self-Defense. Unfortunately, this example is 
not readily applicable to today’s conditions in 
the US. Johnson’s ‘Great Society’ programs 
kicked off a range of welfare programs de-
signed to undercut such efforts by revolution-
aries. In essence, efforts by revolutionaries to 
do ‘breakfast programs’ are in competition 
against school lunch programs, a variety of 
non-profits and food banks, churches, food 
not bombs, and new age cults masquerading 
as Eastern religions.

Revolutionaries must be more creative when 
developing future oppositional dual power 
institutions to support the struggle. Nonethe-
less, such dual power institutions are a key 
element of oppositional political cultures. Es-
pecially as the hegemony of First Worldism 
begins to crack and the potential for the devel-
opment of wider global struggle begins to 
rise, the establishment of such dual power 
institutions will be of critical importance.

RAIM and the necessity of vanguard orga-
nizing

In every movement representing a class inter-
est, there is a leading element known as the 
vanguard. In the course of the revolutionary 
struggle, the ability of a revolutionary van-
guard to itself become a leading element of 
the wider oppositional political culture is of 
dramatic significance. Without a strong revo-
lutionary vanguard, oppositional cultures are 
either fractured and weak by this virtue alone 



or  dominated by revisionist and liberal ele-
ments which serve to hold back the actual 
revolutionary movement.

What makes the vanguard the vanguard? 
First, it is obviously a relative statement. The 
vanguard acts as the leadership of a wider 
movement. More specifically, the vanguard 
element is able to organize the mass elements 
through the influence it wields through dual 
power and other institutions. Requisite to the 
ability to organize the masses is the ability to 
organize itself. In order to carry out the vary-
ing technical and political tasks necessary to 
mobilize larger numbers of people and weath-
er the battle against the exploiting classes, the 
vanguard itself takes on organizational forms 
with divisions of labor, chains of decision 
making, means of internal and external com-
munication, etc.

A vanguard is necessary because class inter-
ests are not expressed spontaneously. Instead, 
in the course of class struggle, class interests 
are personified through representative indi-
viduals who collectively organize with vary-
ing degrees of quality and effectiveness to 
further their identified interests. The imperial-
ists and other forces are not busying them-
selves with idle squabble over abstract 
theories and model choices. Rather, they are 
organizing to apply various strategies and 
methods to intervene against the potential of 
rising people’s struggles. Revolutionaries 
must, on a certain level, be even more diligent 

and ruthless in organizing to develop, broad-
en, and lead forward oppositional political 
cultures

Even on the level of organizing a Third 
Worldist section of oppositional political cul-
ture, because this will not occur spontaneous-
ly, there exists the de facto need for a leading 
element.

At the most basic level, the vanguard is made 
up of cadre, or individual committed mem-
bers. The quality of cadre is of crucial signifi-
cance. In order to develop as a political force, 
we must train ourselves in a variety of skills 
related to advancing the pressing tasks of the 
revolutionary movement and above all to be-
come ‘organic intellectuals,’ i.e., thinkers tied 
to day to day events in the development of 
revolutionary struggles. Moreover, we must 
place a special emphasis on recruiting and 
training new cadre of high quality.

Of course, the ‘vanguard’ is often thrown 
around as an empty slogan. RAIM, as it is, 
does not see itself as a vanguard as much as 
an organization trying to aid the development 
of broader and more advanced oppositional 
political cultures in the First and Third 
Worlds. Likewise, we aim to engage in the 
main aspects of revolutionary work in the 
occupied Amerika. We do not see ourselves 
as special or particularly great leaders. Rather, 
we see various tasks left unfulfilled. We aim 
to organize as efficiently as possible to carry 
them out to maximum effect. Moreover, in 
acting politically we are mindful to set a pos-

itive example and model for others, to lead by 
example, pick up pieces when need be, and 
carry out tasks to their end.

Conclusion

Just as the world is more complicated than 
‘workers vs. bosses,’ strategies which address 
the requisites of revolution are more compli-
cated as well. Moreover, not only is revolu-
tion still possible, it is increasingly necessary 
for greater sections of people.

Through understanding both class relations 
and the interrelation between oppositional 
political cultures, world-systemic openings, 
and revolution, we aim to actively build a 
movement to contribute to global new demo-
cratic revolution, socialism, and communism. 
Guided by revolutionary Marxism, we aim to 
build a movement for a new world.

 – Nikolai Brown

Notes:
1. Nikolai Brown, “On Global People’s War and 
Global New Democratic Revolution”. http://anti-
imperialism.com/2013/10/25/on-global-peoples-
war-and-global-new-democratic-revolution/
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(Continued: Strategic Theory)

In two major articles already on Anti-
Imperialism.com, we have defined in a pre-
liminary way how we conceive of Global 
People’s War[1], and what we consider to be 
the basic role of revolutionaries in imperialist 
countries today[2]. The theory of Global 
People’s War and what role First Worlders are 
to play in it of course needs to be further 
elaborated and systematized, something 
which we hope to achieve going forward. 
Helping us in this process has been some good 
critical discussion about Global People’s War 
from comrades throughout the communist 
movement. We have received some questions 
and criticism that bear addressing. But first, 
let us briefly summarize the crux of Global 
People’s War to refresh our memories.

In light of the fact that the principal contradic-
tion globally today remains that between im-
perialism and the oppressed nations, and 
considering how this contradiction has shaped 
the terrain of class struggle both in the impe-

rialist nations and oppressed nations, we hold 
that the course of revolution will progress 
essentially from the peripheral oppressed na-
tions to the imperialist core. As Lin Biao put 
it in Long Live the Victory of People’s War,

Since World War II, the proletarian 
revolutionary movement has for vari-
ous reasons been temporarily held 
back in the North American and West 
European capitalist countries, while 
the people’s revolutionary movement 
in Asia, Africa and Latin America has 
been growing vigorously. In a sense, 
the contemporary world revolution al-
so presents a picture of the encircle-
ment of cities by the rural areas. In the 
final analysis, the whole cause of 
world revolution hinges on the revolu-
tionary struggles of the Asian, African 
and Latin American peoples who 
make up the overwhelming majority 
of the world’s population.

Points of Unity and Difference Regarding 
Global People’s War



This stance could be easily misinterpreted, 
however. We do not argue, as some have 
implied, that we simply sit on our hands in the 
First World while leaving it up to the workers 
of the Third World to make revolution for us. 
We of course recognize that any revolutionary 
organizing in the First World will run into the 
problem of the large labor aristocracy and 
larger petty bourgeoisie in imperialist centers 
who are unlikely to join a revolutionary cause 
in large numbers, and that our theory and 
practice must adapt to these conditions. Nev-
ertheless, quietism is thoroughly counter-rev-
olutionary. Instead, we see the primary task 
for First World revolutionaries as the struggle 
to aid revolution in the Third World by under-
mining imperialism from within the belly of 
the beast in whatever way we can. Plainly, 
revolutionaries in the First World must see 
their struggles firmly as part of the global 
struggle to defeat capitalist-imperialism, and 
the aims and goals of the First World commu-
nist movement must align themselves with the 
aims and goals of the global communist 
movement. We stress this because imperial-
ism has created a division within the global 
working class that has a material, economic 
basis and leads the wealthiest segments of the 
working class, primarily concentrated in the 
First World, to be prone to defending capital.

This is all well and good. It could be argued, 
however, that our theory is simply a reasser-
tion of proletarian internationalism. That is 
not entirely wrong. One might also wonder: if 
we believe the primary task for First Worlders 
is to undermine imperialism from where they 
live, what is the basis upon which we Third 
Worldists demarcate ourselves from other 
communists, who also see themselves as 
struggling against imperialism?

In the first place, we recognize that there are 
organizations in the imperialist core who do 
good work and have done things which have 
objectively advanced anti-imperialist strug-
gle. Here, we encourage communists to con-
tinue this work and expand upon it, to build as 
broad a united front as possible within the 
belly of the beast to undermine imperialism. 
We of course stress that such a united front 
must be based on a clear understanding of 
who our enemies and friends are, i.e. a realis-
tic appraisal of class structure and general 
conditions. A united front which is built on 
opportunistic principles will not ultimately be 
effective and could even be extremely danger-
ous. But generally speaking, anti-imperialist 
struggle is an arena in which current practice 
can be expanded and there can be much 
broader unity in struggle than there is current-
ly within the First World. Thus we need to 
continue to organize on this front and find 
new ways of drawing people into the struggle.

Yet, in a united front, an organization must 
retain its independence if there are meaning-
ful differences to be had between organiza-
tions. Simply liquidating oneself for the sake 
of “unity” is completely unprincipled. On the 
other hand, if there aren’t meaningful differ-
ences to be had between organizations, then it 
is pure sectarianism for them to remain sepa-
rate and independent. So, it is imperative that 
we make clear on what points we differ from 
most of the communist movement. From 
there, we can begin to understand what a 
principled united front will look like.

Who are the masses?

Integral to Maoism is the concept of the mass 
line. Put short, this is a method through which 
a communist organization synthesizes its po-
litical stances. The main idea is to listen to and 
learn from “the masses,” concentrate their 
ideas into a concrete theory and strategy, and 
to feed this theory/strategy back to “the mass-
es” for them to act upon. Ideally, this process 
happens again and again, and over its course, 
correct ideas are concentrated into the party’s 
theory and practice, and incorrect ideas are 
effectively purged.

One of the most important keys to the success 
of the mass line is, unsurprisingly, a correct 
appraisal of who precisely counts among “the 
masses.” If it is to be meaningful at all, “the 
masses” can only be a strategic category. It is 
not a metaphysical group with some univer-
sal, transhistorical composition. As commu-
nists, we are aiming for the establishment of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat as an instru-
ment through which classes will eventually be 
abolished and communism achieved. Thus, 
“the masses” for us must apply only to that 
group of people which is capable of achieving 
victory for the proletariat in revolution. “The 
masses” are therefore those who are dominat-
ed and excluded from the spoils of the current 
order by a hegemonic class, who thus have a 
material interest in the overthrow of the pres-
ent system, and who therefore effectively en-
gage in class struggle on the side of the 
proletariat, or can be won over to that cause. 
This last distinction is important because, 
depending on how we look at things, we could 
theoretically conceive of everyone in capital-
ist society as having some material interest in 
the abolition of capitalism (for example, no-
body wants to live in the toxic wasteland that 
Earth may become should capitalism continue 
indefinitely). Yet social practice is what ulti-
mately counts. A group cannot be considered 
part of “the masses” if it consistently fights to 
maintain the current order of the world. In 
short, “the masses” ultimately reveal who 
they are in the course of struggle.

If the aim of communists is victory for the 
proletariat in revolution, then clearly, our con-

ception of “the masses” must include at mini-
mum the basic proletariat. It is rather 
uncontroversial (and rightly so) among Marx-
ists that the process of synthesizing a line 
capable of guiding the proletariat to victory 
must be driven by the proletariat itself. More-
over the proletariat must exercise leadership 
in the revolution. This is because it is only the 
proletariat which is exploited under capital-
ism, i.e. the proletariat as a class performs 
more labor than it receives in return, a neces-
sary condition for the generation of profit. 
The continuation of the capitalist system nec-
essarily means the continued domination of 
the proletariat’s waking life and the continued 
immiseration of the workers. Moreover, the 
proletariat, with its place in society firmly 
routed in direct production, is the only class 
which is poised to facilitate the abolition of 
classes generally after it attains hegemony; in 
other words, proletarian leadership is the path 
to communism. On this, we are hopefully all 
agreed.

However, “the masses” is not a category that 
need only apply to the proletariat. Although 
communist revolution is, in the last instance, 
a struggle between the proletariat and the 
bourgeoisie, whether they belong to the prole-
tariat or not is not the only determinant in 
whether a segment of society finds itself 
fighting on the side of the proletariat in revo-
lutionary struggle. For example, members of 
the petty-bourgeoisie or even the haute-bour-
geoisie have played important roles in com-
munist revolutions historically, albeit 
primarily on the condition that they re-
nounced their own class interest and became 
class traitors. More crucially though, we 
must understand how the contradiction be-
tween capital and labor (between the bour-
geoisie and the proletariat) interplays with 
other contradictions.

In the age of imperialism, the contradiction 
between capital and labor is mediated by the 
contradiction between imperialist nations and 
oppressed nations. As Mao Zedong famously 
noted, in the oppressed nations the petty-
bourgeoisie, and even a section of the bour-
geoisie (which Mao called the “national bour-
geoisie”), end up having an antagonistic 
relationship to imperialism. They are domi-
nated by imperialism, and thus fight against it 
to defend their own interests. In their struggle 
against imperialism, the petty-bourgeoisie 
and national bourgeoisie in oppressed nations 
find common ground with the proletariat. 
Indeed, as Mao argued, these groups must 
unite with the proletariat (and submit to prole-
tarian leadership!) if they wish to fight off 
imperialism, as the proletariat is the only class 
truly capable of leading an effective, all-
around struggle against imperialism. For this 
reason, along with an analysis that in semi-
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feudal societies the peasantry are the greatest 
potential ally of the proletariat, Mao conclud-
ed in China during the revolution that “the 
masses” (those elements fighting on the side 
of the proletariat, or could be won over to that 
struggle) constituted the vast majority of 
China’s population.

Others, such as Chen Boda, put forward the 
thesis that these developments among 
others—then known as “Mao Zedong 
Thought”—were universal for oppressed na-
tions. Today, the Maoist tradition is wont to 
see Maoism as containing developments 
which are universal everywhere. If we are to 
successfully argue this, however, do we apply 
specific conclusions drawn by Mao and others 
to present conditions where we live, or do we 
apply the method behind these conclusions? 
We must of course choose the latter.

We would be wrong to suggest that imperial-
ism mediates the contradiction between capi-
tal and labor only in the oppressed nations. In 
the imperialist core as well, the imperialist 
system alters the terrain of class struggle. This 
manifests in many ways. In the first place, 
there has been a continual decline in the 
amount of productive labor happening in im-
perialist countries, as productive labor gets 
shifted to the oppressed nations. Jobs in direct 
production are replaced with more technical 
positions (a shift from “blue collar” work to 
“white collar” work). Additionally, many who 
are ostensibly workers in the imperialist coun-
tries own capital outright, e.g. in the form of 
401k’s and pensions, homes which can accrue 
in value and be sold as real estate, easy access 
to credit, and in some industries, the indus-
tries themselves are in fact owned largely by 
their workers. In short, the development of 
imperialism has led in the imperialist centers 
to a substantial increase in the size of the 
petty-bourgeoisie. Unlike the petty-bourgeoi-
sie in oppressed nations, the imperialist petty-
bourgeoisie has only been strengthened by 
imperialism. Though it would be foolish to 
suggest there are no contradictions between 
the petty-bourgeoisie and haute-bourgeosie, 
or that these contradictions never manifest in 
struggle between the petty-bourgeoisie and 

the ruling class, ultimately these contradic-
tions are non-antagonistic. That is to say, at 
the end of the day the imperialist petty-bour-
geoisie fights to attain a larger piece of the 
imperialist pie, not to challenge the system in 
any fundamental way.

Even within the ranks of the proletariat (those 
involved in direct production) and semi-pro-
letariat (e.g. non-productive workers who, 
while they are not involved in direct produc-
tion, still occupy a place at the bottom of the 
chain in the workplace), a significant stratum 
has benefited from imperialism. This stratum 
of workers has in fact benefited from imperi-
alism to such an extent that they have become 
“alien to the proletariat as a class” (Lenin’s 
words)[3]. By this is meant the labor aristoc-
racy.

The labor aristocracy are those among the 
working class whose size of earnings, mode 
of life, and overall outlook alienate them from 
the rest of the proletariat. As has been demon-
strated historically, the labor aristocracy is a 
tool the bourgeoisie uses against the workers 
of oppressed nations. The labor aristocracy 
also serves the role of spreading chauvinism 
and opportunism throughout the labor move-
ment. Again in Lenin’s words, the labor aris-
tocracy is “the principal social (not military) 
prop of the bourgeoisie. For they are the real 
agents of the bourgeoisie in the working-class 
movement, the labour lieutenants of the capi-
talist class, real vehicles of reformism and 
chauvinism. In the civil war between the pro-
letariat and the bourgeoisie they inevitably, 
and in no small numbers, take the side of the 
bourgeoisie…”[4]. This is not to suggest that 
there are no contradictions between the labor 
aristocracy and the bourgeoisie, nor that there 
is never any struggle between them. However, 
when the labor aristocracy does struggle with 
the bourgeoisie, it is generally in defense of 
the privileges it has attained at the expense of 
the oppressed nations and, like the petty-bour-
geoisie, to attain a greater piece of the imperi-
alist pie.

All of this must be taken into account when 
judging who counts among “the masses” in 
the imperialist countries. Clearly there is no 

significant section of the haute-bourgeoisie in 
imperialist countries which is committed to 
opposing imperialism. The petty-bourgeoisie 
also cannot be expected to struggle against 
capitalist-imperialism en masse. What is per-
haps more controversial is whether or not 
labor aristocrats can be considered to be “the 
masses.” What we argue is a resounding no to 
that question, at least when we are speaking 
of the default position the labor aristocracy 
occupies. After all, “in the civil war between 
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie [the labor 
aristocracy] inevitably, and in no small num-
bers, take the side of the bourgeoisie…” 
Moreover, attempts to take the labor aristoc-
racy as “the masses” and to derive a “correct” 
line from them have historically and repeated-
ly resulted in social-democratic programs at 
best (see H.W. Edwards’ book Labor Aristoc-
racy: Mass Base of Social Democracy). The 
default outlook of the labor aristocracy is one 
of fear of losing its position above the prole-
tariat at large. This places them at odds with 
the struggles of the proletariat, and thus ap-
pealing to their interests can only be counter-
revolutionary. Here is Lenin once again on 
the subject:

A revolution, as [Arthur Crispien, who 
Lenin is addressing] sees it, can be 
made only if it does not worsen the 
workers’ conditions “too much”. Is it 
permissible, in a Communist Party, to 
speak in a tone like this, I ask? This is 
the language of counter-revolution… 
We must tell the workers the very 
opposite of what Crispien has said. If, 
in desiring to prepare the workers for 
the dictatorship, one tells them that 
their conditions will not be worsened 
“too much”, one is losing sight of the 
main thing, namely, that it was by 
helping their “own” bourgeoisie to 
conquer and strangle the whole world 
by imperialist methods, with the aim 
of thereby ensuring better pay for 
themselves, that the labour aristocracy 
developed… [T]o tell the workers in 
the handful of rich countries where life 
is easier, thanks to imperialist pillage, 
that they must be afraid of “too great” 



impoverishment, is counter-revolu-
tionary. It is the reverse that they 
should be told. The labour aristocracy 
that is afraid of sacrifices, afraid of 
“too great” impoverishment during the 
revolutionary struggle, cannot belong 
to the Party.[5]

The labor aristocracy is not, by default, part of 
the masses, and knowing that, we should be 
clear about its size if we are to gauge who the 
masses are. We can get an order of magnitude 
by looking at the mode of life, size of earn-
ings, and overall outlook of various strata of 
workers in imperialist nations, as well as not-
ing which side these strata have historically 
found themselves in the struggle between the 
proletariat and bourgeoisie. The details of this 
have been covered again and again, in books 
like J. Sakai’s Settlers, H. W. Edwards’ Labor 
Aristocracy, the work of the Maoist Interna-
tionalist Movement and others, including our 
work on anti-imperialism.com, so we won’t 
waste time bogging readers down with the 
arguments again when they can be found 
throughout the Third Worldist canon. Suffice 
it to say that we see that the labor aristocracy 
is a large majority of the working class in 
imperialist nations today.

There are still many elements in the commu-
nist movement who, noting the small size of 
the haute-bourgeoisie in imperialist countries, 
want to frame class struggle in the core as a 
struggle between a small minority and a large 
“mass.” The problem is that in truth, with a 
large petty-bourgeoisie which fights against 
the interests of the proletariat, and a large 
labor aristocracy which does the same, the 
majority of the population in imperialist cen-
ters cannot generally be considered “the 
masses.” The masses, from whom a correct, 
revolutionary line can be derived, are un-
doubtedly a small portion of the population 
within the First World.

We have of course been speaking thus far in 
general terms. It would be false to say that 
under no circumstances can members of the 
petty-bourgeoisie or labor aristocracy become 
part of the masses. The interplay of various 
contradictions within the imperialist centers 
can lead members of the labor aristocracy and 
petty-bourgeoisie to betray their immediate 
interests and fight alongside the proletariat. In 
fact, a significant part of the strategy we have 
advocated precisely involves finding these 
points of contradiction on which we can peel 
off sections of the embourgeoisfied popula-
tion in support of the proletariat. Yet, in the 
final instance one’s position in the economic 
structure determines one’s consciousness. 
Thus we cannot expect the labor aristocracy 
or petty-bourgeoisie to champion the cause of 
the proletariat in large numbers. The reality 

remains: the masses are a small group in 
imperialist countries.

Failure to come to terms with this fact is 
detrimental. Without a clear picture of who 
our enemies and friends are, practice in impe-
rialist countries can only lead the communist 
movement astray, and united fronts built 
around poor class analysis will be unprinci-
pled and ineffective. The consequences of this 
can be seen throughout the history of the 
communist movement in the First World. At 
best, communists in imperialist countries 
have succeeded in mediating and sustaining 
the current system overall, and it is only in 
fleeting instances (when communists have 
broken with opportunism and from a dogmat-
ic, unrealistic picture of the composition of 
imperialist countries) that communists within 
the First World have posed a serious threat.

For our part, we see the masses in the nations 
within First World as being primarily com-
prised of the following groups: “the basic 
proletariat [which we see as being quite small 
at best—M.E.], the part of the labor aristocra-
cy which renounces its community of interest 
with imperialism, the part of the petty-bour-
geoisie which relinquishes its aspirations to 
join the ranks of the haute-bourgeoisie, and 
part of the lumpenproletariat”[6]. We must 
stress again that for the labor aristocracy and 
petty-bourgeoisie, they must thoroughly re-
nounce their “community of interests with 
imperialism” and be prepared to make signif-
icant sacrifices. Otherwise, these groups ef-
fectively fight on the side of the bourgeoisie 
and are not part of the masses. More general-
ly, the revolutionary movement in the First 
World must struggle to align itself with the 
interests of the proletariat, primarily concen-
trated in the Third World, as failing to address 
the material gulf between workers in the im-
perialist core and the oppressed nations 
amounts to tacit acceptance of the privileged 
position of some workers at the expense of 
others.

On national liberation

One of the primary ways through which impe-
rialism can be weakened and eventually de-
feated is through national liberation. This 
involves the masses of oppressed nations ris-
ing up, seizing power, and freeing their na-
tions from the clutches of imperialism. 
Through national liberation, imperialism los-
es its ability to suck upon the labor of the 
liberated nations. Our position is thus one of 
support for national liberation struggles 
around the world (though maintaining that the 
only way to achieve this liberation in the long 
run is through the struggle for socialism and 
communism). This position is less controver-
sial when it comes to oppressed nations in the 
Third World. However, our stance on national 

liberation of oppressed nations within settler 
states—the united states, kanada, and austra-
lia being the clearest examples of settler 
states—is somewhat different than that of 
many communists in those settler states and 
thus tends to be much more controversial. 
This is not because of some inconsistency or 
eclecticism on our part; the controversy sur-
rounding our line on national liberation with-
in settler states seem largely to stem from the 
fact that we treat nations within settler forma-
tions in the same way we treat any nation in 
the world.

In the first place, what is a nation? It is a 
historically cohesive group with four things in 
common: 1) a common territory, 2) a com-
mon economic life, 3) a common language, 4) 
a common culture. Nations are also blocs of 
classes, i.e. each nation has its own internal 
class structure. Among other things, this 
means that there are states in the world which 
contain multiple nations. Settler states, char-
acterized by having risen after the settling of 
a territory by a non-indigenous population, 
tend to contain multiple nations. So to speak, 
north amerika is a “prison house of nations,” 
as is australia.

Among Marxist-Leninists and Maoists in the 
First World, there is a good deal of acknowl-
edgement of this fact, and calls are made for 
the self-determination of the oppressed, cap-
tive nations within the u.s., kanada, australia, 
and in parts of europe. However these same 
communists will often turn around and treat 
the class structure of these multinational 
states as if it is a single class structure! Talk is 
made of mobilizing the “American” proletar-
iat, or the “Canadian” proletariat, or the 
“Australian” proletariat, disregarding that all 
of these formations contain multiple nations, 
each nation containing its own bloc of classes. 
In the Leninist tradition, we deride “left” 
communists for failing to recognize the ne-
cessity of the liberation of nations (i.e. of 
autonomous, national struggles) as a prereq-
uisite for a genuine unity between peoples. 
However we often throw all principles to the 
wind and make precisely the same error as 
the “left” communists do when talking about 
settler states. That is, while we may pay lip 
service to the existence of captive, oppressed 
nations within settler formations, many of us 
turn around and talk as if these multinational 
states are already unified with a unified class 
structure. This is complete nonsense.

Third Worldists hold that multinational states 
exist, and among these are today’s settler 
states. We see each of the nations within these 
states as its own historically constituted bloc 
of classes. Thus, we realize it is nonsense to 
talk about a homogenous proletariat in places 
like the so-called “United States”, “Canada”, 
and “Australia”. Neither can we coherently 
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conceive of a “socialist America”, for exam-
ple, as the constructs of “America” and other 
settler states are predicated precisely upon the 
subjugation and oppression of multiple na-
tions, and the complete dismantling of these 
settler states is required for any genuine so-
cialism to take hold in the territories enclosed. 
In reality, for there to be any meaningful unity 
between the peoples who live in today’s set-
tler formations, the liberation of oppressed 
nations—the success of autonomous, national 
struggles in the oppressed nations contained 
within the borders of the settler states—is a 
prerequisite.

To be clear: we do not stand opposed to forg-
ing international alliances, but treating the 
settler states as if they have a single class 
structure is a sure way to make any allegiance 
one works toward as unprincipled as possible. 
That is, if one approaches the u.s. or kanadian 
or australian “proletariat” as a unified class, 
then the tendency will be for national strug-
gles to be sacrificed at the altar to appeals to 
the interests of the “whole proletariat.” We 
Leninists would never claim that britain and 
Ireland have a single, unified class structure. 
Why would we do so for settler states?

The other primary difference between Third 
Worldists and the majority of communists in 
the First World regarding national liberation 
is related to the first, but is primarily strategic. 
It is often argued or at least implied that due 
to the strength of u.s.-led imperialism, the 
proximity of oppressed nations within settler 
states to dominant imperialist powers, and the 
generally smaller populations of these op-
pressed nations compared to the populations 
of oppressor nations within settler formations, 
that national liberation struggles within settler 
states will have to unite with the struggles of 
the settler (“white”) labor movement to be 
successful. There may be truth in the claim 
that oppressed nations within settler states 
may need some help in their struggles to 
liberate themselves. However, unity with set-
tler labor movements is an extremely danger-
ous and ineffective strategy and has proven so 
time and again.

The problem is that “white” workers in settler 
states have a direct, material interest in the 
continued subjugation of the oppressed na-
tions within the political borders of the u.s., 
kanada, and australia. This has been manifest 
since the very beginning of the settler labor 
movement.

What was the essence of the ideology 
of white labor? Petit-bourgeois annex-
ationism. Lenin pointed out in the 
great debates on the National Question 
that the heart of national oppression is 
annexation of the territory of the op-
pressed nation(s) by the oppressor na-

tion. There is nothing abstract or 
mystical about this. To this new layer 
of European labor was denied the 
gross privileges of the settler bour-
geoisie, who annexed whole nations. 
Even the particular privileges that so 
comforted the earlier Euro-Amerikan 
farmers and artisans—most particular-
ly that of “annexing” individual plots 
of land every time their Empire 
advanced—was denied these Europe-
an wage slaves. But, typically, their 
petit-bourgeois vision saw for them-
selves a special, better kind of wage-
slavery. The ideology of white labor 
held that as loyal citizens of the Em-
pire even wage-slaves had a right to 
special privileges (such as “white 
man’s wages”), beginning with the 
right to monopolize the labor market.

We must cut sharply through the liber-
al camouflage concealing this ques-
tion. It is insufficient—and therefore 
misleading—to say that European 
workers wished to “discriminate 
against” or “exclude” or were 
“prejudiced against” colored workers. 
It was the labor of Afrikan and Indian 
workers that created the economy of 
the original Amerika; likewise, the 
economy of the Southwest was dis-
tilled from the toil of the 
Indian/Mexicano workers, and that of 
Northern California and the Pacific 
Northwest was built by Mexicano and 
Chinese labor. Immigrant European 
workers proposed to enter an economy 
they hadn’t built, and “annex”, so to 
speak, the jobs that the nationally 
oppressed had created.

Naturally, the revisionists always want 
to talk about it as a matter of white 
workers not sharing equally enough—
as though when a robber enters your 
home and takes everything you’ve 
earned, the problem is that this thief 
should “share” your property better! 
Since the ideology of white labor was 
annexationist and predatory, it was of 
necessity also rabidly pro-Empire and, 
despite angry outbursts, fundamental-
ly servile to the bourgeoisie. It was not 
a proletarian outlook, but the degraded 
outlook of a would-be labor 
aristocracy.[7]

Communists in settler states have been calling 
for unity between settlers and the people of 
the oppressed nations for as long as commu-
nist movements have existed here. Yet, we’ve 
been waiting hundreds of years for this unity 
and it either doesn’t happen, or when it does, 

it results in the outright liquidation of national 
liberation struggles. Though there were many 
reasons behind the failure of the last wave of 
national liberation struggles in the First 
World, not least among them was an unprin-
cipled unity with the “white” labor move-
ment. Two examples in the u.s. were the 
African Blood Brotherhood and later the 
Black Panthers, both effectively liquidated 
after they abandoned what was framed as 
“separatism” and sought unity with “white” 
labor struggles.[8] We stress that the reason 
for this is largely due to the fact that the 
immediate interests of white workers are an-
tagonistic to the cause of national liberation.

If the nationally oppressed need to unify with 
the proletariat of other nations in order to 
liberate themselves, then we argue it must be 
primarily with the proletariat located in the 
Third World. National liberation struggles 
within the First World and Third World share 
many interests. The victory of socialist revo-
lution in the Third World weakens imperial-
ism and can help provide a systemic opening 
which struggles in the First World can take 
advantage of. The reverse is also true: nation-
al liberation movements in settler states can 
distract and weaken imperialist powers and 
make room for Third World struggles to 
breathe. Moreover, the most oppressed ele-
ments in the captive nations within settler 
states have much more in common, materially 
speaking, with the Third World proletariat 
than they do with the vast majority of white 
laborers. Thus, we see the natural ally of the 
people of oppressed nations within the First 
World as being the people of the Third 
World—national liberation struggles should 
be incorporated into a broad united front 
against imperialism and into Global People’s 
War.

If “white” settlers are to participate in Global 
People’s War, it must ultimately be on the 
basis of betrayal of their own immediate inter-
ests, and indeed, on the basis of what can be 
considered “national suicide.” Settlers must 
actively desire and work toward the disman-
tling of their own privileges and their own 
nations (which are built upon the annexation 
of other nations), otherwise they cannot be 
accomplices in revolution.

On women’s liberation

Several years ago, the Maoist Internationalist 
Movement helped reveal the sorry state of 
feminist discourse within the western com-
munist movement by illustrating its liberal 
underpinnings. In one particularly revealing 
instance[9],  they criticized the Revolutionary 
Communist Party, usa, for its chauvinism 
under the guise of (liberal) “feminism”, by 
comparing their statements on gender to those 
of a prominent liberal feminist. The two sets 
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of statements were in a number of respects 
indistinguishable. Most egregiously, both the 
RCP and their liberal allies used feminist-
sounding language to cover for effectively 
falling on the side of u.s. imperialism at a time 
when the united states had Iran in its cross 
hairs. Some of the western left (though not all 
of it!) has learned somewhat from these past 
blunders. Calls for demonstrations against 
nations the u.s. and its lackeys are attacking in 
the name of “feminism” are less common 
today among nominal communists. Unfortu-
nately, the First World communist movement 
has yet to break decisively from an ultimately 
liberal and/or postmodern view of women’s 
liberation. Thus, we feel another intervention 
is needed, both to avoid a relapse into past 
errors, and to move toward a genuinely Marx-
ist and revolutionary appraisal of patriarchy 
and how to defeat it.

In the communist movement historically, the 
default position on the so-called “Women 
Question” has been a male chauvinist one. 
Great strides were certainly made in past so-
cialist projects toward ameliorating the condi-
tions of women and empowering them to 
some extent politically. Nevertheless, 
women’s liberation has fairly consistently 
been considered a “secondary” struggle with-
in the communist movement and communists 
have generally stopped short of interrogating 
the very division of people into men and 
women in the first place. That is, the most 
radical demand has often been “equality be-
tween men and women”, with the tacit as-
sumption being of course that these “eternal” 
categories of “man” and “woman”—
categories emerging from an oppressive 
relationship—will continue to exist.

Both of these errors are very much still pres-
ent in today’s communist movement. The 
reason we say they are symptomatic of male 
chauvinism is because typical feminist dis-
course among communists does not get to the 
root of patriarchy, it distracts from the extent 
to which the very position of “man” is predi-
cated on the oppression and exploitation of 
women, and it obscures the fact that the very 
division of people into gender categories is 
rooted in an economic relationship that must 
be abolished. Thus, in failing to address the 
root of the problem, today’s communist 
movement gives space for the domination of 
women by men to continue to exist, both in 
their organizations and in their vision of a 
future society.

What do we mean when we say that the gen-
der division is sourced in an economic rela-
tionship? Most liberal and/or postmodern 
analysis of gender deals with gender primarily 
as it manifests in the cultural, ideological, and 
legal level of society. This analysis has not 
been unimportant. As Marxists though, we 
know that these superstructural aspects of 
gender must be produced and reproduced if 
they are to remain dominant. That is to say, 
these relations do not fall from the sky. And 
what produces gender relations that appear in 
the superstructure? A division which exists in 
the economic base of society.

Thus, a Marxist conception of gender is that it 
is ultimately a material production relation, a 
division of labor (primarily between produc-
tive and reproductive labor). This division of 
labor has changed in its specific characteris-
tics from previous modes of production to the 
capitalist mode of production, but it is undeni-
able that capitalism as it really exists has 
developed with a division between productive 
and reproductive labor—the latter being car-
ried out primarily by women and without 
pay—as part of its base.

The gender division of labor means that the 
costs of reproducing the work force—child 
rearing, cooking, cleaning, gathering basic 
sustenance, etc.—are largely the burden of 
unpaid women’s labor. This is a boon for the 
capitalist. It is also a relationship that men 
systematically benefit from. Men are afforded 
a higher degree of economic freedom and 
mobility and are able to exert power over 
women due to women’s subordinate position 
in the social division of labor. A simple exam-
ple of this is the fact that (as UN Women 
revealed in 2007) globally, women perform 
two thirds of the world’s labor while receiv-
ing only 10% of the income and owning only 
a tiny portion of the property. The other side 
of this of course is that men receive consider-
ably more while doing considerably less la-
bor, a situation dependent on the 
subordination of women.

Of course, it is true that patriarchy cannot be 
reduced to only a division of labor. Patriarchy 
manifests in a plethora of ways which have 
been investigated by generations of feminists. 
However, the gender division existing in the 
economic base of society is what continually 
produces and reproduces patriarchy. Without 
realizing this we cannot explain why patriar-
chy persists in our present world, taking new 
forms, but showing no signs of being eroded. 

Subsequently, we cannot come to grips with 
how patriarchy can be defeated. Additionally, 
without a Marxist theory of gender, we cannot 
explain the division of people into “men” and 
“women” in the first place. It is wrong and 
backward to conceive of these categories as 
representing some essential characteristics of 
people. Rather, in the final instance, “man” 
and “woman” represent differing positions in 
a social hierarchy.

What we must understand is that women’s 
liberation is not merely a “secondary” strug-
gle but is inexorably intertwined with the 
struggle for communism. Not only is gender 
oppression impossible to eliminate within the 
context of capitalism, but communism is im-
possible without the abolition of the produc-
tive relations which give rise to the division 
between men and women. In other words, 
since “man” and “woman” are categories 
stemming from an oppressive relationship, 
and men benefit from this division, then com-
munists must seek the abolition of gender 
itself, i.e. in the last instance, the productive 
relations giving rise to patriarchy, if they 
genuinely want a society without oppression. 
We must not shy away from this.

Of course, we must also recognize how the 
gender contradiction interplays with other 
contradictions. Although proletarian men ab-
solutely do exert dominance over women, 
proletarian men are also exploited and domi-
nated by capital. Thus, proletarian men and 
women find a great deal of common ground, 
and proletarian men can be won over to fight 
as accomplices of proletarian women in revo-
lution. On the other hand, bourgeois and pet-
ty-bourgeois women may perform little to no 
labor and may indeed exploit the labor of their 
working class “sisters”. Thus, proletarian 
women may find that they have little in com-
mon with women in higher class positions.

Having said that, it is without exception that 
we advocate that in order for men of any class 
to be genuine accomplices of women in revo-
lution, they must actively desire and work 
toward the abolition of their very existence as 
men.

Western communists have absolutely no busi-
ness feeling self righteous on the issue of 
gender (as RCP, usa did) when our own track 
record on feminism, both in theory and in 
practice, is abysmal. And we will fail to make 
any progress if we refuse to interrogate the 
roots of patriarchy thoroughly. We need a 



genuinely proletarian feminism that does not 
stop at demands echoed from liberals. We need 
to utterly dismantle male chauvinism within 
our organizations and to build a movement 
where women’s struggles are primary 
struggles, as they are inseparable from the 
struggle against capitalism itself.

On global new democracy

Finally, a fundamental way in which we Third 
Worldists differ from most communists in the 
west is how we conceive of post-revolution-
ary society. Our goal is of course socialism 
and communism. But how do we get there?

Imperialism has led to a vast differential in 
wealth in the world, where wealth is primarily 
concentrated, and to an enormous degree, in 
the imperialist countries. The imperialist na-
tions rose to dominance by ransacking the rest 
of the world. For imperialism and the eco-
nomic power imperialist countries wield to be 
dismantled, we argue that the oppressed na-
tions need to “expropriate the expropriators.”

Although the most important task is to trans-
form productive relations (else systematic in-
equalities will simply rise again), leaving the 
distribution of wealth and productive forces 
as is leaves some countries with considerable 
assets which they accumulated at the expense 
of the proletariat of the oppressed nations. If 
we do not want a future society to look like 
“from each according to one’s ability, to each 
according to one’s skin color”, then the defeat 
of imperialism will necessarily involve mas-
sive reparations and redistribution of produc-
tive forces to the oppressed nations. These 
reparations will have to be overseen carefully 

by a joint dictatorship of the people of op-
pressed nations, led by the proletariat. We call 
this process “global new democracy.”

While the differences between our vision of 
post-revolutionary society and those of others 
is less immediately pertinent than the issues 
discussed above, it is important to keep in 
mind. Having the end goal in mind guides 
practice and the development of short- and 
mid-term goals. The concept of global new 
democracy also helps reinforce our concep-
tion of the role First Worlders will play in 
Global People’s War, i.e. that we must be 
prepared to make significant sacrifices.

Conclusion

We have hopefully demarcated clearly the 
points on which Maoists (Third Worldists) 
differ from much of the communist move-
ment. The purpose of this is not to make 
criticism for its own sake, but to provide a 
basis on which strategy can be built. A prima-
ry task for First Worlders in Global People’s 
War is to build the broadest possible united 
front against imperialism. Keeping the points 
discussed above firmly in our minds, in a 
forthcoming piece we will discuss how we 
conceive of a principled united front in the 
First World.

 – Morton Esters
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In Marxist theory and analysis, the proletariat 
is a social category that is a central topic of 
analysis and discussion. Nevertheless, confu-
sion abounds among Marxists over what ex-
actly the proletariat is. In fact, much to the 
consternation of many normative Marxists, 
RAIM has developed a line which unequivo-
cally states that a majority of the workers of 
First World oppressor nations are not part of 
the proletariat.

For most contemporary Marxists, the prole-
tariat is a group of people which ‘owns noth-
ing but its own labor-power, which it must 
sell to the bourgeoisie in order to survive.’ 
This is merely technical language for ‘all 
workers.’ For us, this definition is too broad 
and vague. After all, many First World work-
ers accumulate plenty of commodities, some 
of them appreciable such as homes. In hard 
times, they can always re-sell their stuff. More 

to the point, if the proletariat 
is ‘all workers,’ then the 
term ‘proletariat’ is itself 
looted of its meaning, be-
coming a signifier of op-
pression only, and the 
reification of a highly het-
erogeneous group. Not sur-
prisingly, efforts by such 
Marxists to organize the 
‘proletariat’ as ‘all workers’ 
have met with consistent 
failure and often earned the 
animosity and dismissal of 
gender- and nationally-op-
pressed peoples.

Ignoring the modern Marxists for a moment, 
Engels described the proletariat as such:

“The proletariat is that class in society which 
lives entirely from the sale of its labor and 

does not draw profit from any kind of capital; 
whose weal and woe, whose life and death, 
whose sole existence depends on the demand 
for labor – hence, on the changing state of 
business, on the vagaries of unbridled compe-
tition.”

What is the Proletariat?

(Continued: Points of Unity and Difference)



12

By this definition, for example, workers who 
invest into a 401k or pension (thus investing 
into and earning a profit from capital) can’t 
technically be part of the proletariat. In 2012, 
46% of employees in the US participated in 
such workplace retirement plans while 61% 
were eligible. This alone casts doubt on the 
typical Marxist line on ‘all workers’ or the 
whole ‘working-class’ being the proletariat.

So what then is the proletariat?

First of all, the proletariat is a class. A class is 
a group of people brought together and de-
fined by their relationship to other groups 
within a mode of production. In the case of 
capitalism, classes are defined by their rela-
tionship to the accumulation of capital. The 
proletariat is the class of people whose labor 
is the source of value, their exploitation being 
the engine and a primary source (along with 
nature) of capital expansion.

Not every member of the proletariat need be 
engaged in wage labor all the time; there 
exists the uniquely capitalist need for ‘a re-
serve army of labor’ only intermittently sup-
plying formal labor-power. Nevertheless, the 
proletariat consists of a group whose mem-
bers’ exploited labor forms the basis of profit 
for the class of capital owners, the bourgeoisie.

Why is the proletariat significant?

According to orthodox Marxism, the proletar-
iat was structurally, strategically, and increas-
ingly subjectively poised to seize the means 
of production, economically liquidate the 
bourgeoisie, and transform the economy into 
one based on rational planning and the ab-
sence of antagonistically divided groups (i.e., 
classes) in the mode of production.

While today’s conditions are somewhat dif-
ferent than in Marx’s day, notably the ossifi-
cation of structures of colonialism into 
imperialist parasitism, the basic significance 
of the proletariat as the exploited class is the 
same. It has the ability to collectively engage 
in the ‘passive action’ of withdrawing its 
labor from the capitalist system through not 
simply striking, but also by building dual 
power, anti-hegemonic institutions, and so-

cialist economics systems. In doing so the 
proletariat transforms itself into its own ruling 
class via the resolution of its antagonistic 
relationship with the bourgeoisie.

So why are a majority of oppressor nation 
workers in countries like the United States, 
Israel, and Australia not part of the proletari-
at? Simply put, they are not exploited.

Value is based on the quantity of abstract 
labor-time. Value is described as containing 
labor-time in abstract because it is based on a 
temporal social average, which in today’s 
world-economy must include the labor of all 
workers globally, from the children in African 
mines, to teenage girls in Asian sweatshop 
workers, to First World and metropole retail 
workers, to highly parasitical ‘surplus’ work-
ers in the sales and finance sectors, among 
others.

Exploitation, then, is the supplying of a given 
quantity of labor within the labor process for 
a lesser amount (in the form of wages and 
other remuneration) in return. Due to the un-
equal structure of capital accumulation under 
imperialism, some workers are paid a price 
(wage) for labor-power (concrete labor) 
which is representationally greater than an 
equal quantity of abstract labor (value). Such 
a situation can exist only in a system of struc-
tural divisions among workers and the exis-
tence of steep wage scaling. This type of 
situation, which was never investigated by 
Marx or Engels, is readily apparent today.

When we say there is no white proletariat, for 
example, this does not preclude the notion 
that some workers of the white nation might 
be exploited. Instead, such exploited white 
workers do not themselves constitute a) a 
stable group with characteristics of a class 
with b) a clear exploited relationship to capi-
tal expansion generally c) in such a way that 
situates them as capable, either structurally, 
strategically, or subjectively, of overthrowing 
the rule of capital.

Lenin was the first highly notably revolution-
ary to remark on the structural trend of the 
embourgeoisification of the working class in 

imperialist countries and its political implica-
tions for the proletarian movement:

“…as the result of a far-reaching colonial 
policy the European proletariat has partly 
reached a situation where it is not its work that 
maintains the whole of society but that of the 
people of the colonies who are practically 
enslaved…. In certain countries these circum-
stances create the material and economic ba-
sis for infecting the proletariat of one country 
or another with colonial chauvinism.”

Against the chauvinism of Trotsky (the O.G. 
of First Worldism), Lenin in the last years of 
his life foresaw the center of gravity of the 
revolutionary movement heading ‘east’ to-
ward the colonized and semi-colonial world 
comprised of nations oppressed under imperi-
alism. This trend of thought was further sys-
tematized in the revolutionary foreign policy 
line in Maoist China known as global 
people’s war, which saw the struggles of Af-
rica, Asia, and Latin America as being the 
foremost threat to US-led imperialism. Both 
of these lines moved toward locating the 
‘proletariat’ as the most exploited and op-
pressed peoples vis a vis capital accumulation 
ordered along imperialist lines.

At the bare minimum, and if we want to resort 
to the rhetoric of the Communist Manifesto, 
we could consider the proletariat as a class 
“with nothing to lose but its chains” and “a 
world to win.” That is, the proletariat has no 
material stake or class interest in the current 
order and every reason to move in support of 
its own empowerment by overthrowing the 
ruling classes. Yet can this be said of the 
average First World worker?

In 2012, the U.S. median income was 
$15,480. In the same period, the gross world 
product, the monetary measurement of all 
economic activity, was $71.83 trillion. Divid-
ed equally among the population, the eco-
nomic product of the world amounts to 
around $10,000 per person (or approximately 
$12,400 on the basis of purchasing power 
parity).

That means that if all economic output settled 
into direct income on an egalitarian basis and 



that no amount was invested into the public 
sector or private investment toward the re-
plenishment and expansion of the means of 
production, most people in the United States 
would see a decline in their material liveli-
hoods as rated by their ability to consume a 
certain quantity of labor. In effect, the median 
US citizen would go from having a $15,480 
income to all US citizens having an effective 
income of $12,400, with nothing but individ-
ual savings to invest for the following year.

From this, we can see that many First World 
workers and at least over half of the popula-
tion of the United States have an immediate 
material interest in preserving the system of 
global inequality. Can this material interest be 
measured in other ways? In some respects, it 
can. We only need ask if a system could 
conceptually be built where all people are 
brought up to a material standard of living 
equal to today’s First Worlders. Could all 
people around the world have 2,700 calorie 
diets and waste upwards of a third of their 
edible food, or would this impose insur-
mountable strain on local and global ecosys-
tems? Similarly, could all people live in large 
single family homes, drive personal vehicles 
50 miles a day, dedicate huge amounts of 
resources and space toward sterile and unpro-
ductive grass yards, burn through personal 
technologies hardware (like phones and com-
puters) almost as quickly as fashions, all with-
out accomplishing even wider and more 
irreversible environmental destruction than 
we are witnessing today? The obvious answer 
is no. Thus, we can see how many First World 
workers have a material stake in the mainte-
nance of capitalist-imperialism. Their relative 
luxury and privilege, after all, are both depen-
dent on and defined by the exclusion of the 
majority of the working class.

If we must technically categorize on the basis 
of economics this section of the workers who 
are clearly not part of the proletariat, we might 
describe them as a mass petty-bourgeoisie. 
Such workers are ‘petty-bourgeoisie’ in that 
they are sustained both through the product of 
their own labor and the surplus generated via 
the exploitation of other workers. Though not 
a class unto itself (and more aptly described 
as the hanger-on of imperialism), this section 
often has its own independent class interest 
which is tied to the perpetuation of imperial-
ism for its exclusive benefit vis-à-vis other 
workers.

Politically, the ‘class consciousness’ of the 
mass petty-bourgeoisie makes it a mass base 
of both social democracy and fascism. Under 
times of social peace, the mass working petty-
bourgeoisie plays a role in pacifying op-
pressed peoples by injecting into their move-
ments opportunism and revisionism, by 
sowing a million tiny lies about capitalist-

imperialism and the struggle for communism. 
In times of social antagonism, the mass petty-
bourgeoisie becomes the front-line defenders 
of imperialism and among the most fanatic 
supporters of reaction. ‘Nuke them all,’ for 
example, is not considered a valid perspective 
by the imperialist bourgeoisie. Yet this ultra-
reactionary refrain about Third World and 
sections of formerly colonized peoples, if not 
a direct product of such petty-bourgeois con-
spicuousness, is functionally designed to tap 
into it. The mass petty-bourgeois mentality of 
social democracy and fascism is inherently 
exclusionary. This comes to the fore when it 
demands a hands-off libertarian approach to-
ward ‘natural citizens’ simultaneous to tighter 
border security and ‘tough on crime’ legisla-
tion targeting oppressed peoples. Though ele-
ments of the mass petty-bourgeoisie can and 
must be won over to the side of proletarian 
revolution, they are not as a group natural or 
consistent allies.

It is accurate to say that members of this 
‘mass petty-bourgeoisie’ who do engage in 
revolutionary work are aiming for revolution-
ary ‘class suicide.’ That is, they are working 
to negate through conscious struggle the sys-
tems of oppression and exploitation from 
which they structurally benefit. This class 
suicide can only be accomplished through 
actively siding with and advancing the revolu-
tionary struggle of the proletariat at large. 
Though few and far between, such traitors to 
oppressive roles have existed throughout his-
tory, from the radical abolitionist and martyr 
John Brown to the revolutionary anti-imperi-
alist and political prisoner David Gilbert. De-
spite the valuable contributions of handfuls of 
such ‘revolutionary traitors,’ their effective 
capacity to alone overthrow capitalism is non-
existent.

Abstractly speaking, it is possible to locate the 
proletariat in the realm of oppression. Oppres-
sion is a social relation external to production 
which nonetheless functions to mediate the 
economic relationship of exploitation. In con-
temporary society, the three main forms of 
oppression are national, gender, and the gen-
eralized hegemony of the worker-owner rela-
tionship. These ‘strands’ of oppression 
function to ‘tie down’ groups of people into 
subjugated roles thus making exploitation a 
‘normal’ reality. Without oppression, exploi-
tation could not function on the social and 
political level.

When speaking of a modern proletariat, we 
refer to a group primarily made up of nation-
ally- and gender-oppressed sections of the 
workforce. In consequence, successful prole-
tarian struggles tend to touch on, attempt to 
resolve, and combine the struggles against 
national, gender, and worker oppression. 

While an individual holding the identity of 
any or all groups vis-à-vis oppression may not 
be exploited, on the structural level such op-
pression tends to approximate and mediate 
exploitation.

And this brings us to the final question: what 
does the proletariat ultimately signify?

In world history generally and through revo-
lution particularly, the proletariat represents 
the collective potential to end capitalism as a 
system of exploitation and eradicate oppres-
sion. More importantly, in doing so the prole-
tariat synthesizes the long-term interest of 
humanity at large. This is why the proletarian 
worldview or consciousness is not simply 
restricted to the ideas and knowledge of the 
proletariat, but also utilizes the ideas and 
knowledge of other classes to advance its own 
struggle, and therefore qualitatively advances 
the furthermost interests of human collectivi-
ty. In ‘coming into its own’ through liberating 
itself from exploitation by the bourgeoisie, 
the proletariat encounters and must resolve a 
whole host of contradictions internal and ex-
ternal to various groups. And, while various 
groups may in one way or another be nega-
tively affected by capitalist-imperialism, it is 
only the modern proletariat united in struggle 
which has the collective capacity to be the 
leading force in the resolution of the various 
contradictions created and maintained under 
this mode of production.

In the normative Marxist lexicon, the word 
proletariat has lost its revolutionary meaning 
and become a convenient term to conceal 
actual contradictions in favor of a dogmatic 
and chauvinist view supporting privileged 
‘workers.’ For Marxism to have significance 
as a superstructural force inspiring revolution, 
it needs to elaborate a clear and relevant un-
derstanding of what and who the proletariat – 
the central collective revolutionary force – is 
in contemporary society. Efforts to obscure or 
ignore this question have not advanced the 
revolutionary cause in any substantive man-
ner, but have in fact done the opposite. For 
Marxism to remain relevant, it needs to re-
main clear that the proletariat is that class in 
society whose exploited labor is a central 
basis of the expansion of capital, and is not 
simply ‘all workers.’ The chauvinistic and 
lazy application of failed and boring verdicts 
under the guise of ‘Marxism’ will no longer 
suffice. Instead, when analyzing ‘what is the 
proletariat,’ we should uphold a remark by 
Lenin and “always try to be as radical as 
reality itself.”

 – Nikolai Brown
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Celebrating and Understanding International 
Women’s DayNowadays, many celebrations born out of 

political struggle have been made sterile by 
the existing cultural hegemony. The capitalist 
class is able to appropriate radical ideas, con-
cepts, and history and co-opt them by chang-
ing their meaning. International Women’s 
Day is no exception.

What’s the history of International Women’s 
Day?

Stuttgart, 18-24 August 1907. 884 delegates 
from 25 countries, among whom Rosa Lux-
embourg, Clara Zetkin, August Bebel and 
Vladimir Lenin, met for the Seventh Congress 
of the Second International, discussing the 
political positions of Social-Democracy in 
regards to colonialism and the 
“women’s question”, the latter 
being a somewhat antiquated 
term to indicate the initial ele-
ments of communist feminism.

During the discussion on 
women’s suffrage, the VII Con-
gress approved a resolution ac-
cording to which the parties of 
Social-Democracy would fight 
for women’s suffrage refusing to 
unite with bourgeois feminists. 
The following International So-
cialist Women’s Conference, 
with 58 delegates from 13 coun-
tries, approved the creation of a 
Women’s Office. Clara Zetkin 
was elected secretary and editor 
of “Die Gleichheit” (Equality), 
the international organ of social-
ist women.

Fast forward to 1909. A general 
strike by about 15,000 women 
garment workers spanning from 
22 November 1908 to 15 Febru-
ary 1909 pushed the International Socialist 
Women’s Conference to declare a common 
day dedicated to the struggle for women’s 
rights between 26 and 27 August. In the Unit-
ed States, the date was the last Sunday of 
February, in Northern European countries it 
was first celebrated on the 19th of March 
1911 as per the International Communist 
Women’s Secretariat’s decisions. In France, it 

was on the 18th of March, the anniversary of 
the Paris Commune’s demise.

At this stage, it wasn’t an event celebrated 
every year nor in every country; it took the 
Bolshevik Party until 3 March 1913 to insti-
tute it with a demonstration at the Kalashaik-
ovsky Exchange interrupted by the Tsarist 
police. After the 1911 celebration, the Ger-
man communists repeated Women’s Day cel-
ebrations on the 8th of March 1914, while the 
French repeated it on the 9th of the same 
month.

The celebration of Women’s Day was gener-
alized in the communist movement at the 
Second International Conference of Commu-
nist Women on the 14th of June, inspired by 
the demonstration launched by women in 
Petrograd on the 8th of March 1917, which 
started the February Revolution. Thus, the 
Third International declared the 8th of March 
to be International Working Women’s Day.

The political character of International Work-
ing Women’s Day was too controversial for 
the establishment, which contributed to the 
ideological recuperation by bourgeois ele-
ments. The bourgeoisie attributed Women’s 
Day to the death of hundreds of workers in a 
factory named Cottons in New York, a facto-
ry that never existed and a tragedy probably 
confused with the Triangle factory’s fire, in 
which 146 workers, mostly immigrant Euro-
pean women, died. Other myths, such as var-
ious strikes or work accidents in Boston or 
New York, were circulated. These reconstruc-
tions are a whitewashing of history which 
attempts to deny the role of communists in the 
struggle for women’s rights.

While the UN and other repre-
sentatives of monopoly capital 
can claim to celebrate a non-
communist women’s day, there 
are women who live in the same 
conditions of the women who 
helped give birth to Women’s 
Day, but they go unnoticed. Ac-
cording to the International La-
bor Organization, every day 
“6,300 people die as a result of 
occupational accidents or work-
related diseases – more than 2.3 
million deaths per year. 317 mil-
lion accidents occur on the job 
annually; many of these resulting 
in extended absences from work. 
The human cost of this daily ad-
versity is vast and the economic 
burden of poor occupational 
safety and health practices is es-
timated at 4 per cent of global 
Gross Domestic Product each 
year”. Across the world, there 
are women still in sweatshops, in 
conditions of bonded labor, vic-

tims of trafficking, in conditions of unem-
ployment or underemployment, dying from 
preventable diseases while working and liv-
ing in horrendous conditions.

This short history lesson goes against the 
United Nations’ rhetoric about the alleged 
celebration of “acts of courage and determina-
tion by ordinary women”, a seemingly peace-
ful celebration which conceals the 
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revolutionary birth of this day, a day of strikes 
and revolution. It is under this regime of 
whitewashed history that companies like Wal-
mart, engaged in human trafficking and deny-
ing workers basic rights, can claim to promote 
equality. It is under the regime of hypocrisy of 
the so-called “international community” that 
the forceful dispersion of a Women’s Day 
demonstration in Israel can go completely 
unnoticed.

The ruling heights of the capitalist system are 
quite content with the celebration of the few 
rights women have been able to win through 
reformist struggle, but will never touch on the 
deeper issues affecting them. They will act as 
if it is possible to consider women a homoge-
neous group without a detour into class; in 
fact, this isn’t possible. It’s not possible to 
compare a woman in the capitalist class and a 
woman in the working class. It’s not possible 
to talk about women’s liberation without ana-
lyzing class.

Thus, Maoists speak of proletarian feminism 
precisely because there are capitalist women 
and working women. The majority of the 
women of the world have nothing to lose but 
their chains – the chains of capital and the 
chains of patriarchy. Whilst petty bourgeois 
feminism struggles for the accommodation of 
women in the capitalist-imperialist system, 
proletarian feminism struggles for the end of 
the system and the establishment of a class-
less society.

Under capitalism-imperialism, women form 
the majority of part-time workers, the majori-
ty of single parents, and the majority of work-
ers earning minimum wage. In imperialist 
wars of aggression, they are 80% of refugees 
and displaced people, and 80% of the victims 
of hand-held weapons. Women make up 83% 
of domestic workers, facing deplorable work-
ing conditions. Even in our daily lives, wom-
en have to endure physical as well as 
psychological violence. These are problems 
inherent in the capitalist system, and the 
struggle for women’s liberation is inseparable 
from the struggle against capitalism.

Proletarian feminism is the understanding that 
without the support, participation, and leader-
ship of women, the success of communist 
revolution against capitalism is impossible. 
Only by fusing the struggle of the proletariat 
with the struggle of women and other op-
pressed groups can imperialism be defeated 
and the struggle for communism carried for-
ward.

 – Klaas V.

Sources:
http://www.maannews.net/eng/ViewDetails.aspx?
ID=679643

(Continued: International Women’s Day)

Duality and Ecology
In Western philosophy man and nature have 
always been characterized as oppositional 
forces. Therefore it follows that man must 
triumph over nature in order to survive. The 
philosophy of Thomas Hobbes, the first lib-
eral thinker, was built entirely upon this di-
chotomous understanding.

According to Hobbes, the only way for hu-
mans to survive is by cultivating society to 
meet all of our needs. Hobbes however did 
not view nature as purely external; society 
was not only used to address our material 
needs but also to curtail the human impulse 
towards war which Hobbes held to be a natu-
ral condition. In keeping with this line of 
thinking, by participating in society people 
agree to a social contract. They agree to sub-
mit to certain laws governing their behavior 
and in return they receive the protection and 
resources that society has to offer.

By submitting to this social contract one be-
comes part of the commonwealth, the aggre-
gate of relationships among people and 
resources in a society and the laws governing 
these relationships. In this way the common-
wealth (i.e all of Western society) is con-
ceived as separate from the natural world. 
Hobbes’ social contract theory and his notion 
of society as a commonwealth forms the basis 
of all liberal thinking. Western politics hap-
pen completely within this paradigm.

The Hobbesian notion that man is somehow 
essentially separate from nature is not as in-

fluential outside of its Western 
sphere; most other cultures are ho-
listic, especially indigenous ones. 
The dualism found in the Western 
perception of the relationships be-
tween humans and nature is mani-
fest in our mode of living. 
Capitalist Western countries led 
the way in industrialization and 
gave rise to consumer culture. 
Though the commonwealth has 
gone far beyond simply meeting 
our basic material needs, the sense 
that we are “conquering” nature is 
intrinsic to our treatment of the 
natural world. This mentality also 
serves to justify maintaining capi-
talism through ceaseless produc-
tion, even of fringe commodities, 
though the resulting environmental 
degradation threatens our very ex-
istence.

This division between Western 
culture and the rest of the world is 
also being played out within the 
communist movement. According 
to Russell Jacoby, “Western Marx-
ists confined Marxism to social 
and historical reality, distancing it 
from issues related to external nature and 
natural science.” (Monthly Review)

The distance that Troskyist and First Worldist 
organizations put between their politics and 

the natural world is antithetical to Marxism. 
Marxism is based on a material dialectic, to 
divorce human society from the natural world 
is to divorce human society from its material 
base. Marx argued against the separation of 



16

man from nature in the first manuscript of his 
collection, Philosophical and Economic Man-
uscripts:

“Nature is the inorganic body of man; that is 
to say, nature excluding the human body it-
self. To say that man lives from nature means 
that nature is his body with which he must 
remain in a continuous interchange in order 
not to die.”

This puts forth a direct challenge to the dual-
ism underlying Western thought.

There are many clear-cut examples proving 
that harm done to the world in turn harms 
humans. The emissions that we pour into the 
atmosphere are now changing the climate, 
increasing instances of agricultural failure; 
the plastic that we’ve put into the ocean is 
poisoning the many oceanic food sources that 
we use; and water contamination from pollu-
tion can be blamed for wide range of diseases.

The Western world still acts as though the 
man vs. nature paradigm is adequate because 
capitalism forcefully maintains these atti-
tudes. Like many elements of Western cul-
ture, dualistic thinking has become just 
another tool to rationalize our capitalist econ-
omy. If Western countries were to overturn 
the notion that humans are separate from na-
ture we would have to take environmental 
stewardship seriously. Within capitalism 
there is no theoretically sound way to engage 

in sustainable practices because the possibili-
ty of a fall in production or profit levels un-
dermines the whole system. Therefore, 
people’s antagonistic relationship with nature 
cannot be resolved as long as capitalism still 
exists. This antagonism is both sustained and 
rationalized through dualistic thought.

As I mentioned before, dualistic thinking has 
also characterized the Western interpretation 
of Marxism; this interpretation underscores a 
claim posted by the International Communist 
League:

“Progress in human development, i.e., ending 
misery and want, will not result from curtail-
ing production but from raising it to unparal-
leled heights.”

By not accounting for the fact that elevated 
production levels actually contribute to mis-
ery and want, especially within the Third 
World due to the First World’s imperialist 
practices which externalize harmful produc-
tion and waste disposal processes, this claim 
fails to connect the global economy to its 
material foundation. It also mimics one of the 
main premises of capitalism by viewing in-
creased levels of production as a viable meth-
od for the continued existence of people. If 
this fallacious interpretation of Marxism were 
to be practiced it would be more ecologically 
damaging than even capitalism.

Hobbes’s belief that man must rise above 
nature in order to survive set in motion devel-

opment that has had disastrous environmental 
consequences. To dismantle the systems that 
perpetuate this destruction we must think crit-
ically about the underlying values informing 
our work. It takes a holistic approach to live 
efficiently and healthily within our natural 
environment, thus communist groups must 
eradicate dualistic thinking from analysis and 
praxis.

 – Amaranta S.

Sources:
1.http://www.sagepub.com/upm-data/13298_ 
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3. http://monthlyreview.org/2013/12/01/marx-rift-
universal-metabolism-nature:

(Continued: Duality and Ecology)

Money: The Root of All Evil
Introduction

You work for it; you work with it. You need 
it to survive; you survive to need it. You’d 
steal for it; maybe, if the price was right, 
you’d even kill for it. It commands armies, 
nations, and public policy; often times it 
means life or death (quite literally). It is both 
celebrated and lamented. The Bible claims it 
is the “root of many evils” yet the Church still 
insists you give it to them.

Money is a strange thing. But what sort of 
thing is money?

Here we must agree that what is closest to us 
often seems the most unknowable. Even 
though money is such an integral part of our 
daily lives we find it difficult to ascertain 
what exactly money is. What composes mon-
ey? Generally it is some sort of paper or 
common metal; nothing special there. But is 
that all money really is? Certainly if all mon-
ey is just paper then we have a serious prob-
lem: all of human society has been enslaved 
by an entirely inanimate object!

What is Money?

This is no doubt part of the story, but this is 
not the whole character of money. In fact, it is 
very problematic to claim that money is sim-
ply an inanimate object so “why bother with 
it!” Let’s explore something else worthwhile: 
that money is not just an object of our own 
design. Let’s be very clear, here. I am not 
suggesting that one should spend all her time 
investigating or even obsessing over the con-

tent and character of money. Rather, our in-
vestigation into what money really is reflects 

our desire to investigate our 
social conditions as a whole. 
To understand and make sense 
of the world we live in. The 
fact of the matter is that every-
thing is a product of our own 
design, not simply money. The 
world we live in ‘makes sense’ 
to us (at least on a very basic 
level) because this is a su-
premely human existence that 
we live. Every single thing you 
can imagine has been given a 
‘meaning’ in our social realm: 
the most basic realm of our 
interaction with each other as 

‘neighbors’ and ourselves. From the chair I sit 
on, to the computer I write with, to the screen 
you’re reading off of, to the language in 
which we are both able to communicate. Even 
the ‘natural world’ cannot escape this totaliz-
ing notion of ‘meaning’. Look outside at the 
grass, the trees, the clouds, the mountains. 
Did the mountains decide to be called 
‘mountains’? Did they present themselves 
into ‘our world’ as ‘mountains’? Absolutely 
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not. We called them ‘mountains’ and we or-
dered them into our reality by doing so; cate-
gorizing them as such into our world of 
meaning.

Now ask yourself, how does this have any-
thing to do with money? Perhaps more than 
you think. Money, like all things, has been 
‘given’ a meaning in our social order. It has 
been tasked with a certain importance, an 
importance that is both broad in significance 
but very specific and unique in nature.

Very quickly, we should revisit what Marx 
wrote in regard to money.

Within the capitalist market there are com-
modities. These commodities, their produc-
tion and exchange, form the ‘backbone’ of the 
entire system of capitalism. Without com-
modities there can be no capitalism. Com-
modities are said to have two characters 
which form a unity in the ‘commodity’: a 
use-value and an exchange-value. Use-value 
being the specific utility the commodity offers 
society. For example, the use-value of a pen 
would be that it is utilized to write. An ex-
change-value, on the other hand, is the value 
of the commodity when contrasted with other 
commodities on the market. For example, the 
exchange-value of one pen might be two pen-
cils, or 50 pens to one vacuum and so on. 
Therefore, we see that exchange-value is nec-
essarily abstracted from use-value and only 
‘makes sense’ in regard to a market with 
which the commodities can be exchanged.

However, as Marx points out, we don’t go to 
the store to exchange 46 pens for 3 apples and 
a dozen eggs. We pay for these commodities; 
we pay with money.

Money then becomes this ‘be-all end-all’ of 
commodities. The way in which all commod-
ities relate to each other is through money. 
We do not say one egg equals one pen, or two 
apples or whatever. We say one egg equals 
$.50 and one pen equals $1.00 and so on. 
Commodities come into relation with each 
other in our society through money; money is 
the mediator of exchanging values.

However, money is not a commodity in the 
classical understanding (the understanding 
put forward above). Money, in itself, has no 
real use-value. Money is also not produced in 
a labor process and then sold on the market 
for a profit (although modern economic theo-
ry adds many twists to the ‘commodity form’ 
of money but, for the sake of brevity, we will 
not explore all of these different avenues by 
which one might come to understand money 
as a commodity on the financial market etc.). 
Money, then, is not a concrete commodity, 
meaning that the primary purpose of money in 
society is not to satisfy some need or perform 
some concrete task. Money is actually an 
embodiment of a social relation between peo-
ple.

Money as a Living Form: Social Relations

This is where we enter the ‘enigmatic’ proper-
ties of money.

Unlike other objects which seemingly exist in 
our world, only active when we work 
upon/with them, money seems to be animate 
in its own sense. Now obviously money is still 
employed by actors within a market but the 
way in which it moves in the market 
(becoming capital, which we will approach 
later) and relates between commodities is 
perhaps entirely unique.

Money commands, money demands, money 
flows, fluctuates, and tempers.

How we, as persons in society, relate to mon-
ey often determines how and in what way we 
relate to one another. Recall it was Marx who 
referred to social relations in capitalism as 
‘commodity fetishism’. Basically, relation-
ships between people become mediated 
through material relationships between 
‘things’; these ‘things’ are commodities and 
the master of all commodities is of course 
money.

Why do you work? For money. How are you 
paid? With money. How do you buy food? 
With money. Why do you go to college? To 
earn more money. Would you leave your 

family and quit your job? Perhaps, if there 
was enough money involved.

Money is a social relation, first and foremost. 
Certainly, there are a variety of reasons ‘one 
would do such’ and a common response is 
‘not everything is about money’. Of course 
there are social relationships which exist be-
yond the realm of money (to what extent is 
arguable) and even motivations within human 
interaction totally unrelated to it. There 
should be no contention otherwise. However, 
what is clear is that money often mediates 
social relationships within the last instance. 
What does this mean ‘in the last instance’? It 
means that if all instances of one such phe-
nomena considered, money would still be the 
final instance and the one which usually be-
comes determinant. Simplistic? Perhaps, and 
it is with no quickness one should go around 
reducing something or another to economistic 
paradigms.

Rather, one should consider that money is 
more than just money. It embodies a degree of 
the entire social product and our relationship 
to such. This sort of embodiment is simply 
too significant to be taken lightly or under-
stood ‘one-sidedly’ to borrow from Mao.

So, if money is a social relationship, what 
kind of social relationship is it?

A very good question considering not all 
social relations are equal. In fact, a simple 
study of history will conclude that social rela-
tions are as varied as they are transforming; 
transforming in the sense that they 
‘themselves’ change over time but also that 
social relations often engender certain materi-
al practices found parallel to them. If anyone 
would contend that such concrete social rela-
tions can transform I would then ask, where 
are the feudal palaces of the past? Where are 
the droves following behind their liege? Not 
as though oppression, repression, and ideolo-
gy have suddenly disappeared over time; rath-
er, these fundamental notions have 
transformed along with the social contexts 
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they exist in: the social formations they sit 
atop of.

Money is destructive. It destroys previous 
relations of fidelity, prestige, and all those 
vestiges of the aristocracy. Recall it was the 
old landed aristocracies of Europe who first 
warned against this ‘godless system’ of free 
market production and exchange. Money is 
constructive. It builds lemonade stands, hous-
es, cars, weapons, armies, even nations. When 
money moves through the labor process it 
becomes capital: the economic engine of cap-
italism and all subsequent ‘growth’. Money is 
the life force of any project. Not enough and 
what was will simply die.

Money is the alpha and omega of capitalism.

This is precisely why our investigation of 
money is so important. We must understand 
our enemy.

But isn’t money benign? This is often the 
retort of bourgeois economists and those right 
opportunists in the communist movement 
alike. They both want to treat money as if it 
was the baby to the bathwater. A ‘powerful’ 
force and social relation which can be wielded 
on behalf of something revolutionary. The 
analogy of the brick is often drawn here. 
Bricks can be used to build a house, or break 
a window. Money likewise can buy death but 
it can also purchase life. We should use mon-
ey in this ‘productive sense’ then.

Granted, although not without serious criti-
cism and analysis to be made.

First, bricks are simple commodities not com-
plex social relations (on the same qualitative 
plane as the money form), obviously. Second, 
to draw again upon Marx and Engels in a 
different light, we cannot simply “lay hold” of 
the ready-made state machinery. These instru-
ments of the old society have to be held cau-
tiously and with great skepticism. The same 
applies with any revolutionary usage of mon-
ey. Money, as a social relation, engenders 
certain practices which must ultimately be 
done away with. Sooner rather than later. 
Although here is a paradox as well. The revo-
lutionary movement today, maybe more than 
ever before, desperately needs money. We 
need money to fund our causes, promote our 
program, build dual power and so on. It would 
be ridiculous and simply adventurous to try 
and build a revolutionary movement without 
some significant monetary investment.

Beyond Good and Evil

However, let’s not confuse ourselves here.

Up to this point we have only done as much 
as to (very briefly) describe what money is 
and perhaps why it is but not truly contended 

if it should be.  If socialism is to succeed, if all 
of humanity is to be emancipated at last, mon-
ey must be absolutely destroyed. There is not 
a doubt regarding this. Furthermore, it should 
be noted that every socialist experiment so far 
has failed to eliminate the money form. There 
were isolated examples of success and per-
haps even systematic negations (the socialist 
accounting system, for example) but such 
examples were of course ‘limited’ and even-
tually failed.

And this is what we are left with: a book of 
truths and a history of falsehoods. Obviously, 
as revolutionaries we are in a far better posi-
tion theoretically to analyze our present con-
ditions and investigate the means of our own 
success/failure. What we need now, ironical-
ly, is money.

Let’s reflect upon the words of Mao when 
instructing his cadre on the relationship be-
tween the people’s army and the communist 
party: the Party must always control the gun, 
the gun can never be allowed to control the 
Party. An unarmed revolutionary is just an 
impending casualty. Another radical in the 
faceless void of dissent. On the other hand, an 
armed person with no revolutionary con-
sciousness is as easily a reactionary as any-
thing else. Likewise, money commanded by a 
revolutionary project, deliberately and ac-
cording to a well-understood plan, can be 
used to achieve victory. Money absent of any 
revolutionary master is more dangerous than 
the most well-armed reactionaries.

The People must control the money.

Regardless, we are left with another brooding 
question: is money really the “root of all evil”?

Obviously one should contend whether or not 
something like “evil” exists as a categorical 
truism and what it could be contrasted with. A 
scholarly question if there ever was one (one 
that we will not attempt to explore here). 
However, if we are to accept the classical 
framework for what is good and what is evil, 
that what is evil seeks to make others misera-
ble; to inflict suffering for the purpose of 
suffering. Then we should at least think of 
money as some sort of ‘possible evil’.

But money is far worse than evil. The mad-
dening dance of capital is beyond good and 
evil; be that what it is.

Evil rarely presents itself as docile; just anoth-
er object in our world, something entirely 
inanimate. Unlike money which is presented 
so innocently, a mere tool of exchange. Only 
an instrument to be wielded and determined 
by the plans of humanity. What a cruel joke. 
Our attempts to control the use of money 
should always reflect our radical desires and 

demands against the status quo. We should 
not be afraid of money, as long as we under-
stand precisely what sort of beast it is. In the 
event of monetary success we would no doubt 
be far more prepared to ‘capitalize’ upon the 
social conditions we so desperately try to 
excite. However, whenever money is within 
reach, whether in our current situation or a 
socialist future, the subjugation of humanity – 
exploitation of one group by another – is only 
a stone's throw away.

 – Zak Brown
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‘War Is Human Nature!’ and Other 
Unfounded Claims to Justify the Status Quo

If you’re a leftist there’s a chance, approach-
ing but not exceeding 100%, that you’ve 
heard the phrase ‘Humans are naturally vio-
lent’, or ‘Humans are naturally greedy’  bel-
low thoughtlessly from the mouths of liberals, 
and especially free-marketeers, to justify 
some static, reductionist view of ‘human na-
ture’ that, luckily for them, seems to preempt 
the need for activity—for why would one 
invest social and political energy or organiza-
tion into curing economic and social problems 
if they are the result of a convenient ‘human 
nature’?

These ideas spew from an extensive knowl-
edge-industry—and it is an industry—known 
as evolutionary psychology. In this realm of 
the certitude of human nature, the high priests 
Steven Pinker, Sam Harris and Jared Dia-
mond popularize and package the reductionist 
human-being, portraying him as hardly better 
than his Cro-Magnon ancestor and still carry-
ing the inbred psychological and genetic bag-
gage of violence, greed and bigotry which can 
scarcely be overcome, and in fact pervades 
modern society. ‘So it was, so it shall always 
be’ exclaim the passive apologists for modern 
war, for how could one hope to end conflict if 
the atomic bomb had its genesis in the sharp-
ened stick?

In this short article, let us take this first claim 
that humans are naturally war-like, that is that 
humans will inevitably gang up in groups and 
impose their will on other groups for whatev-
er reason, from resources to male libido. A 
recent study published in Science controverts 
this idea that humans have always been prone 
to group conflict. The study, authored by 
anthropologists Douglas Fry and Patrik So-
derberg of Abo Akademi University in Fin-
land, and entitled “Lethal Aggression in 
Mobile Forager Bands and Implications for 
the Origins of War”[1], profiled 21 “mobile 
forager bands”, also known as nomadic hunt-
er-gatherers, and tracked instances of two or 
more individuals prosecuting deadly violence 
on two or more other individuals, excluding 
one-on-one disputes etc. which proponents of 
the violent-human-nature argument often 
count as “warfare” ignoring the collective 
nature of warfare itself.

The results of the study were rather surpris-
ing. Having profiled only hunter-gatherers, 
and not horticulturalists or pastoralists, who 
themselves constitute a completely different 
societal arrangement and will therefore have 

cultural concepts alien to mobile foragers (i.e. 
private property, strong chieftains and priests 
etc.), a strikingly low amount of inter-group 
conflict was observed. The study records 148 
“lethal aggression events”, this includes all 
killings whether by murder of one clan-mem-
ber by another, war-dead or execution or re-
venge killing prescribed by the custom of one 
group on one of its members. Of the 21 mo-
bile forager societies, 3 had no recorded dead-
ly violence at all, 10 had no killings carried 
out by more than one perpetrator (personal 
disputes), whereas only 6 societies recorded 
any killing of two or more individuals by two 
or more other individuals (war). Astonishing-
ly one society, the Tiwi, was responsible for 
about 90 percent of these group-killings.

If humans are hard-wired for violence and 
domination, why don’t all mobile foragers 
resemble the Tiwi? It might be claimed that 
abundance may be to blame for the pacifica-
tion of these groups, as only 2 percent of 148 
lethal encounters were attributed to resources 
or territory. But all hunter-gatherers live at the 
edge of starvation, so why so little resource-
based violence if humans are intrinsically 
cruel to groups to which they do not belong? 
These primitive mobile foragers represent a 
perfect model of human society pre-agricul-
tural revolution, so it is safe to say that the 
statement by Steven Pinker that “chronic raid-
ing and feuding characterize life in a state of 
nature”, and by Jared Diamond that tribal 

societies live in “a constant state of war” can 
be thoroughly discarded.

But what if these societies were not such a 
good indicator of pre-agricultural societies? 
Surely these “modern” mobile foragers are 
not indicative of societies 13,000 years past, 
no matter how similar their economic ar-
rangement! That would, perhaps, be a credi-
ble argument were the archaeological 
evidence in support of a vision of humanity in 
a “constant state of war”. Anthropologists 
Jonathan Haas and Matthew Piscitelli of 
Chicago’s Field Museum have recently pub-
lished the findings of their exhaustive review 
of 2,900 sets of human remains from more 
than 400 sites which predate 11,000 BCE[2] 
They record only 28 sets of remains consis-
tent with murder or mass killing (i.e. stone 
tips and evidence of cutting on skulls and 
femurs), 24 of which (or 86%) come from just 
one mass grave in the Sahaba region of Sudan 
which is not more than 13,000 years old.

“Declaring that warfare is rampant amongst 
almost all hunters and gatherers (as well as 
those cunning and aggressive chimpanzees) 
fit well with a common public perception of 
the deep historical and biological roots of 
warfare,” Haas and Piscitelli write. “The pre-
sumed universality of warfare in human histo-
ry and ancestry may be satisfying to popular 
sentiment; however, such universality lacks 
empirical support.”

Part 1
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And if still more empirical evidence were 
called for, Rutgers anthropologist Brian Fer-
guson, a leading researcher on the origins of 
warfare, shows in a 2003 article in Natural 
History[3] that “the global archaeological re-
cord contradicts the idea that war was always 
a feature of human existence; instead, the 
record shows that warfare is largely a devel-
opment of the last 10,000 years.”

Ferguson’s recent work, a review of archaeo-
logical sites in Europe and the middle-east[4], 
has found that Neolithic settlements across 
Europe existed for 500-1,000 years after their 
original foundation without leaving any signs 
of warfare, but once stone tools began to be 
replaced with metal around 5,500 years ago, 
war-like societies soon dotted Europe. Most 
surprisingly, the Levant, which includes some 
of the world’s most turbulent countries today, 
such as Palestine, Syria and Israel, lived ex-
tremely peacefully from the emergence of 
agriculture about 11,000 years ago until the 
area gravitated into the sphere of the burgeon-
ing Egyptian civilization 5,500 years ago, at 
which point war becomes common. Anatolia 
had a military society much earlier, about 

8,000 years ago. Although some civilizations, 
such as Anatolia or Egypt, developed military 
aggression relatively earlier, notice none of 
these societies or their warfare broke out until 
quite some time after the agricultural revolu-
tion, so it must be admitted that conditions 
brought about by the agricultural revolution 
itself (land-ownership, animal ownership, 
sometimes human-ownership, and definite 
lines of male inheritance) must have either 
caused primitive war, or exaggerated what 
vanishingly little trace of war existed prior to 
13,000 years ago.

We have demonstrated the claims that hu-
mans are naturally war-mongering to be com-
pletely baseless. Nothing in early human 
history that is yet measurable suggests other-
wise. Besides these facts, any assertion that 
warfare could impact human evolution, i.e. 
that aggressive warfare-societies would gain 
evolutionary advantages from their behavior 
etc., as Pinker suggests, is rendered ridiculous 
by the sheer novelty of human warfare when 
compared to evolutionarily relevant time-
spans.

 – Joshua Alexander
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Having buried the baseless claim that humans 
are innately predisposed to war and, by exten-
sion, its implication that such predisposition 
can be selected and therefore rewarded over 
evolutionary timespans, let us move on to the 
claim of last resort for the cantors of ‘human 
nature’—the claim that, rather than innately 
warlike, humans are violent/aggressive by na-
ture.

One permutation of the argument may go 
something to the effect of “I mean, just look 
at the chimpanzee! They’re so violent! No 
wonder we share 98.7% of our DNA—it real-
ly shows!” What our observant friend in this 
instance fails to realize is that, yes, we do 
share 98.7% of our DNA with the “violent” 
chimpanzee, but what he fails to realize is (a) 

chimp violence is not what it is cracked up to 
be, and that (b) we share the exact proportion 
of our DNA—98.7 [1]—with the Bonobo, a 
species no one would call violent by any 
stretch of the imagination. But, of course, the 
correlation is only with the villainous chimp. 
The assumption made of the chimp already 
places his paradigm in danger. The villainous 
chimp, the so-called ‘demonic male’, is not 
actually as violent as it is purported to be by 

recent authors whose data, distorted 
by ideology, is exceedingly paltry. 
Jane Goodall, an authority on the 
chimpanzee unrivaled in the world of 
science, reported a culture of pacifica-
tion and ease among the Chimps of 
Gombe National Park, with a total of 
28 instances of what could be called 
violent emerging over the period of a 
year, the majority of these instances 
resulted in no injury to either party and 
were followed by reconciliation [2]. 
The following observations were used 
to justify a violent conception of the 
chimpanzee in the 1996 book 
‘Demonic Males: Apes and Origins of 

Human Violence’, and were uncovered for 
their shoddy science by Hart and Sussman int 
heir 2009 book, ‘Man the Hunted: Primates, 
Predators, and Human Evolution’:

(1) Goodall reports a so-called raiding party 
in 1982 in which a female was chased and 

mildly attacked and her 4-year-old son was 
sniffed.

(2) A 35 year old male’s body was found in 
1981. With no evidence, murder was inferred. 
Males rarely live past 33.

(3) “From 1970 to 1982 six adult males from 
one community disappeared at a Japanese 
study site in the Mahale Mountains of Tanza-
nia, west of Gombe,” one by one over a 12 
year period. With no evidence, murder was 
inferred. But lions are common predators of 
chimpanzees in that region.

(4) Wrangham and Peterson misreport state-
ments by Christopher and Hedwige Boesch, 
saying that they said “violent aggression 
among the chimpanzees is as important as it 
is in Gombe” whereas they really said, ac-
cording to Hart and Sussman, is that 
“encounters by neighboring chimpanzee com-
munities are more common in their site than 
in Gombe and that this may lead to larger, 
more cohesive, group structure and a ‘higher 
involvement of the males in social life’—
there is no mention of any violence or killing 
during these encounters” (p. 210).

(5) At the site Wrangham had studied since 
1984, a male’s body was found in 1991 a few 
days after the troop’s males had been ex-
changing calls with another community. The 
researchers had not seen any violence, nor 
was there any in the 7 years prior or 6 years 

(Continued: War and ‘Human Nature’ Part 1)

‘War Is Human Nature!’ and Other Unfounded Claims to Justify the Status Quo
Part 2
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after the incident. With no evidence, murder 
was inferred.

Granted the obvious naturalistic fallacy that 
any “innate” nature of genetically similar hu-
man relatives implies any imperative for hu-
mans, it is still ironic to note that the Bonobo, 
so rarely identified for its proximity to hu-
mans, allocates resources via mutual aid in the 
form of louse-picking etc., and defuses situa-
tions which would otherwise escalate into 
violence via stress-reducing sexual interac-
tions [3]. This is not to say, however, that no 
violence at all exists in Bonobo society. Fe-
males have been known to bite at the fingers 
and toes of males who attempt to take their 
stores of food, or violate the territory of par-
ticularly bonded females, occasionally result-
ing in severe damage or removal of the digits 
[4]. Particularly egregious incidents, such as 
infanticide and revenge-killing, have never 
been recorded among Bonobos [5].

So, having frustrated the simplistic equivoca-
tion between human and chimp violence, let 
us move on.

To say that humans are “naturally violent” 
implies a default state of aggression. If this 
were the case, if we are only agreeable tenu-
ously and determined to be violent by genet-
ics or evolution etc., then it would follow that 
a human who is primed for psychopathy is an 
individual with the physiology—i.e. white to 
gray-matter ratio and array of genes—
associated with psychopathy. Even in this 
extreme case, this perfect storm of potential 
violence, violence is not assured, nor even 
likely unless conditioned. This exact template 
was found by a neuroscientist James Fallon—
in his own head. Fallon, after a lengthy scan-
ning of the brains of his relatives and genetic 
tests, found that he had 12 genes related to 
aggression and violence and zeroed in on the 
MAO-A gene (monoamine oxidase A), also 
called the “Warrior Gene”, and found that 
every member of his living family has a non-
dominant version of the gene, except him [6]. 
He also found that his own brain-scan re-
vealed very low activity in the orbital cortex, 
the part of the brain which regulates the knee-
jerk impulses of the amygdala which concerns 
itself with activating feelings of fear and rage.

This particular brain structure mixed with the 
fact that the “warrior gene” dulls the brain to 

the effects of serotonin, should have turned 
Dr. Fallon into a raving, violent psychopath. 
In an interview with NPR [ibid], Fallon 
mused that “We’ll never know, but the way 
these patterns are looking in general popula-
tion, had I been abused, we might not be 
sitting here today.”

That is the key to this kind of confluence—the 
brain and genetics of a psychopath, the career 
of an accomplished scientist. The findings of 
a 2002 New Zealand study confirm this; after 
following 442 male individuals from birth to 
the age of 26, carriers of the aggressive vari-
ant of the warrior gene indeed had a higher 
likelihood of developing anti-social and vio-
lent behavior—only if they had been abused 
as children [7]. A similar study [ibid] found 
that similarly genetically endowed youths 
were more likely to commit fraud if they 
associated with delinquents, but not other-
wise. This is not surprising given how human-
beings learn.

Human children learn through a process of—
for lack of a better term—‘monkey see, mon-
key do’, that is through mimicking actions 
observed in ones environment as a guide to 
later action. This is confirmed by Bandura’s 
famous Bobo doll experiment, wherein a 
group of children of mixed sex, separated into 
two groups and individually exposed to 10 
minutes of play with a “violent” model wit-
nessed punching, kicking, yelling at an inflat-
able clown “bobo” doll. The other group was 
exposed to a model who merely played with 
the doll, but did not abuse it. The experiment 
showed that children exposed to the violent 
model acted violently toward the doll when it 
was given to them, while the non-violent 
model-group did not [8].

Other types of bobo experiments have been 
conducted since Bandura’s original test, gen-
erally confirming the the observation as well 
as observing the same effect in adults with 
such stimuli as video-games and movies 
[ibid].

But what do we make of all this? If we are not 
“naturally aggressive”, but learnedly aggres-
sive in some cases, and even psychopaths 
cannot start an illustrious career of abuse 
without having first been abused, how are we 
to judge all this? Let us study what we have 
observed so far—warfare, and more impor-

tantly substantial inter-group violence of any 
kind, has only arisen since the agricultural 
revolution after which surplus and ruling 
classes came into existence. Having observed 
that the conditions of the rise of property, as 
surplus can only exist given the organs of 
civilization which develop to manage it, how 
can we not come to the conclusion that our 
organization of society engenders violence? 
That the conflict which has arisen due to 
property is not conditioning mankind, 
through an aggressive media, national dis-
course, home environment etc.? That that 
environment itself is not self-perpetuating, 
engendering more alienation and frustration 
in society?

Would it then not be prudent, having deduced 
the above, that removal of the pressures 
which cause the excesses of our conditioned, 
violent culture be expunged—namely proper-
ty?

 – Joshua Alexander
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Class analysis is a central component of 
Marxist thinking. Knowing who our enemies 
and friends are is imperative if we commu-
nists are to move forward into the 21st centu-
ry. An important aspect of class analysis is the 
question of exploitation. Exploitation is a 
condition in which value is extracted from a 
class of people — that is, it describes a scenar-
io in which workers produce more value than 
they receive in return. Because value is labor-
time, exploitation effectively amounts to the 
robbery of workers’ time. Exploited masses 
are not fully remunerated for the time they 
expend, and thus they are prevented from 
really flourishing. This is why the proletariat 
— the exploited workers — are revolutionary 
in the final instance. So, it is important to 
know where the exploited people are, and the 
question of exploitation is one that political 
economy is poised to provide insight into. 
Certainly, political economy is not all there is; 
it is only one of the three central components 
of Marxism (the others being philosophy and 
scientific socialism). We must strive to quali-
tatively understand our evidence using dialec-
tical and historical materialism. Yet, an 
economic investigation is undeniably a part 
of answering the class question.

Third Worldism is a trend within the commu-
nist movement that, among other things, holds 
that a rigorous application of Marxism to the 
world today reveals that the class analysis put 
forward by mainstream communists in the 
First World is severely lacking. In particular, 
we believe that a majority of workers in impe-
rialist centers have been “bought off” using 
super-profits generated from Third World la-
bor, and thus they have a material class inter-
est in maintaining the order of 
capitalist-imperialism. The historical materi-
alist thesis behind this position has been put 
forward in books like J. Sakai’s Settlers: The 
Mythology of the White Proletariat. Presently, 
we will approach this question from a differ-
ent angle: from the perspective of political 
economy.

Critics of Third Worldist political economy 
have sometimes objected that we have gotten 
too bogged down in bourgeois economic fig-
ures. Some have also opined that our work has 
been too obtuse to be unpacked thoroughly. 
These are fair criticisms. Thus, it is my objec-
tive here to provide an economic analysis of 
First World economies that tries to cut 
through commodity fetishism and to frame 
things in terms of labor-time as much as pos-

sible. I also forego the use of complex equa-
tions, and I explain the methodology used 
here in detail in the endnotes.

Before proceeding, it should also be known 
that from here on in, I will refer to OECD 
countries (Organization for Economic Co-op-
eration and Development) as the “First 
World” and non-OECD countries as the 
“Third World.” This is a convenient approxi-
mation because many useful figures are easily 
available when investigating in these terms. It 
is also a generous approximation to the First 
Worldist narrative, because the OECD does 
contain some countries (e.g. Mexico) which 
are clearly not part of the First World in 
reality. So some of the value that I account for 
as being produced in the “First World” below 
is actually produced in the Third World.

With that aside, what follows is an attempt to 
gauge the contribution of Third World labor 
to imperialist economies and a discussion of 
some of the implications.

Breaking down value realized in the First 
World

About 40% of the product of Third World 
nations is exported to First World countries. 
One might be tempted to say that this means 
that 40% of the labor of Third World workers 
is value added to imperialist economies. 
However, a fair portion of what Third World 
workers are moving, in terms of the machin-
ery and raw materials involved, is itself im-
ported from the First World. So we need to 
subtract the contributions of capital and inter-
mediate goods imported to the Third World 
from imperialist countries. When we do this, 
it turns out that 35% of the value contained in 
goods exported from the Third World to im-
perialist countries, or 14% of the total product 
of the Third World, is value added in the 
Third World itself and realized in imperialist 
economies. By IMF figures, there are 2.5 
billion workers in the Third World. If 14% of 
their labor is adding value to imperialist econ-
omies, then we wind up with roughly 350 
million worker-years of Third World labor 
embodied in imperialist economies each year. 
[1]

There are about 600 million workers total in 
imperialist countries.[2]  Not all of this work 
is adding value to imperialist economies how-
ever. We need to know how much of First 
World labor is productive labor. For this, 
we’ll use Shaikh’s and Tonak’s definition of 

non-productive work: any labor involved in 
distribution, social maintenance and repro-
duction, or personal consumption is not 
productive.[3]  When we subtract non-pro-
ductive labor from the total labor performed 
by First World workers, we find that at most, 
productive labor is about 30% of the labor 
performed in the First World.[4]  This means 
that an upper-end estimate of the amount of 
First World labor embodied in value realized 
in imperialist countries is about 180 million 
worker-years annually.

The implications here are fairly striking. Most 
of the value realized in imperialist countries is 
generated by Third World labor. In fact, the 
ratio of Third World labor to First World 
labor embodied in value realized in the First 
World is roughly 2:1. For every hour of pro-
ductive labor that goes on in imperialist coun-
tries, there are at least two hours of 
productive labor going on in Third World 
countries that goes into the value realized in 
the First World.[5]  This fact is rendered 
invisible by the obfuscations of bourgeois 
economics. We can only discover this if we 
cut through commodity fetishism and get 
straight to labor-time.

What does this mean for the question of 
whether or not workers in imperialist coun-
tries are generally exploited? This depends on 
whom we consider to be “workers.” RCP-usa 
has held that around 90% of people in imperi-
alist countries are workers. These days how-
ever, there is a general consensus that this 
figure is quite optimistic (among Maoists at 
least), thus we will not waste time debunking 
this conception. However, the PCR-RCP in 
kanada estimates that around 65% of people 
within kanada are apparently “proletarian.”[6]  
We’ll go ahead and use this figure, and as-
sume that this proportion holds for imperialist 
countries generally; that is, we’ll assume that 
only 65% of those who receive incomes in the 
First World are actually workers.

If this is true, then the share First World 
workers receive of the total value realized in 
imperialist countries is about 40%.[7]

Thus, the share of value that First World 
workers consume is greater than the share 
they produce. This means that if workers 
constitute 65% of income-earners in imperial-

Gauging the Contribution of Third World 
Labor to Imperialist Economies
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ist countries, then their rate of exploitation is 
actually negative.

Of course, this is an estimate made at the level 
of all imperialist countries, and in aggregates 
there are distortions. There may be some im-
perialist countries where a significant portion 
of workers are still exploited, while other 
countries where the workers consume much 
more than they produce lead the overall rate 
of exploitation of imperialist workers as a 
whole to be negative. Unfortunately, it is 
more difficult to make these estimates at the 
level of individual countries. In principle it is 
possible to do, just extremely tedious. In the 
endnotes, I have outlined a method for how 
one might gauge the contribution of Third 
World labor to individual countries.[8]  For 
our purposes it is not necessary to go into 
those details to make our basic case: that a 
majority of workers in imperialist countries 
are not exploited (more on this shortly). How-
ever, the details are there in the endnotes for 
anyone who may wish to venture into that 
territory. For now, we will simply note that, 
for example, if the contribution of Third 
World labor to the u.s. economy is anything 
like it is for imperialist economies generally, 
then by the methodology above, u.s. workers 
are not generally exploited.[9]

Some implications

What we have demonstrated is that the notion 
that 65% of working people in imperialist 
countries are “proletarian” is completely bo-
gus. Where do we draw the line then? Could 
we say that 50% of those receiving incomes 
are potentially exploited workers? If we were 
to plug this into our analysis above, we would 
find that First World workers are exploited, 
but at an extremely low rate that is almost 
zero.[10]  A mass of “barely exploited” work-
ers does not make much sense. A far more 
realistic assessment is that there may be a 
small number of workers in the First World 
who are exploited at roughly average rates, 
and a large number of workers who are not 
exploited at all. In other words, it is clear that 
the proportion of workers who are exploited 
in the First World must be significantly less 
than half.

How do we gauge exactly where progressive 
classes lie in the First World? We could look 
to productive workers, who are indeed those 
who produce value. However, this leaves out 
important sections of the population in the 
First World. There are many people who tech-
nically do not produce value but who never-
theless live in effectively proletarian or 
semi-proletarian conditions due to their sub-
jection to various forms of oppression defi-
nitely tied to capitalism, e.g. national 
oppression or gender oppression. We also 
know that there are significant lumpen ele-

ments in the First World, defined as those 
who would benefit from regular employment. 
These elements have been pushed out of the 
classes who benefit from imperialism. Addi-
tionally, there are some productive workers 
who make exorbitant wages themselves and 
are almost certainly receiving more value than 
they produce. Thus, we cannot simply make 
the blanket statement that the productive 
workers in imperialist countries are where the 
revolutionary potential is.

In general it is far better to draw the line 
between the people and their enemies by de-
termining the portion of the population whose 
material existence depends upon imperialism. 
In other words, we want to know who the 
net-exploiters are. A net-exploiter is someone 
who, with the earnings they receive in a day, 
can obtain on the market more than what a 
day’s worth of labor produces; s/he is some-
one who consumes the product of more labor 
than s/he expends. This holds true absolutely 
for the bourgeoisie, who do not perform any 
labor and consume an exorbitant amount of 
value. It also holds true for many others with-
in the First World, including many workers. 
The only way for it to be possible for some 
workers to consume the product of more labor 
than they expend is if the value they receive is 
drawn, at least in part, from surplus value (i.e. 
surplus labor) extracted from other workers. 
That is to say, the only way for some workers 
to be consuming the product of more labor 
than they expend is if other workers are con-
suming less. Thus, the material existence of 
the net-exploiters fundamentally depends up-
on imperialism. The overthrow of capitalist-
imperialism is not in their immediate class 
interest.

There are also those who consume less labor 
than they expend (whether their labor is pro-
ductive, non-productive, or reproductive). We 
would do well to determine who and where 
they are, for the material existence of these 
strata does not depend upon imperialism and 
these strata may be progressive or even revo-
lutionary. Others have put forward the model 
of the abstract value of labor[11] (the average 
value that labor produces globally) as a mech-
anism to gauge where the progressive classes 
are and are not in the First World. One or 
another objections might be made to this 
model. But at the end of the day, we do need 
some set of criteria to determine where the 
net-exploiters in the First World are or are not 
if we are to arrive at a more accurate class 
analysis of the imperialist countries than what 
most communist organizations in the First 
World have put forward.

Some potential objections

One of the most common responses to Third 
Worldist political economy is to invoke the 

concept of “productivity.” It is near-univer-
sally assumed among self-proclaimed Marx-
ists in the First World that “productivity” in 
imperialist countries must be higher than in 
the Third World. What this might mean de-
serves some unpacking.

There are a couple of ways in which we can 
think about productivity. In the Marxist sense, 
the productivity of labor is the ratio of fixed 
capital to variable capital. That is, productivi-
ty is how much in the way of machines, tools, 
raw materials, etc. there are relative to the 
amount of labor that’s going into production. 
What this means is that with a high productiv-
ity of labor, workers are moving a lot of 
means of production in a short period of time. 
However, when you increase productivity, 
and thus increase the amount of stuff being 
moved in a given time, the amount of socially 
necessary labor-time in each individual com-
modity goes down. The volume of stuff in-
creases, but the total value does not. 
Something besides productivity has to in-
crease for the mass of value to go up (namely 
the amount of living labor embodied in com-
modities).

Many so-called “Marxists” have failed to 
break from the bourgeois idea that machines 
create value.  Only labor creates value, and 
machines themselves are in fact dead labor 
(they embody labor expended in the past). 
Thus the existence of advanced machines and 
a higher concentration of fixed capital gener-
ally in the First World does not at all mean 
that workers in the First World produce more 
value in a given time than Third World work-
ers. We must also ask the question of why it 
is that there is such a high concentration of 
fixed capital in the First World. Who per-
formed all the labor embodied in our ma-
chines and raw materials?

There is a broader implication in this appeal 
to advanced technology as the source of the 
high living standards for workers in the First 
World: it is a manifestation of the “theory of 
productive forces.” To say that workers in the 
First World have access to much more wealth 
than Third World workers because of ad-
vanced technology is to imply that all people 
can live like First Worlders, and that they can 
do this by developing productive forces. This 
is perhaps the most dangerous lie that still 
persists in much of the “left.” It encourages us 
to ignore that both the high living standards 
and the concentration of capital in the First 
World are a result of ransacking the oppressed 
nations, and ultimately it encourages us to 
forget class struggle. If living standards much 
better than what most of the world’s workers 
currently have can be attained merely through 
developing advanced technology, what point 
is there in socialism and communism?
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There is of course another conception of 
“productivity”: the amount of value workers 
produce in a given time. However, the burden 
of proof has simply not been met to demon-
strate that First World workers are more 
“productive” in this sense. Unit labor costs 
(the average cost of labor per unit of output) 
are 1.6 times lower in Third World. Quoting 
Zak Cope, “Thus, if a [First World] worker is 
paid $1 for an hour’s work and creates $20 
worth of output in that hour, a [Third World] 
worker  paid the same rate would create $32 
worth of output for that hour.”[12]  Of course, 
wages in the First World are on average about 
11 times higher than in the Third World, so 
when plugged into unit labor cost and 
“productivity” calculations, it appears that 
First World workers produce a lot of value. 
But to take these bourgeois measures of 
“productivity” at face value is to assume what 
one should prove: that the high wages in the 
First World are in fact justified by higher 
“productivity.” This is the mess you end up in 
when you lend too much credence to bour-
geois measures of “value added” and 
“productivity.”

In Marxist terms, there are two ways in which 
workers can produce more value in a given 
amount of time: if the skill of productive work 
increases, or the intensity of productive work 
increases. One might argue that the skill of 
labor in the First World is much higher than 
in the Third World. What does this mean 
exactly? Marx considered skilled labor to 
simply be multiplied unskilled labor; that is, 
skilled labor is ultimately reducible to a quan-
tity of unskilled labor.[13]  A clear explana-
tion for why this is was not put forward by 
Marx, he only stated that it must be the case 
in order to allow for commodities produced 
by skilled labor to be exchanged with com-
modities produced by unskilled labor. We 
don’t have to get too creative to think about 
why skilled labor is multiplied unskilled labor 
though. For example, the training time that 
goes into building skills involves the use of 
many commodities produced with simple 
(unskilled) labor. The simple labor involved 
in the training of skilled laborers is subse-
quently transferred to commodities produced 

by the skilled laborers. This leads us to the 
question: who is doing the simple labor that 
goes into the education of skilled laborers? Is 
it primarily First World workers, or Third 
World workers?

Moreover, most of what we think of as 
“skilled” labor in the First World is non-pro-
ductive labor; that is to say, it doesn’t add 
value to any commodity. Is productive labor 
in the First World really more skilled than 
Third World labor? Perhaps in some cases, 
but in general, Marx’s predictions about the 
“de-skilling” of productive work have held 
true. The intense division of labor in modern 
productive work means that the variations in 
skill between various forms are generally 
small. Additionally, even skilled labor 
(productive and non-productive) is increas-
ingly being outsourced to the Third World 
due to lower labor costs.

Intensity of labor is also much higher in Third 
World exporting sectors, which dwarfs what 
differences in skill there may be. Workers in 
Third World countries who labor in sectors 
producing goods for imperialist economies 
generally work longer and harder than First 
World workers, and are made to do so through 
the violence of imperialist states. In short, 
First Worldists have thus far failed to demon-
strate any way in which First World labor 
produces more value than Third World labor, 
and arguments that attempt to do this end up 
arguing in essence (explicitly or otherwise) 
that First World workers are somehow 
“better” than Third World workers. This will 
not do at all.

At the end of the day, this question comes 
down to whether or not we can truly compare 
Third World labor to labor in imperialist 
economies. Samir Amin tackles this question 
in The Worldwide Law of Value:

Capitalism is not the United States and 
Germany, with India and Ethiopia on-
ly “halfway” capitalist. Capitalism is 
the United States and India, Germany 
and Ethiopia, taken together. This 
means that labor-power has but a sin-
gle value, that which is associated with 
the level of development of the pro-

ductive forces taken globally (the 
General Intellect on that scale). In 
answer to the polemical argument that 
had been put against him—how can 
one compare the value of an hour of 
work in the Congo to that of a labor-
hour in the United States?—Arghiri 
Emmanuel wrote: just as one com-
pares the value of an hour’s work by a 
New York hairdresser to that of an 
hour’s labor by a worker in Detroit. 
You have to be consistent. You cannot 
invoke “inescapable” globalization 
when it suits you and refuse to consid-
er it when you find it troublesome![14]

Let us recall why it is we can compare labor 
in various locations in a capitalist economy. 
Capital will flow wherever the most profit can 
be generated. This enforces certain standards 
and averages, and labor becomes abstract. 
This is what makes commodities commensu-
rable. There would be no basis for exchange 
of commodities if labor in one place was 
somehow categorically different than labor in 
another place. Labor is in fact the common 
element that allows commodities to be ex-
changed. Applying this reasoning to a global 
scale is only the natural extension of Marxism 
to the world we live in today. Isn’t the Third 
World labor that produces commodities for 
capitalist exchange integrated into the system 
of capitalism? Don’t the firms which exploit 
Third World labor compete with the firms that 
do not?

In summary, in light of the work of those such 
as Samir Amin, John Smith, Zak Cope, and 
MC5 (from the now defunct Maoist Interna-
tionalist Movement) along with the derivative 
work of myself and others which has revealed 
that Third World labor accounts for most 
value realized in the First World, the ball is 
firmly in the First Worldist court. A convinc-
ing reason why the large quantity of Third 
World labor-time embodied in imperialist 
economies should not mean that we need to 
seriously reconsider our class analysis of the 
First World has yet to be presented. Mean-
while, those of us who think these conclu-
sions are significant will be taking our politics 
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to the streets, formulating a more informed 
class analysis, and using this to help us en-
gage in the tasks that will really bring about 
revolution sooner rather than later.

 – Morton Esters
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(Continued: Third World Labor)

Capitalism and the Material Realities
of People with Disabilities Today

Disability is socially constructed. You are 
marked as disabled by society when the cate-
gory of people associated with your 
“abnormality” cannot access things the rest of 
society can readily access and take for grant-
ed. For example, people who are deaf are 
classified as disabled based on the fact that the 
majority of us can hear and thus expect the 
deaf to be able to process such information 
(e.g. video, music, other audible information 
in the world around us). In other words, soci-
ety is structured around people who can hear, 
and those who this structure cannot readily 
accommodate are categorized as disabled. But 
it is important to note that disability is socially 
imposed on a material world. Deaf people are 
unable to hear, as are many animals (who live 

in their environments without being 
“disabled”). This understanding, which sees 
disability as being based on material factors 
but nonetheless ultimately socially construct-
ed, is known as the social model of disability.

People with disabilities are identified by soci-
ety when they are excluded from a social site 
which chooses not to accommodate them. 
Various statistics reflect this dynamic; ac-
cording to the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development (OECD), 
within OECD countries 19% of lesser educat-
ed people are identified as disabled, however 
only 11% of those with higher education are 
identified as disabled. With greater access to 
education, more sites of society are open to 
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you (e.g. it might be easier to talk to people as 
a person with autism or more jobs might be 
open to you if you know a bit of vocab), thus 
society chooses to accommodate these people 
more often than those with less education. 
Women report disability at higher rates then 
men. This is likely a result of women already 
being excluded from certain activities. When 
you add any perceived “abnormality” on top 
of that, they are even less likely to be accom-
modated.

People with disabilities have had some suc-
cess in getting help to live in society through 
various programs. Among the first programs 
that attempted to improve social standing of 
people with disabilities were simple cash ben-
efits (i.e. Social Security Disability Income, 
charity, etc). These programs attempted to 
install means of income for people with dis-
abilities, to help them get by due to the fact 
that capitalism actively tries to exclude them 
from the labor force. However, these pro-
grams (despite often being very minimal pay-
ments), are in essence an attempt to install 
equality of results. This does not do anything 
other then provide a welfare check funded by 
imperial dividend. There are the obvious anti-
discrimination laws, e.g. you cannot ask 
someone if they are disabled and you are not 
allowed to deny them service or employment 
as a result. This is a typical liberal response to 
discrimination: don’t actually reverse harm 
done to or accommodate the discriminated, 
simply state in the law its not legal to discrim-
inate against them. This is comparable to the 
civil rights acts for the Captive Afrikan people 
and other oppressed groups. It is of course a 
crime to discriminate, but you’d be lying to 
yourself if you thought that this has addressed 
the root of systemic inequality in a meaning-
ful way.

People with disabilities later began to receive 
a much more radical concession, laws like the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) or the 
Equality law in the UK. These laws state that 
reasonable accommodation must be provided 
to people with disabilities, such as wheelchair 
ramps for those unable to walk. These laws 
were put in place in response to the creation 
of the social model of disability. People with 
disabilities demanded mandatory accommo-
dation, not cash benefits or “civil rights”. 
They began to somewhat integrate into soci-
ety where it was “reasonable”, the US DOT 

estimates that 55% to 60% of buses were 
accessible to wheelchairs by 1993 as opposed 
to 24% before the passing of the ADA. How-
ever not all accommodation is as simple as a 
wheelchair ramp (not to mention wheelchair 
ramps aren’t the only thing people in wheel-
chairs need), some epileptics need accommo-
dation no judge in a capitalist state would 
deem reasonable in a workplace, place of 
commerce, or recreation area. Let us not for-
get to mention that in the case of employment 
accommodation, people with disabilities must 
inform their employer of their disability and 
this may result in the employer finding some 
excuse for them to fire or not hire the worker 
with disabilities.

For a good example of how the ADA has 
failed to address the underlying problems 
with disability, we can look at the social life 
of people with disabilities. According to a ’94 
Harris survey of Americans with disabilities, 
half of the respondents claimed that lack of a 
full social life was a problem for them. The 
Harris survey revealed that 70% of those with 
disabilities reported socializing once a week, 
compared to 85% of people without disabili-
ties, 55% went to a supermarket compared to 
85% without disabilities. Roughly half the 
percentage of people with disabilities reported 
going to a movie, seeing live music, or going 
to a sporting event at least once a year com-
pared to people without disabilities. Accord-
ing to a 2009 study by C. Marshall, E. 
Kendall, M. Banks & R. Gover, children with 
disabilities are two to three times more likely 
to be bullied. The National Autistic Society 
reported that 40% of children with autism 
reported experiencing bullying, and students 
in special education were told that tattle tail-
ing is bad almost twice as often as students in 
traditional education. Although only 3% of 
students nationwide are enrolled in separate 
schools for students with disabilities as of 
2009 according to the National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES), that number is 
much higher for certain groups of students 
with disabilities: 8% for people with autism 
and the hearing impaired, 13% for students 
with emotional disturbance, 19% for students 
who are deaf or blind, and nearly 20% for 
those with multiple disabilities. Finally, ac-
cording to a study by Cornell University, 
while 37% of those in jail, 31% of those in 
state prison, and 23% of those in federal pris-

on have some sort of disability, only 17% of 
the general population are people with dis-
abilities.

These programs are almost entirely exclusive 
to the imperialist countries of the world; in 
general, only if you are in an imperialist coun-
try will you get these band-aids (Cuba is an 
exception). In the exploiter countries, living 
with a disability makes one significantly less 
well off and severely hampers one’s opportu-
nities for employment, but in the exploited 
countries being disabled is a complete horror. 
Many people with disabilities in the exploited 
countries do receive some sort of low scale 
help from the family or charity to help them 
get into the workplace if it is easy enough to 
deal with or if the case is rare enough to 
warrant international awe and concern. But 
the vast majority of people with disabilities in 
the exploited countries are killed by the con-
ditions they live in, are deeply unsupported 
and barely get by, or stay with their families 
their whole lives. According to a 1998 United 
Nations Development Program (UNDP) 
study, the global literacy rate for adults with 
disabilities is as low as 3% (1% for women 
with disabilities) and, according to Disability 
Awareness in Action (DAA), as of 2001 few-
er then 2% of children with disabilities are 
enrolled in school. According to UNESCO, as 
of 2005 in Africa more than 90% of all chil-
dren with disabilities have never attended 
school; we can compare this to Canada and 
Australia where more than 40% of children 
with disabilities have only completed primary 
education according to DAA. Clearly the ed-
ucation of people with disabilities in the im-
perialist countries is vastly superior. 
Disability Information Resources (DINF) re-
ported that only 0.15% of people with disabil-
ities in India have jobs in the industries, and 
they only make up 0.4% of the total work-
force in India. Compare this to the USA 
where roughly 35% of those with disabilities 
have jobs as of 2004. This data shows that not 
only is it a higher proportion of people with 
disabilities, but an imperialist country with 
300+ million people has a higher amount of 
people with disabilities working than an ex-
ploited country with at the time of the study, 
800 million people. I failed to find statistics 
on other aspects of life, but I think it is fair to 
extend that with the data on workforce and 
school inclusion that any data about other 
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aspects of life would be on the same scale of 
magnitude. This is what disability is like in 
absence of imperial dividends.

If you haven’t caught on already, there is a 
fundamental contradiction between capital-
ism and people with disabilities. Capitalism 
has outright failed to integrate people with 
disabilities outside transportation or, margin-
ally, employment. Even within the workforce, 
people with disabilities are still systematically 
excluded, as there is too much short-term 
investment on the part of the capitalist to 
include them, even if society would benefit 
long-term from accommodating and training 
people with disabilities. This investment isn’t 
always monetary. The US Department of 
Labor  reported that as of 2010, 56% of ac-
commodations for persons with disabilities in 
the US workplace cost nothing. These are 
therefore mainly social modifications, such as 
understanding verbal tics that a person with 
tourettes or autism might have, and this makes 
sense when we consider how capitalism has 
failed to include them into other aspects of 
life. Capitalism has no need to help the dis-
abled be more included into society other than 
making sure they have enough income to get 
by and are able to get around or are put out of 
sight in prisons or other institutions. Capital-
ism has enough workers, it almost always has 
a labor surplus.

Scientific socialism will seek to eliminate 
disability or at least reduce the prevalence 
thereof in the field of employment for obvious 
reasons. Socialist states have always had la-
bor shortages and thus will always seek to 
fully employ people with disabilities along 
with all other citizens; however I am sure 
many with disabilities are interested in more 
than employment. Socialism will seek the 
liberation of the disabled from general social 
exclusion. Maoists understand that in order to 
employ people with disabilities, it must ad-
dress disability at the root and  destroy it; 
there must be an active cultural campaign to 
include the disabled into all walks of life.

Although the social model has succeeded in 
recognizing disability as a social construct, 
the disabled community has failed to under-
stand that we must transcend capitalism. A 
more radical demand must be called for by 
people with disabilities, scientific socialism. 
Scientific socialism will strike disability at the 
root and include people with disabilities in all 
walks of life.

 – Cary Judasko
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In general, the greater the productive-
ness of labour, the less is the labour 
time required for the production of an 
article, the less is the amount of labour 
crystallised in that article, and the less 
is its value; and vice versa, the less the 
productiveness of labour, the greater is 
the labour time required for the pro-
duction of an article, and the greater is 
its value.[1]

In other words, productivity in the Marxist 
sense is the amount of stuff workers can pro-
duce in a given amount of time. This is medi-
ated by the factors listed by Marx above, e.g. 

(Continued: Capitalism and Disabilities)

Machines, Productivity, and Profit
One of the most commonly-heard terms in the 
bourgeois economics departments is 
“productivity.” The vulgar economists of 
course define “productivity” as the price of 
output relative to the price of input. So capital 
has its “productivity” and labor has its 
“productivity,” and each is rewarded accord-
ingly, or so they say. As Marxists however, 
we really need to do better than this.

Marx laid out his conception of productivity 
in the first chapter of Capital, Vol. 1.

The value of a commodity would 
therefore remain constant, if the labour 
time required for its production also 
remained constant. But the latter 
changes with every variation in the 
productiveness of labour. This produc-
tiveness is determined by various cir-
cumstances, amongst others, by the 
average amount of skill of the work-
men, the state of science, and the de-
gree of its practical application, the 
social organisation of production, the 
extent and capabilities of the means of 
production, and by physical condi-
tions…

the skill of labor, the state of 
science, the social organization 
of production, etc. However, 
more productive workers don’t 

produce more value. In fact, with a higher 
productivity of labor, the value embodied in 
each commodity goes down. This is easy to 
see. If work is more productive, it takes less 
time to make each commodity, and if increas-
es in productivity are widespread, then the 
socially necessary labor time embodied in 
each commodity—the value of the 
commodities—decreases.

Fundamentally, this fact that increased pro-
ductivity does not increase value is the source 
of one of the inherent contradictions of capi-
talism: the contradiction between the short-
term interests of individual capitalists, and the 
long-term profitability of a capitalist econo-
my. Investigating productivity, and how this 
relates to profit, will uncover one of the main 
catalysts of capitalist crisis

Why do capitalists want to increase produc-
tivity?

If increasing productivity does not actually 
increase the amount of value being produced, 
then why do capitalists want to increase pro-
ductivity? The reason is because capitalists 
are not directly concerned with increasing 
value, they are concerned with maximizing 
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their own profits. And although surplus value 
is ultimately the source of profit, profit ap-
pears to the capitalist as merely the difference 
between the money they make and the money 
they invest in production. There are thus ways 
for the individual capitalist, in the short-term, 
to increase his profits compared to his com-
petitors without the amount of actual value 
being produced going up in the long run. 
Primarily, there are two ways.

One way is tied to the social aspect of the 
market. Let’s say an innovating capitalist im-
plements some new technology that no one 
else has yet which allows his firm to produce 
twice as many commodities in a given amount 
of time as anyone else. This means that for the 
innovating capitalist, each commodity can be 
produced with half the amount of labor input 
as others. Yet, because the capitalist sells 
commodities on the market where there are 
other produces, this innovating capitalist can 
still get away with selling his firm’s commod-
ities for the same price as everyone else. 
Needing only half the labor input to produce 
each commodity, but selling each commodity 
for the same price as everyone else, means 
this capitalist makes profits well above his 
competitors on every commodity sold. These 
profits are fleeting however. Once this new 
technology becomes widespread, then the 
productivity of the whole economy will in-
crease, and prices across the board will fall. In 
other words, the innovating capitalist ceases 
to make profits over other capitalists when 
new technologies become more common.

The other way in which increasing productiv-
ity can increase profits for capitalists in the 
short-term is by reducing the value of labor-
power, and thus effectively the amount in 
wages capitalists have to pay their workers. 
Increasing productivity in the realm of con-
sumer goods lowers the value and in turn the 
prices of those consumer goods. This means 
that workers will need less money to be able 
to purchase the goods they need. If the worker 
can afford the commodities s/he needs with 
less money, then the capitalists can get away 
with paying hir less. And if wages are de-
pressed, profits for capitalists increase. How-
ever, an increase in profit through these 
means is quite temporary, for reasons that will 
be discussed in detail later on. As will be 
shown shortly, increasing productivity in this 
manner cannot lead to a long-term increase in 
the rate of profit.

The long-term effect on the whole economy 
of increasing productivity

As already mentioned, a general increase in 
productivity lowers the unit value of each 
commodity, and so although the volume of 
stuff being produced may increase, the 
amount of value being produced does not. 

Yet, in the short-term, increasing productivity 
can increase profits for individual capitalists 
and for certain industries over others. It thus 
appears to the capitalist that productivity is 
the ultimate source of profit, rather than the 
reality that in the end, there would be no profit 
without labor.

In their quest to increase productivity, capital-
ists invest more and more in new technologies 
that make the production process more effi-
cient, and end up increasing the amount of 
fixed capital (machines, raw materials, etc.) 
involved in the production process relative to 
variable capital (investment in labor). The 
concept of the “organic composition of capi-
tal” is useful in understanding this phenome-
non. The organic composition of capital is 
equal to the ratio between fixed capital and 
variable capital insomuch as capitalists in-
crease this ratio in order to increase produc-
tivity. So in short, an effect of the continual 
drive of capitalists to increase productivity is 
that the organic composition of capital for the 
economy increases—i.e. there is a tendency 
for the amount of machines, raw materials, 
etc. to increase relative to the amount of labor 
involved in the production process. This has 
serious consequences for the capitalist econo-
my as a whole.

The tendency for the rate of profit to fall

The most major effect of an increasing organ-
ic composition of capital on a capitalist econ-
omy is that there is a long-term tendency for 
the rate of profit to fall. To prove this, we will 
need to use some algebra, so before proceed-
ing we should define some Marxist categories 
in terms of symbols:

s = surplus value

v = variable capital (investment in labor)

c = fixed capital (machines, raw materials, 
etc.)

r = rate of profit.

The rate of profit in these terms is defined as 
the ratio between surplus value and total cap-
ital invested, or:

This can equivalently be expressed in the 
following terms:

or in plain terms, the rate of profit = the rate 
of exploitation × the percentage of capital 
that is variable capital.

When the capitalists increase the organic 
composition of capital (c/v) in search of high-
er productivity, the percentage of capital that 
is variable capital decreases. And as we can 
see from the above equation, if the percentage 
of capital that is variable capital decreases, the 
rate of profit also decreases, assuming the 
rate of exploitation stays the same.

Of course, the rate of exploitation (surplus 
value relative to investment in labor) can 
change. Increasing the rate of exploitation is 
one of the main ways that the tendency for the 
rate of profit to fall can be counteracted in the 
short term. The amount of labor workers per-
form can be increased, or wages can be re-
duced through unemployment or other means. 
Capitalists can also exploit labor in other 
countries to make up for lower profits domes-
tically. But there are physical limits to how 
much workers can be exploited. Wages can-
not fall below zero and there are no more than 
24 hours in a day. Therefore, in the long run, 
the tendency for the rate of profit to fall wins 
out.

What we have shown here is that, although 
increasing productivity can increase profits 
for individual capitalists in the short-term, at 
the end of the day, increasing productivity—
which is primarily achieved through an in-
crease in the organic composition of capital—
leads to a tendency for the rate of profit of the 
whole economy to fall. This tendency, which 
inevitably wins out against others, is the root 
of capitalist crisis. Falling profits mean stag-
nation and decay, a situation which capital 
abhors. Of course, this does not necessarily 
spell system collapse; in crisis there are new 
investment opportunities and new avenues for 
profit recovery. But the tendency for the rate 
of profit to fall does not go away. Its real 
consequence is cyclical, perpetual crisis, and 
at a fundamental level, this contradiction be-
tween the short-term interest of the individual 
and the long-term profitability of the system 
is the root of the “boom and bust” nature of 
capitalism.

 – Morton Esters

Notes
1. Karl Marx, Capital: Critique of Political Econ-
omy, Vol. 1 (Marxist Internet Archive), Ch. 1. 
http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/186
7-c1/ch01.htm
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“Let Them Eat Rights!” – Challenging the 
Discourse of Rights from the Left

“When you try a defendant for robbery, Hon-
orable Judges, do you ask him how long he 
has been unemployed? Do you investigate his 
social context at all? You just send him to jail 
without further thought. You imprison the 
poor wretch who steals because he is hungry; 
but none of the hundreds who steal millions 
has ever spent a night in jail.” – Fidel Castro

People can’t eat rights

“Let them eat rights!” proclaim the Marie 
Antoinettes of today, the liberal trend which 
takes rights as a point of departure for social 
change. “People can’t eat rights,” respond the 
communists. And history confirms this. No 
matter the context, since the French Revolu-
tion, wherever rights have been the paradigm 
for revolutionary change, they have failed to 
lift the oppressed from their status.

Where are the Liberty, the 
Equality, the Brotherhood pro-
claimed by the bourgeois revo-
lutionaries of Robespierre 
today? Like in the last circle of 
Dante’s Inferno, the circle of 
treachery (an apt term for the 
betrayal of the oppressed), 
they have become the three 
faces of the same devil. A form 
of “liberty” enforced by the 
rights paradigm has become 
the face of oppression today, 
under whose aegis the ruling 
class can proclaim moral supe-
riority in their exploitation of 
the world’s peoples. The form 
of “equality” enforced is the 
equality of individuals in the 
abstract, regardless of their so-
cial context, leading to perpet-
ual capitalist oppression; this 
will be touched upon later. The “brotherhood” 
of the revolution has dissolved into a system 
which actively dismantles communal bonds 
and promotes egotistical modes of life.

Where are the Liberty, Equality, Brotherhood 
of the ANC and Mandela, who fought apart-
heid under the paradigm of rights? No liberty 
is to be enjoyed for the people who have left 
an overtly racial apartheid for a covertly racial 
one, in which the white man still controls the 
lands, the mines, the factories; property, the 
genesis of social power in capitalism-imperi-
alism. No equality is to be lived by the 
wretched of the Earth, whose oppressors oc-
cupy their own lands, and for whom govern-
ment bureaucrats care nothing about. No 
brotherhood can be felt between those who 

are nationally oppressed, and those who op-
press nationally.

A knee jerk reaction to a criticism of the ANC 
and rights-based revolutions is common: 
“Why would anyone care about economic 
empowerment in a society where you’re 
branded a lesser being?” Perhaps, this reac-
tion is warranted; after all, we know the types 
to criticize it are often allies of the previous 
colonial regime. But the point isn’t denigrat-
ing the struggle of the oppressed; rather it is 
delineating the limits of the rights-based rev-
olution to learn from the past and guarantee 
that next revolutionary waves won’t face the 
same stagnation. In the last instance, the cri-
tique of these experiments is the demand for a 
change from the paradigm of rights, to the 
paradigm of the overthrow of all prevailing 
social conditions.

A paradox: capitalist rights and equality

“Equality before the law” is the avatar of 
legalized oppression, for how can the op-
pressed and those who oppress them be con-
sidered equal in any way? We aren’t; we live 
in a system which systematically empowers 
one and disempowers the others, empowers 
the few and disempowers the many. To do the 
trick, rights are abstracted from all social 
context, effectively enshrining rights to ab-
stract individuals – that is, non-existent indi-
viduals. In such way, the ruling class can 
grant abstract rights and at the same time 
deprive people of their means of livelihood.

Capitalist property is a weird beast; while 
everyone has a right to it, very few people 

actually control it. On this Marx and Engels 
commented[1]: “You are horrified at our in-
tending to do away with private property. But 
in your existing society, private property is 
already done away with for nine-tenths of the 
population; its existence for the few is solely 
due to its non-existence in the hands of those 
nine-tenths. You reproach us, therefore, with 
intending to do away with a form of property, 
the necessary condition for whose existence is 
the non-existence of any property for the im-
mense majority of society.”

Rights conceal this problematic truth by shift-
ing the focus from the effective control of 
power (something constructive from a revolu-
tionary perspective) to the defense of already-
existing claims on property and the defense of 
acquisition of new property. Needless to say, 
when only the ruling class controls already-

existing claims and the pur-
chasing power to expand 
those claims, the state is 
guaranteed to be defending 
social stratification.

Economic rights differ from 
other types of rights. While 
rights like property are meant 
to legislate objects that are 
produced or appropriated 
from nature by people, rights 
like freedom of speech legis-
late objects that aren’t limit-
ed by productive constraints. 
This is an important distinc-
tion to make since production 
by people at present is orga-
nized along the lines of capi-
talist class society, property 
owners vs. propertyless 
workers. By preserving the 

right to property of the elite, the system of 
class is perpetuated. In South Africa, this 
meant preserving the same class structure 
existing in the apartheid era.

When it comes to objects that are restricted in 
number and subject to capitalist production, 
rights to property stand in direct opposition to 
equality, as appropriation of the social prod-
uct is always carried out on the basis of one’s 
position in the sphere of production, be it 
worker, capitalist, manager. The closer one is 
to the capitalist position, the more one will be 
able to appropriate. Since the capitalist class 
in South Africa was almost entirely white, the 
lack of a challenge to their ownership of cap-
ital has kept the white-dominated economy 
intact.
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Why does progressive change occur?

One thing history teaches us is that the ruling 
class never grants anything out of good will; 
the concessions of the capitalist state are al-
ways meant to pacify progressive movements. 
In this sense, rights and the like are the prod-
uct of political mobilization of various strata 
of the masses. The progressive goals achieved 
in the 60s with the Civil Rights movement are 
a perfect example of a mobilization leading to 
a truce bought by concessions in the forms of 
rights. It is common knowledge that these 
same legal victories, however, are of-
ten not enforced and even if they con-
sistently were, they wouldn’t change 
the social stratification particular to 
capitalist society because they are a 
flawed mechanism in themselves.

The Civil Rights movement has won 
important rights for the Black nation in 
America, but the latter continues to be 
an oppressed nation at all levels – eco-
nomic, political, ideological, cultural, 
military. Whites control most positions 
of management, control the vast major-
ity of capital, the vast majority of 
means of cultural and ideological pro-
duction, and have troops in Black 
neighborhoods. The Labor movement 
has conquered the right to organize 
legally, but in the process has itself become a 
front of the capitalist class; the legal system 
used by the capitalist state requires that the 
labor movement recognize the legitimacy of 
the class structure and the right of capitalists 
and their managers to make the important 
decisions regarding the workplace conditions, 
wages, reinvestment, etc.

Why goes this pattern keep repeating itself? 
Mostly because rights are contradictory con-
structs.

Contradictions between rights

Rights may contradict each other, as classes 
and other social groups have contradictory 
interests. Take, for instance, the 9th section of 
the South African constitution:

“The state may not unfairly discriminate di-
rectly or indirectly against anyone on one or 
more grounds, including race, gender, sex, 
pregnancy, marital status, ethnic or social 
origin, colour, sexual orientation, age, disabil-

ity, religion, conscience, belief, culture, lan-
guage and birth. (4) No person may unfairly 
discriminate directly or indirectly against any-
one on one or more grounds in terms of sub-
section (3). National legislation must be 
enacted to prevent or prohibit unfair 
discrimination.”[2]

It would be hard to explain what is happening 
in the following graph, then, if we don’t un-
derstand the right to property and the right to 
contract themselves are contradicting the con-
tent of this section of the constitution:

The system itself discriminates against the 
oppressed, and inscribing on a piece of paper 
the right not to be discriminated, a right with 
no practically enforceable content in a society 
built on discrimination, doesn’t go beyond 
cosmetic appearance. To change a situation of 
systemic economic oppression, the economic 
elite must be overthrown and despotic inroads 
into their sacred right of private property over 
the resources of a nation must be undertaken.

Ideology and rights

Rights also have repercussions on public ide-
ology. The focus on negative liberties as op-
posed to positive liberties typical of classical 
liberal and neoliberal doctrines reinforces the 
individualism of capitalist society, where 
what matters the most is whether property 
rights are respected, versus the respect for 
human livelihood which property impedes; a 
fetishism of property. Moreover, the stress on 
classical political rights versus social rights 
reinforces the distinction between public and 

private, a fake distinction necessary to capi-
talist ideology.

This is only scratching the surface. An analy-
sis of rights’ history shows that they are main-
ly generated by Western political traditions; 
this gives imperialist states the claims they 
constantly use to “bring civilization” to other 
nations, that is, bring war and colonize other 
nations. The discourse of rights grants a per-
ceived power and righteousness in imperialist 
ventures, so when Western imperialist powers 
decide to bomb Yugoslavia or Iraq, to over-

throw Sukarno or Allende, to sanction 
countries around the world, they can do 
so with the pretext of enforcing human 
rights. When they give privileges to 
refugees from revisionist countries in 
the Cold War and when they let 20,000 
people drown in the Mediterranean Sea 
just to enforce borders, they use the 
same code of rights.

If not rights, then what?

Lending credibility to the discourse of 
rights is taking up the ideology of the 
system we’re opposing. Communists 
need a paradigm that challenges and 
stands opposed to formal and cosmetic 
change and stands for real and material 
change. During the Chinese Cultural 
Revolution, revolutionaries have turned 

a paragraph of Marx’s Class Struggles in 
France into a four point program termed the 
Four Alls:

 1. the abolition of class distinctions general-
ly; 

 2. the abolition of all the relations of produc-
tion on which they rest; 

 3. the abolition of all the social relations that 
correspond to these relations of produc-
tion;

 4. the revolutionizing of all the ideas that 
result from these social relations. 

This is the paradigm we must follow for the 
maximum program of the communists; a pro-
gram that includes the expropriation and so-
cialization of property, with the consequent 
gradual elimination of socioeconomic classes; 
the abolition of all the cultural and political 
practices that stand on the relations of produc-
tion of capitalism; and the revolutionizing and 
reform of our thoughts to liberate our minds 
from all sorts of discrimination.
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A caveat

While rights-based change can’t be part of the 
maximum program of communists, it can cer-
tainly be part of minimum programs for im-
mediate struggles. It is clear that the system 
serves the powerful, but their concessions are 
only useful when they can actually assure 
social peace, and it is harder to do so when it 
comes to the nationally-oppressed, the gen-
der-oppressed, and the disabled. Rights can 
mitigate the discriminatory experiences of 
oppressed nationalities, oppressed genders 
and the disabled, at least partially, and these 
immediate struggles are important to win. 
Moreover, those who constantly face oppres-
sion are unlikely to think legal rights will end 
it, and hence are likely to remain skeptical of 
the social order while still benefiting from the 
achievement of new civil and social rights.

In conclusion, rights should be understood as 
a transitory terrain of struggle, a terrain in 
which struggles for the immediate livelihood 
of people can be waged; while recognizing 
this, we must remain in opposition to the 
system and recognize its concessions for what 
they are – attempts at social pacification.

 – Klaas V.

Notes:
[1]http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1
848/communist-manifesto/ch02.htm
[2]http://www.gov.za/documents/constitution/199
6/a108-96.pdf

Mike Ely and myself share many 
commonalities. We desire a better world, 
understand this can only happen through 
socialism, and have confidence that such a 
socialism can only emerge via class struggle 
and revolution.
Between these areas of unity, we have many 
differences, largely stemming from different 
analyses of class structure in modern society.

In a recent post on Kasama [1], Ely attempts 
to grapple with some of the notions of Third 
Worldism, often constructing a strawman 
Third Worldism that seems simple to refute. 
Ultimately however, he offers nothing new or 
inspirational. Rather, his critique of Third 
Worldism is one in a long line of dogmatic 
defenses of First Worldist Marxism [2].

For brevity, I’ll try to deal with Ely’s mischar-
acterizations of Third Worldism and misun-
derstandings of political economy one at a 
time.

The Value of Labor Power

As Ely correctly notes, the value of labor 
power is based on the value necessary to make 
that labor power available: in other words, the 
exchange value of the requirements (physical 
and social) for the reproduction of the work-
ing class.

However, what Ely doesn’t note is that prices 
and values deviate from one another. Typical-
ly, commodities are sold for a price above full 
value when possible. This goes for things 
such as homes, clothes, food, and consequent-
ly, labor power. That is, whereas the price to 
maintain said labor-power is higher than the 
same on the world market, that standard price 
for labor power is above the value of labor-
power.

Such deviations function in the world-econo-
my to transfer value from one sector to anoth-

er, from one region to another, from one 
country to another, etc.

‘Massive Surplus Value Produced in the 
First World’

Mike Ely claims that it is demonstrably prov-
able that the vast majority of surplus value 
accumulated in imperialist centers is pro-
duced there. Nowhere does he cite evidence 
for this dramatic claim. Instead, this reveals a 
dramatic misunderstanding of political econo-
my on his part. Amusingly, one must ask if 
Ely also believes a massive portion of the 
surplus-value accumulated by banks is due to 
the exploitation of tellers, security guards, 
janitors, and loan agents?

Sleight of Hand Racism of First Worldism

Ely makes the typical claim that income dis-
parities is largely due to different skill levels. 
As the argument goes, underwater welders (or 
whatever) spend years of training and tons of 
resources becoming underwater welders, 
which is made up for by a higher wage. Yet 
this begs the question, on what basis are skills 
and training apportioned? For Ely, the ques-
tion seems inconsequential except as an ex-
planation of income differentials. In reality, 
these questions themselves are political, rep-
resenting struggles of power between differ-
ent groups. In reality, people’s lack of valued 
skills is not a cause of low wages, but instead 
is due to oppression within the capitalist sys-
tem.

On Moralism and Emotionalism

I have an ambivalent attitude toward moral-
ism and emotonalism. On one hand, as part of 
seizing power, the proletariat must necessari-
ly create new notions of ethics and morality. 
Like Che said, love and hate are constituent 

A Quick Reply to Mike Ely

(Continued: Challenging Concept of “Rights”)
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parts of revolution. On the other hand, I find 
it to be a poor way to engage in sustainable 
revolutionary organizing in the First World; 
classes are not moved by morality, but use 
morality as covers for their own interests.

That said, I don’t find Ely’s comments about 
moralism very pertinent to the discussion. In 
fact, in my own critique of Kasama from 
January of 2013 [3], in which I describe their 
line as ‘idealist-opportunist,’ moralism is left 
entirely out of the picture.

Who is Moralizing Whom?

Though Ely presents Third Worldism as a 
moralistic argument, which it is not, he him-
self is more than happy to moralize about tens 
of millions of workers in the US living hand-
to-mouth.

While we don’t deny this sort of strata exists 
in countries like the US, we don’t see the 
existence of this minority as evidence for the 
inherent revolutionary qualities of the vast 
majority of people, “workers” included, with-
in the US.

An Interest in Overthrowing Imperialism

As Samir Amin notes, while plenty of people 
have a long-term interest in overthrowing 
capitalist imperialism, such implies a restruc-
turing of First World economies away from 
an individual consumptionist model predicat-
ed on unequal relations with the Third World.

This is not the same as the pressing sectoral 
interest of the section of workers whose live-
lihoods are predicated on those systems of 
oppression.

Who’s Who In the US Working Class

Since Ely is convinced the working class in 
countries the US is largely exploited, it is 
worth asking: what portion of income-earning 
people in the US does Ely consider part of the 
“working class?” In reality, many people in 
the US work within tertiary or ancillary sec-
tors of the economy which are ‘socially neces-
sary’ under a particular epoch (imperialism) 
yet are questionably involved in the produc-
tion of use-value. Are private security guards, 
for example, part of the working class accord-
ing to Ely’s line? Managers? Lockheed Mar-
tin employees with six figure incomes? Etc? 
Or, are the prevalence of these types of pro-
fessions indicative of a rentier section of the 
economy predicated on actual production by 
other sections of the working class?

RAIM, in referring to the portion of the popu-
lation which owing to its favorable social 
position is able to draw in surplus-value with-
out directly owning capital, is generally refer-
ring to it as a section of the entire US 
population (and not just a portion of narrowly 

or broadly defined “workers.”) Therefore, it is 
worth asking, is an employee with nearly a 
six-figure income part of an’exploited’ 
‘working class’ according the Ely?

In my own opinion, being a worker subject to 
the whim of capital, a boss, etc, is a form of 
oppression and is the direct means by which 
surplus value is exploited from the working 
class. This, however, implies that not every 
worker is exploited. Thus, we might have 
workers (security guards, sales people, bar-
tenders, accounts, bill collectors, the guy who 
writes you a ticket in a private parking lot, etc) 
whose labor is principally directed for the 
transfer of surplus value, not its creation.

Back To Prices

It has already been shown [4] how much of 
the First Worldist accounting of the creation 
of surplus value ignores distortions bound to 
the prices of commodities that are traded on 
the international market  [5] such as the cobalt 
and precious metals in the computer you are 
looking at. Yet again, Ely conveniently ig-
nores ‘actually existing Third Worldist’ liter-
ature in favor of strawman criticisms of Third 
Worldism.

Ely trips over himself

Hilariously, Ely admits the integrity of the 
theory of the phenomenon he hopes to dis-
prove, stating:

“There are some upper strata of workers (in 
the U.S.) that are paid far above the value of 
their labor power — and (conceivably) above 
the value of what they produce. I.e. there 
may be some section of workers that isn’t 
exploited at all. But if these exist, it is a 
relatively small number under very special-
ized conditions.”

Unfortunately, Ely’s cognitive dissonance on 
the issue does not allow him to name reality. 
If these workers are earning a wage and are 
“not exploited,” from where originally comes 
the value on which they subsist and socially 
reproduce? Semantic issues about “net-ex-
ploiters” and “parasites” aside, from where 
does this value come from?

Cutting to the Chase

Ely opines,

“I am pointing out (quickly in a sketch, I 
understand) that it is basically wrong to de-
scribe the U.S. working class as parasitic, as 
living off the exploitation of the third world, 
as if tens of millions are not exploited.”

For all I know, “tens of millions” of people in 
the United States are exploited. By let’s not 
be liberal by using an exception to disprove a 
rule. This hypothetical tens of millions is a 

minority of working-age people in the US. 
Whether they are capable of first, indepen-
dently uniting as a class and second, indepen-
dently leading the political charge to seize 
power are entirely different questions.

We Certainly Agree on One Thing…

…The need to organize for revolution in the 
US. However, we have a different conception 
of what this means. Ely presumes issues relat-
ed to political economy and class structure 
can be tucked out of sight behind marketing 
campaigns to woo embourgeoified workers. It 
is ironic that Ely, who markets himself as 
non-dogmatic and open to new ideas, would 
take such a stale, dogmatic line on the 
“working class” (as if his is not the same line 
as 95% of nominally Marxist organizations in 
the US). While there is a grain of truth to the 
idea that the rug of social privilege is being 
swept from under the traditional labor aristoc-
racy, default First Worldism masquerading as 
Marxism – an idealist-opportunist analysis 
which ignores history – certainly won’t be 
capable of adjusting itself into anything but 
reformism and ‘socialist’ evangelism, at best.

We are certainly open to discussing class 
structure and emergent trends in the world 
economy. However, we insist on a starting 
point beyond a cookie cutter ‘workers vs. 
capital’ paradigm and cliché strawmen argu-
ments leveled against Third Worldism.

 – Nikolai Brown

Notes:
[1]http://www.kasamaproject.org/threads/entry/w
orking-class-exploitation-in-the-u
[2]http://anti-
imperialism.com/2013/09/11/summary-and-
review-global-wage-scaling-and-left-ideology-a-
critique-of-charlie-post-on-the-labor-aristocracy-
zak-cope-2013/
[3]http://anti-
imperialism.com/2013/01/25/editorial-kasama-
promotes-capitalism-in-nepal/
[4]http://anti-
imperialism.com/2014/01/05/gauging-the-
contribution-of-third-world-labor-to-imperialist-
economies/
[5]http://anti-
imperialism.com/2012/11/06/review-part-3-of-3-
john-smith-the-gdp-illusion-value-added-versus-
value-capture/


