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DOES THE TENDENCY OF THE LAST 50-100 YEARS INCLUDE THE MULTIPLICATION OF THE NUMBER OF PROLETARIANS, OR
HAS CAPITALISM, AT LEAST PARTIALLY, GONE BEYOND ITS INHERENT CONTRADICTIONS PRODUCING SOCIAL-ECONOMIC
EQUALITY AND SECURITY FOR THE FUTURE FOR ALL THE CITIZENS?

(From El Comunista 48, May 2009)

1.- Theoretical definition of the proletarian class.

The first step of this article is to write down the old and
eternal Marxist DEFINITION of what the proletariat is and who
we call or define as proletarian within the capitalist society. As
long as our party texts, the historical as well as the formal, are
irrefutable, we take the quotes from those which expose the
conceptualization and that go over the history of the perpetual
rise of the number of active workers (with or without job), that
conform the so-called labor world: proletarians, subproletarians,
farmers, merchants, little or big bourgeoisie, managers, high-
ranking government official and company businessmen.

As communists we are interested in studying and knowing,
above all other classes and class strata, the one that is
potentially revolutionary: the modern proletarian class, to whom
we devote all our energies:

“Since then, it is crystal clear that the political labor class
party has to lean on all the economic unrest of the workers with
the purpose of establishing greater solidarity between various
categories, between the workers of various cities and nations,
transforming the movement in a general effort of all the labor
classes against the cornerstones of the capitalist institutions,
and inducing labor to worry about the general relations of the
whole economy and of all the national and global politics. “(Text
n. 6, page 83: “Historical Course of the Proletariat Class
Movement”, quoted from Prometeo N 5-1947).

“Precisely because the proletariat is the last class that will
be exploited and it won't come next to any other within the
exploitation of other classes, the doctrine was built when the
class was born and it can't be changed or reformed.”

“The development of capitalism from the beginning until
nowadays has confirmed and confirms the theorems of
Marxism, such as they are enunciated in the texts, and any
alleged “innovation” or “lesson” of the last 30 years only
confirms that capitalism is alive and has to be overthrown.”

“Therefore, the focus of the current doctrinaire position of
the movement, is this: no revision of the primary principles in
the proletarian revolution.”

“6.- The party nowadays does a work of scientific record
of social phenomena, in order to confirm the fundamental thesis
of Marxism. It analyzes, confronts and comments the recent and
contemporary facts. It repudiates the doctrinaire preparation
that tends to establish new theories or prove the inadequacy of
the doctrine explaining the phenomena.”

“All this demolition work (Lenin: “What is to be done?”)
of the opportunism and deviationism constitutes today the main
activity of the party, that continues even on the periods of
revolutionary reflux and vigorous flowering of opportunism
theories, that see on Marx, Engels, Lenin and ltalian Left their
violent and inflexible opponent.” (Characteristic Thesis, The
Defense of the Continuity of the Communist Program, p.114).

Then, no revision of the original principles but continuation
of the tradition and the experiences during the periods of
revolutionary reflux.

A repeated definition of the course of capitalism and its
most genuine human product as it is written in the text
“Marxism and Misery” (Battaglia Comunista, N. 37-1949):

“YESTERDAY

The sense of Marxism has been heard by the nobility as
well as by the typical “Scoccimarros” (Note of the translation:
Mauro Scoccimarro, ltalian partizan and politician of the
Stalinized Italian Communist Party). 7he fight of Marx isn't
against the misery and for the worker wealth, a balance to be
established with street armed robberies against fat bourgeois.
The misery of the worker is not the low wages and the high costs
of the wares, The capitalist victory within the class fight is not
the reduction, neither the fall of real wages, that unquestionably
rise throughout history in general, within progressive, peaceful
periods, between imperialist wars. Misery in our Marxist
economical dictionary does not mean “low remuneration
for working time”. It s understood that if capitalism
monapolizes productive forces, stolen from the effort of
everyboay, so as to have the same product with ten times less
workers, it can boast the nonsense of having doubled salaries.
The relative and absolute surplus has increased enormously and
mass accumulation grows; but we'll discuss this issue later.
Misery means on the other hand “no availability of
economical reserves aimed for consumption in case of
emergency’.

“The “progressive” spreading of such conditions among
the population, is the fundamental historical characteristic of
the capitalist era. In the prebourgeois era, craftsmen, peasants
and even the serfs themselves were not in state of pauperism,
even those with the lowest standards of living. Even less so were
those who made up the intermediate strata, little owners, little
merchants, doctors, government employees, etc. Money savings
were not invented yet, and it was not easy to reduce them to
the green dollar. Most of the current money was still made of
gold and silver. With its primitive accumulation, capitalism
empties wallets, houses, fields and all businesses related to
them, and each time in greater number its transforms them into
miserable paupers, into peaple “out of savings ”, it reduces them
to “salaried slaves” in Marx's sense. Misery increases and
wealth is concentrated, because the relative and absolute
number of poor proletarians increases disproportionately, the
number of those who have to eat every day what they earn this
very day. Nothing changes the economical phenomena if every
day the wage of some proletarians, in some given professions,
in some countries, allows a slice of beef and a cinema ticket,
ana, supreme fortune, a subscription to L'Unita” (Note of the
translation: Organ of the Stalinized Italian Communist Party).

“The proletarian is no more miserable if the wage falls, as
he is not any richer if it grows and the prices fall. He is not richer
when he's working or when he's unemployed. Anyone who has



become part of the salaried class is miserable in absolute terms
(this does not exclude that anyone can exit, especially if wars
and democratic invasions gives them the fortune to be cunning
and self-serving). There's no relativism, no progressivism that
matters here. Those who have read the first page of Marx and
haven't kept this, can disappear without social damage. The
salary regime is that where that who works cannot accumulate,
and accumulates that who does not work. Not by chance the
Manifesto says describing the crisis.: the wage becomes day by
day more uncertain, and more precarious the worker life.
Uncertain compensation, rather than low, precarious condition,
rather than modest. The second version can be healed
embracing Cortese’s liberalism and the management structural
reforms of the Italian CP (if we were in a less stupid country); to
the first one of misery, uncertainty and precarity in the Marxist
sense, only one thing can be opposed, the Revolution.
Capitalism can't live without growing, without expropriating
little owners and increasing the number of proletarians, the
great social army that, at the same time can't evolve pushing
back the enemy step by step and can only hope its sole succeed,
to destroy it, “sur place” (on the streets)”.

In the text “Class Fight and Employer's Offensive”
(Battaglia Comunista n. 38), we had established:

“Misery and pauperism for the philistine economist mean
not having anything to eat. According to the catholic priest
quoted by Marx, charity helps him, according to the current
American conquerors, the UNRRA. Misery to Marx is that by
which the Lazarus proletarian, by the incessant “expansion
and contraction” of the bourgeois company, goes in and out
from the tomb of the daily lack of resources, and this misery
increases, because it grows too large the number of those who
are locked inside the barriers of these two alternatives: being
overwhelmed by the capital or starving.

Marx s revisionists uttered that, while writing The Capital,
Marx had begun to review himselfin relation to 1848. The proof
that they had never understood a Kolaroy, is in the fact that
Marx himself in this passage, quotes a work of his prior to the
Manifesto, “The Misery of Philosophy”, written in 1847,
containing the words: “This antagonistic character of
capitalist production”. The quoted passage says that
“current relations of production do not produce the
wealth of the bourgeoisie class, if it is not annihilating
continuously the wealth of the members of this class
and producing an increasingly large proletariat”.

“Therefore, this is the main issue of Marxism, even more
it Is its cornerstone, even STRONGER NOWADAYS, during the
historical period of 1847-1874-1949.”

“The proletarian is the miserable, in other words, the non-
owner, the non-reserves, not the underpaid. This word was
found by Marx in a text from 1754, according to which, the more
proletarians a country has, the wealthier it is. A proletarian
according to Marx is, the wage-earner that produces capital and
makes it produce, and whom that capital throws to the stream
when it does not need him anymore. With infinite acumen,
Marx, mocks the author who writes about the “proletarian of
the virgin jungle”. The inhabitant of the jungle is its owner
and not a proletarian. “To be such it would be necessary
that, instead of him taking advantage of the forest,

the forest took advantage of him”.

“The atmosphere of the worst barbarism is this modern
Jjungle that takes advantage of us, a jungle of bayonets and
chimneys, of machines and arms, of strange inanimate beasts
fed by human flesh.”

“TODAY

The situation of all the non-reserves, reduced to it because
they are dialectically a reserve, has been terribly aggravated by
the war experience. The hereditary nature of membership in
economic classes achieved that being a non-reserve is worse
than being dead. After passing through the hunger of the war,
after the massive bombings, the components of the labor class,
no less than after any other disaste; not only lose with
maximum probability the contingent occupation, but see also
destroyed those minimum reserves of properties as home
appliances and rudimentary tools. The property titles survive
partially to any material destruction, because they are social
rights enacted to the exploitation of others. And to write, even
with characters of fire the Marxist law of the antagonism,
another confirmation, known by everyboady, came to our mina,
the industry of war and the destruction drive to the highest
benefits and the highest wealth concentrations in private hands.
The reconstruction industry is not less, and so is the jungle of
businesses and Marshall plans.

Therefore, wars have brought down (with no room to
doubt) millions, miflions and millions of men in the ranks of
those who already have nothing to lose. It hit in the face
revisionism and knocked it out. The slogan of radical Marxism
must sound like a thunder: Proletariat in the communist
revolution, has nothing to lose but its chains.”

Engels, in “Principles of Communism”, defined proletariat
as follows:

“Proletariat is the social class that obtains its livelihoods
exclusively from selling his force of labor; and not from the rents
of any capital; is the class, whose fortune, grief life and death
and their whole existence depends on the demand for labor; that
is, on the crisis periods and business prosperity, the fluctuations
of wild concurrence”.

It means that it gets its livelihoods exclusively from selling
its force of labor. In another party text we established:

“Is the employee a proletarian?

This issue has been argued by the Milan's group referring
to a publication of various views of bourgeois and pro-Russian
magazines, whose details have little weight.

Since we speak of socialism it is considered socialist the
movement of muscular and physical workers, and over this
criterium secular polemics have been raised over the direction
of the society by those that in the Middle Ages were called “vile
mechanics”.

Polemics never scared us, because we think that the
culture of the current education system is a negative element to
train a revolutionary.



But, by that criterium, it is clear that the worker rhetorically
called writer or thinker, and that who we normally called of
the ... armchair or buttocks, is not a proletarian. The proletarian
has the blue collar, the employee has the white one. However;
Marxist criterium is not the costumes or the moving of this or
that body part. The criterium is that of Lenin, the position within
economic order in the actual society. Howevey, a peasant, even
the most primitive, who works his field with his hands and his
hoe, without a shadow of white collar or blue collar; is not a
proletarian if we look at his position in the social order. In fact,
the peasant is not separated from his working tools (soil and
hoe). It's not separated like a proletarian from each ‘“piece or
object” of the products of his labor which the peasant
consumes and sells as he thinks fit. The proletarian only
accesses the market with money, the non-proletarian with
money and goods.

This criterium is the sole Marxist one. As long as the
employee is not the proprietary of his pen and table, as long as
he has no power to appropriate part of the company's products,
as long as he goes to the market only with the money of his
salary and never with other goods, Marxistly, he is certainly a
proletarian.

Is he perhaps a proletarian psychologically and with party
card? Here comes the confusion, even a pure muscular worker
can be a perfect devout or member of a bourgeois party, but this
changes nothing.

However, there are highly paid employees who, in addition
to the compensation for worked time (wage or salary, does not
change anything) have a share in the profits of the enterprise,
this share in the profits of the enterprise comes from the surplus
value pulled off by the enterprise from the workforce mass and
it tumns into non-proletarian those that receive it.” (I
Programma Comunista, n. 18-1960).

Continuing and repeating:

“If we've remembered all of this in short, and in relation
to the demonstration established on economical data, it has
only been to demonstrate that the precariousness in which the
employee lives in modern society today is not so much a result
of the standard of life in the periods when the production
machine speeds up and accelerates, but in the integrity of his
living condiitions in long periods of rush over the edge and
alternate collapse into it. No matter how many assistant devices
and insurances bourgeois ‘civilization’ can build, it is true that
in a few days or weeks any protection for the employee without
property and without savings, without reserves, disappears if
the black crisis and the blatant unemployment come. A huge
difference in relation to the class ‘'with reserves’. Regarding
Western economy and its vaunted progress towards welfare and
general prosperity, we will highlight the economic data of the
inconsistency of the defenses for who has no more than his
work place, the American “job”, and the same provisions and
utensils held in his home (or in the same possession of it in the
most vaunted forms, he does not own more than a debt), which
an economic bank or circulation crisis will rapidly volatilize as
soon as his only active source of resources, the working time,
has been denied to him: while technical progress, rising
productivity, automation, dig a deeper risk under his feet.”
("Economical and Social Structure of Present Day Russia” ,p.

566-567).

In a few days or weeks any protection to the wage-earner,
without properties nor savings, without reserves, disappears if
the black crisis and the unemployment come. Misery does not
mean low wage, it means dispossessed, disinherited...

“Misery does not mean low wage, it means indigence of
the ones who have generated great or overflowing wealth
“rowing” in the grim factory of the industrial company. Marx
data show the step to accumulation and concentration of
capital in hands and brains increasingly sparse unti/
depersonalization, that prevails everywhere today. ” (Dialogato
coi Morti, “Dialog with the Dead”, page 75).

“It s crystal clear that increasing misery does not mean
fall of nominal and real wages, but increase of the surplus
extortion and of the number of those who fall in the
expropriation of any reserves ” (Per I'Organica Sistemazione dei
Principi Comunisti, “For The Organic Systematization Of The
Communist Principles”, page 33, Text n. 6 - La Rivoluzione
Anticapitalista ~ Occidentale, ~ “Western  Anticapitalist
Revolution”), (Prometeo n. 5-1947).

Misery means increased extortion of surplus value and
increased number of those who fall in the expropriation of any
reserves ... falling into the indebted too:

“The modern forced

If we therefore have to take as benefit of inventory figures
on improving the consume we should not think differently
about the promises of reduced working hours.

Did we have to wait until 1957 to get the schedule of six
days of seven hours or 42 hours per week, or the one of five of
8 hours, that is 40? Besides the big doubt over the calculation
hypothesis, we are talking about a goal already known, for
example, by the ltalian industry, and not enough to overcome
the poverty of these results considering the "absence of
unemployment ", The delights of modern commercial civilization
and the crediit and assistance rushes — another field in which a
great imitation of the West is being announced — consist in
swinging in the midst of terrifying uncertainty, the human army
of labor; between the extremes of full freedom of starvation, and
the slavery form of occupation, which is complete as it is forced,
and that tends — in this world that has become according to
these gentlemen, conquerable by “persuasion” — to spread
more and more from the atmosphere of war from which
emerged that of a terrorizing peace. Of their horrible peace.

The old slaves and servants can start looking the modern
worker from over their shoulders, It's true that those ones
couldn't change their place of work but they weren't obliged to
go to war. Modern slave lives under the nightmare of war with
a high risk of death or injury or kidnap, or to be forced to work.
Whereas the old war walked to civilians, the modern one flies
over them. And starves millions of miflions of non-military
population in front of the war fronts (whereas the military,
according to certain modern profiles, can even have fun). In
peace periods he is stuffed with great statistics and commercial
liberty, and we can see this time the same in the Kremlin too:
markets without lines, different goods and fashion trends,



straight or inverted. The American masterpiece will come soon:
the credit for consumption. With this consume system, the
worker; perhaps with the illusion of particjpating in the wealth
of the company, is not owner of his house and furniture, but is
debtor of it. He is practically as the slave that was debtor of the
value of himself once fed.

This American system of credlit has already been defined
as industrial feudalism because it links workers to their place of
work... and debt. A further step in the “increasing misery”, that
Is, the complete loss of economic “reserves”. The classic
proletarian is at a zero reserves level but the modern proletarian
has negative reserves, he must pay a big amount to be able to
go naked wherever he wants. How must the proletarians pay if
it is not with a pound of flesh as Shylock does?

The welfare and high standard of living, common ideals of
the two worlds in competency of the contemporary
“quantitative” civilization, is the equivalent of the barbed wire
of a concentration camp guarded by all the flags”. (Dialogato
coi Morti, “Dialog with the Dead”, page 46-47).

With the domination of the CREDIT we must propagate:
the classic proletarian was at zero reserves but the modern one
is at negative, he must pay a big amount to go naked wherever
he wants.

"A classic opposer of ours (an obviously a Marxist
renegade), Sombart, pretends that in his “Capitalism”, sixty
years after Marx's death, some of our basic theorems had
disappeared: a) Increasing Proletariat Misery, b) Capital
concentration, ¢) Middle class disappearance, d) Catastrophic
collapse of capitalism. His “strictly scientific” argument is: “Old
Capitalism will settle down the more he ages, it will get sedated,
more reasonable”. jiKill him!! They say in Rome in these
moonlights.

The American statistics are very useful to destroy those
four lies taken for granted, and even more the data provided by
the report America-World: and still more the data of the current
situation, ten years after they killed Leon treacherously.

It shows how the fact that the standard of living of certain
labor strata increases doesn't confirm Sombart's law (1928),
which says that “labor purchasing power rises with the
expansion of capitalist production” — law that. howevey, is not
the antinomy of its Marxist correspondent as we observed. The
term misery in Marx's words means: no economic reserves in
case of unemployment probability of unemployment,
probability of general crisis, but in this case it is translated in the
bourgeoisie’s meaning: low wage low life level". (Battaglia
Comunista, n. 1-1952, Il Proletariato cliente... “Client
Proletariat...”).

For example, we can use the 2000-2003 crisis lived in
Argentina: a) Bankrupt of capitalism, b) Middle class ruin, c)
Wage-earners misery increasing, d) Capital concentration. The
same situation is provoked on Iraq and rushed by the war
against Iran (1980-1988) and against the western world and
Russia (1990-91), and against Anglo-Americans and their dump
“friends” of 2003. We have to understand that this is the
capitalism of yesterday, today and tomorrow: Crisis, War and
Revolution!!

The crisis and wars are not only inherent to capitalism but
products of it, whereas the revolution, our revolution, requires
specific historical and economic objective conditions and
favorable subjective conditions in the theoretical, programmatic
and doctrinaire plans and at the party organizational level.

“The greater the social wealthiness, that is, the functioning
capital, the extension and energy of its growth, as well as the
absolute number of proletarians and the productive force of
their work, the bigger is the relative overpopulation, that is, the
reserve labor army. Those circumstances themselves develop
both the available work force and the force of extension of the
capital. The proportional greatness of this labor army grows
with the increasing of capital. But the greater the relation
between the number of proletarians in the reserve and the
active labor army, the more grows the unemployed
overpopulation, whose misery is inversely related to the pain of
his work. (Arbeitsqual: the Iltalian translator says ‘work effort’
rendering  everything non-understandable  omitting  the
contrary, ‘'umgekehrten’) And finally, as this extremely poor
labor class strata and the reserve army grows, the bigger is the
bureaucratically acknowledged official pauperism. Such is the
absolute general law of capitalist accumulation” (Precisazioni
su Marxismo e Miseria e Offensive Padronali”, “Precisations to
Marxism and Misery and Employer's offensives”, Battaglia
Comunista, n. 40-1949).

2. Study of the development of urban
concentration from 1952 to 2006

It has been hard to collect the information and numbers
and then arrange them in comparative tables. It hasn't been a
single comrade's work, but the result of a collective work we all
have taken part in.

Tables contain the population's number for the cities with
a population larger than 100.000 inhabitants in 1952,
comparing them with two sources of information: first, the
official UN statistics which reach until 2006 (for some countries
the reference year is previous to 2006) and the list of the 472
most populated urban areas with data updated till 2007. To be
consistent, we have not mixed both sources of information for
the same country, we have anyways always checked the most
coherent data sources and confronted them with sources that
we usually use (you will always find the years specified in the
tables). Well, the data show the huge changes happened in the
large urban areas between 1956-2006, that is, the
proletarization of African, Middle-Eastern, Latin-American and
Asian countries in the constitution of multiple future potential
epicenters of the Revolution. After having had knowledge of
these large data about urban areas we have realized how
unaware we were, how little we study and how much chatter
there is among us.

Let us compare the data:
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AFRICA

1952 2006
Total % of | Total % of con- | Total % of con- Inhabitants | Total % of | Total % of Total % of
Cities or con- | Inhabitants | Inhabitants in all coun- glomerates glomerates Cities or con- | Inhabitants | inconglom- | allcoun- | conglomer- | conglomer-

Country glomerates by country | conglomerates tries AFRICA WORLD Country glomerates by country erates tries ates AFRICA | ates WORLD | Year
Algeria (Fr) 4 9.126.000 983.892 10,78% 8,17% 0,29% | | Algeria 32 33.481.000 7.098.384 21,20% 4,31% 0,33% | 1998
Anglo - Egyptian Sudan 2| 10.263.000 158.882 1,55% 1,32% 0,05% | | Sudan 12 36.297.000 6.724 477 18,53% 4,08% 0,31% | 1993
Angola (Port) 1 4.218.000 158.882 3,77% 1,32% 0,05% | | Angola 1 12.531.000 2.875.000 22,94% 1,74% 0,13% | 2007
Congo (Belgium) 2| 12.400.000 312.014 2,52% 2,59% 0,09% | | Congo (Rep. Dem.) 3 65.752.000 11.050.000 16,81% 6,70% 0,51% | 2007
French Equatorial Af-
rica 1 83.390 |  #DIV/0! 0,69% 0,02% | | Congo (Rep.) 1 3.801.000 1.330.000 34,99% 0,81% 0,06% | 2007

Benin 3 6.417.000 1.028.043 16,02% 0,62% 0,05% | 2000
Botswana 2 1.720.000 395.465 22,99% 0,24% 0,02% | 2001
Burkina Faso 2 12.802.000 1.617.245 12,63% 0,98% 0,07% | 2006
Burundi 1 6.483.000 235.440 3,63% 0,14% 0,01% | 1990
Cameroon 13 17.000.000 4.604.053 27,08% 2,79% 0,21% | 1999
Cape Verde 1 483.000 61.644 12,76% 0,04% 0,00% | 1990
Central African Rep. 1 3.151.000 451.690 14,33% 0,27% 0,02% | 1988
Chad 1 8.322.000 530.965 6,38% 0,32% 0,02% | 1993
Comoros 1 731.800 30.365 4,15% 0,02% 0,00% | 1991
Cote d'lvoire 5 19.658.000 4.225.000 21,49% 2,56% 0,20% | 1988
Djibouti 1 840.000 383.000 45,60% 0,23% 0,02% | 1995
Egypt 7 3.652.274 | #DIV/0! 30,33% 1,07% | | Egypt 2 72.009.000 21.200.000 29,44% 12,86% 0,98% | 2007
Eritrea 1 13.100 | #{DIV/0! 0,11% 0,00% Eritrea 1 4.907.000 358.100 7,30% 0,22% 0,02% | 2007
Ethiopia 1 400.000 | #DIV/0! 3,32% 0,12% | | Ethiopia 11 75.067.000 4.107.669 547% 2,49% 0,19% | 2002
French West Africa 1 171.200 | #DIV/0! 1,42% 0,05% | | Senegal 7 11.000.000 4.040.842 36,73% 2,45% 0,19% | 1999
Gold Coast (U.K.) 1 135.926 | #;DIV/0! 1,13% 0,04% Ghana 6 18.412.000 3.462.596 18,81% 2,10% 0,16% | 2000
Gabon 1 1.300.000 418.616 32,20% 0,25% 0,02% | 1993
Gambia 1 1.510.000 42.326 2,80% 0,03% 0,00% | 1993
Kenya (U.K.) 1 5.927.000 118.976 2,01% 0,99% 0,04% Kenya 5 36.433.000 5.982.152 16,42% 3,63% 0,28% | 2006
Libya 1 4.417.000 135.858 3,08% 1,13% 0,04% | | Libyan Arab Jam. 6 5.484.000 3.290.000 59,99% 2,00% 0,15% | 1990
Madagascar (Fr.) 1 4.417.000 174.153 3,94% 1,45% 0,05% | | Madagascar 6 17.730.000 1.830.787 10,33% 1,11% 0,08% | 2005
Malawi 2 12.758.000 1.380.347 10,82% 0,84% 0,06% | 2005
Mauritania 1 3.365.000 558.195 16,59% 0,34% 0,03% | 2000
Morocco 6 9.310.000 1.405.390 15,10% 11,67% 0,41% | | Morocco 16 30.506.000 14.452.000 47,37% 8,77% 0,67% | 2003
Mozambique (Port.) 1 5.836.000 93.516 1,60% 0,78% 0,03% Mozambique 9 19.420.000 3.222.929 16,60% 1,95% 0,15% | 1997
Namibia 1 1.817.000 233.529 12,85% 0,14% 0,01% | 2001
Niger 1 13.045.000 707.951 5,43% 0,43% 0,03% | 2001




Nigeria (U.K.) 3| 29.600.000 665.000 2,25% 5,52% 0,20% | | Nigeria 60 | 140.004.000 |  23.674.117 16,91% 14,36% 1,09% | 1991
Réunion 1 779.000 134.042 17,21% 0,08% 0,01% | 2002
Rwanda 1 10.186.000 233.640 2,29% 0,14% 0,01% | 1991
Sierra Leona 1 6.145.000 1.110.000 18,06% 0,67% 0,05% | 2007
Somalia 1 9.559.000 1.212.000 12,68% 0,74% 0,06% | 2001
Union of South Africa 9 13.011.000 2.776.906 21,34% 23,06% 0,82% South Africa 5 43.998.000 18.400.000 41,82% 11,16% 0,85% | 2007
Togo 1 5.337.000 450.000 8,43% 0,27% 0,02% | 1990
Tunisia (Fr.) 1 3.689.000 603.766 16,37% 5,01% 0,18% Tunisia 1 10.276.000 2.250.000 21,90% 1,36% 0,10% | 2007
Uganda 1 30.263.000 1.490.000 4,92% 0,90% 0,07% | 2007
Tanzania 1 39.384.000 3.000.000 7,62% 1,82% 0,14% | 2007
Western Sahara 1 393.800 169.000 42,92% 0,10% 0,01% | 1999
Zambia 7] 11.799.000 2.407.488 20,40% 1,46% 0,11% | 2000
South Rhodesia 1 2.430.000 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% Zimbabwe 4 12.225.000 2.423.706 19,83% 1,47% 0,11% | 2002
Total Africa 45 | 114.644.000 12.043.125 10,50% 100,00% 3,54% | | Total Africa 241| 874.581.600 | 164.882.803 18,85% 100,00% 7,62%
1952 Population Agglomerations 2006 Population Agglomerations
World Total 2.405.290.798 339.867.767 World Total 6.336.504.500 2.162.591.788

Let us observe carefully the large urban areas in Africa:

Egypt: Cairo (16,1 million) + Alexandria (5 million) = 21,1 million

South Africa: Johannesburg (7,8 million) + Durban (3,6 million) + Cape Town (3,4 million) +
Pretoria (2,4 million) + Port Elizabeth (1,1 million) = 18,4 million

Morocco: Casablanca (3,9 million) + Rabat (1,8 million) + Fez (1 million) = 6,7 million
Algeria: Alger (4,2 million) + Oran (1,2 million) = 5,5 million

Congo (Rep. Dem.): Kinshasa (8,2 million) + Lubumbashi (1,44 million) + Kampala (1,49
million) + Brazzaville (1,3 million) = 17,9 million.

Other are Lagos (10,1 million), Khartum (5,4 million), Abijan (4,2 million), Accra (3,3 million),
Nairobi (3,1 million) Addis Abeba (3,1 million) Dar es Salam (3 million), Dakar (2,5 million), Harare
(2,2 million), etc.

The twenty-three most important built-up urban areas hold from 2 million to 16 million
inhabitants, adding up to 108.750.000 people. In addition, there are twenty-seven important built-
up urban areas with population between one and two million, that would add 35.920.000 people
to the whole population living in urban areas.

These 50 urban areas gather a high percentage of proletarians, sub-proletarians and disinherits
being 50 potentially revolutionary concentrations. These places only lack the communists, integral
Marxists are the only one missing, and they have to start playing their role: carrying in, introducing
deep inside into the proletarian class the doctrine, the theory, the communist program principles,
together with the historical lessons of the previous revolutionary attempts, with the historical

experiences of all victories and defeats that we carry in our shoulders, the class struggle methods,
all theoretical and practical weapons that the proletarian class must rearm itself with, refuting
once and for all the suicide curse of appropriating the arms of the implacable class enemy. It's not
an easy and fast work, but impossible neither. It's a hard, tiring and long-term work, but not
negligible for those who live for the world revolution.

We believe none can assert that those millions of proletarians own properties, savings, stocks,
rented houses, gardens.... We mean, another sources of income besides their wage or the lack of
it. Therefore, the absence of a Communist Party with strong sections in Africa can't be attributed
to a missing proletarian class that would have turned into petty bourgeois. So, this mechanical
hypothesis fails, even when it is referred to another places.

Let us see the jump in African urbanization: 12 million people lived in cities with a population
larger than 100.000 inhabitants in the year 1952; 164,8 million people lived in the same sort of
cities in the year 2006, as a result there was an urban population increase in 1350%. African
population has grown a 650% (from 104 million to 874 million).

Now, let us compare the Paris of 1871, the Paris of the Commune, with around one million people
and Petrograd and Moscow in 1917 with one million inhabitants each, for a total population of
140 million people in the Russian empire, we must compare them with the fifty built-up urban
areas with more than one million inhabitants each existing in Africa nowadays.

Here, we repeat again for those who want to hear, what are missing are the militants, the



defenders and spreaders of Marxism; those who, leaving aside whichever flightiness to amuse
themselves revising the doctrine, determine themselves to start a reliable and serious
revolutionary work, theoretically and politically exquisite, of re-introducing both communist

program and practice in those sectors and areas, refuting the “spontaneous” ideologies, that is,
opportunistic ideologies that nowadays hang out all over instead of ours. The dispossessed and
proletarians exist, and they are even too many!

1952 2006
Total %
of all Total % of con- | Total % of con- Total % of | Total % of con- | Total % of con-
Cities or con- Inhabitants Inhabitants in coun- | glomerates AF- glomerates Cities or con- Inhabitants by Inhabitants in all coun- | glomerates AF- glomerates
Country glomerates by country | conglomerates tries RICA WORLD Country glomerates country conglomerates tries RICA WORLD Year
Argentina 16 | 17.937.000 7.738.156 | 43,14% 34,92% 2,28% Argentina 34 38.971.000 24.140.173 61,94% 12,17% 1,12% | 1991
Bolivia 1 3.095.000 321.073 | 10,37% 1,45% 0,09% Bolivia 8 9.627.000 4.430.942 46,03% 2,23% 0,20% | 2006
Brazil 14| 55.095.000 7.341.930 | 13,33% 33,13% 2,16% Brazil 257 186.771.000 100.215.916 53,66% 50,52% 4,63% | 2005
Chile 2 6.295.000 1.210.184 | 19,22% 5,46% 0,36% Chile 24 16.433.000 10.742.198 65,37% 541% 0,50% | 2006
Colombia 6| 11.847.000 1425120 | 12,03% 6,43% 0,42% Colombia 57 43.405.000 25.299.368 58,29% 12,75% 1,17% | 2006
Ecuador 2 3.350.000 475497 | 14,19% 2,15% 0,14% Ecuador 15 13.408.000 5.785.071 43,15% 2,92% 0,27% | 2003
British Guiana 1 447.000 94.035 | 21,04% 0,42% 0,03% Guyana 1 760.000 280.000 36,84% 0,14% 0,01% | 2001
Paraguay 1 1.462.000 205.605 | 14,06% 0,93% 0,06% Paraguay 7 6.009.000 2.715.981 45,20% 1,37% 0,13% | 2002
Peru 1 8.864.000 835.468 9,43% 3,77% 0,25% Peru 21 27.377.000 11.725.609 42,83% 5,91% 0,54% | 2005
Suriname 1 504.000 242946 48,20% 0,12% 0,01% | 2004
Uruguay 1 248.799 536.533 | 215,65% 2,42% 0,16% Uruguay 1 3.314.000 1.660.000 50,09% 0,84% 0,08% | 2007
Venezuela 3 5.422.000 1.978.463 | 36,49% 8,93% 0,58% Venezuela 26 27.031.000 11.143.305 41,22% 5,62% 0,52% | 1998
Total
Total South Amer-

South America 48 | 114.062.799 22.162.064 | 19,43% 100,00% 6,52% ica 452 373.610.000 198.381.509 53,10% 100,00% 9,17%

1952 Population Agglomerations 2006 Population Agglomerations

World Total 2.405.290.798 339.867.767 World Total 6.336.504.500 2.162.591.788

There were 48 cities larger than 1000.000 inhabitants (adding up 22.1 million) in South America
in 1952, that comprised 19% of whole population (114 million people). There are 452 built-up
urban areas larger than 100.000 inhabitants with 198.3 million people (53,1% of the whole
population of 373,6 million people) in 2006.

Brazil has 257 cities with a population larger than 100.000 inhabitants in concentrations like:
S&o Paulo (20,6 million) + Rio de Janeiro (12,3 million) + Belo Horizonte (5,7 million) + Porto
Alegre (4,2 million) + Recife (3,8 million) + Brasilia (3,7 million) + Fortaleza (3,5 million) +
Salvador (3,5 million) + Curitiva (3,3 million) + Campinas (2,8 million) + Belém (2,2 million) + ...
a total amount of 80,2 million in the cities of more than 1 million people.

Argentina: Buenos Aires (13,6 million) + Cordoba (1,5 million) + Rosario (1,2 million) ...
amount of 16,4 million.

Colombia: Bogota (8,5 million) + Medellin (3,5 million) + Cali (2,7 million) + Barranquilla (1,8
million) + Bucaramanga (1,1 million) + Cartagena (1 million) ... an amount of 17,9 million.

an

Venezuela: Caracas (4,8 million) + Maracaibo (2,2 million) + Valencia (1,9 million) + Maracay
(1,3 million) + Barquisimeto (1,2 million) ... an amount of 11,5 million.

There are 452 built-up urban areas larger than 100.000 inhabitants with 198.3 million people,
53,1% of the whole population (over 373,6 million people) who live in these cities in South
America. The huge degree of proletarianization in the megalopolis and these areas arise from the
rural depopulation, a typical capitalism phenomenon.

Here too, there are many proletarian concentrations, many millions of pure proletarians.
Proletarians without stocks, savings, lands....

The defenders, the carriers, the spreaders of integral Marxism are missing, as a result the
dominance of bourgeois ideology is not contrasted with the opposing communist program.
Communist and communist's doctrine are precisely what is missing in Latin America. (IN THE
FOLLOWING ISSUES WE WILL PUBLISH THE CONTINUATION OF THIS WORK).



The Democratic Principle

From «Rassegna Comunista», |l year, n. 18, from February 28" 1922, translated by PCl «The Internationalist Proletarian »

The use of certain terms in the exposition of the
problems of communism very often engenders ambiguities
because of the different meanings these terms may be given.
Such is the case with the words democracy and democratic. In
its statements of principle, Marxist communism presents itself
as a critique and a negation of democracy; yet communists often
defend the democratic character, the application of democracy
within proletarian organisations: the state system of workers'
councils, trade unions and the party. There is certainly no
contradiction in this, and no objection can be made to the use
of the dilemma, «either bourgeois democracy or proletarian
democracy» as a perfect equivalent to the formula «bourgeois
democracy or proletarian dictatorship».

The Marxist critique of the postulates of bourgeois
democracy is in fact based on the definition of the class
character of modern society. It demonstrates the theoretical
inconsistency and the practical deception of a system which
pretends to reconcile political equality with the division of
society into social classes determined by the nature of the mode
of production.

Political freedom and equality, which, according to the
liberal theory, are expressed in the right to vote, have no
meaning except on a basis that excludes inequality of
fundamental economical conditions: for this reason we
communists accept their application within the class
organisations of the proletariat and contend that we should give
a democratical character to their mechanism.

Even though, in order to avoid creating ambiguities,
and to avoid the valorization of a concept which we strive
relentlessly to demolish and rich in suggestions, it is not
desirable to introduce the use of two different terms in each of
the two cases, it is nonetheless useful to study further more
deeply the very content of the democratic principle in general,
even when it is applied to homogeneous organs from a class
point of view. This will impede that, while we struggle with our
critique to remove all the deceptive and random content of the
“liberal” theories we are in danger of falling into the
acknowledgement of a “category”, the principle of democracy,
raised in an aprioristical manner to an absolute principle of truth
and justice, which would be a stranger in the construction of our
theory.

Just like a theoretical error is always at the root of an
error of political tactics, or in other words, it is the translation of
the tactical error into the language of our collective critical
consciousness, in the same way the pernicious politics and
tactics of social-democracy are reflected in the error of principle
that presents socialism as the inheritor of a substantial part of
the doctrine that liberalism opposed against the old spiritualist
doctrines.

On the contrary, far from ever accepting and
completing it, Marxist socialism, from its earliest formulations,
utterly demolished the critique that democratic liberalism had
raised against the aristocratic and absolute monarchies of the
ancien régime. Obviously, and let us say it as to clarify our
position, it did so not to defend the spiritualist or idealist

doctrine against the Voltairean materialism of the bourgeois
revolutionaries, but to demonstrate how the theoreticians of
bourgeois materialism had in reality only deluded themselves
when they imagined that the political philosophy of the
«Encyclopedia» had led them out of the mists of metaphysics,
applied to sociology and politics, and the absurdities of idealism,
and that, like all their predecessors, they had to surrender to the
truly realist critique of social and historical phenomena provided
by Marx's historical materialism.

From a theoretical point of view, it is also important to
demonstrate that no idealist or neo-idealist revision of our
principles is needed to deepen the abyss between socialism and
bourgeois democracy, that to restore to the theory of proletarian
revolution its powerfully revolutionary content which had been
adulterated by the falsifications of those who fornicate with
bourgeois democracy it is enough to merely refer to the
positions taken by the founders of Marxism in the face of the
lies of liberal doctrines and of bourgeois materialism.

To return to our argument, we will show that the
socialist critique of democracy was in essence a critique of the
democratic critique of the old political philosophies, a critique
of their alleged universal opposition and a demonstration that
in reality they are theoretically similar, just as in practice the
proletariat did not have much reason to celebrate when the
direction of society passed from the hands of the feudal,
monarchical and religious nobility into the hands of the young
commercial and industrial bourgeoisie. And the theoretical
demonstration that the new bourgeois philosophy had not
overcome the old errors of the despotic regimes, but was itself
only an edifice of new sophisms, corresponded concretely to the
appearance of the revolutionary movement of the proletariat
which contained the negation of the bourgeois claim of having
forever established the administration of society on a peaceful
and infinitely perfectible basis, thanks to the introduction of
suffrage right and of parliamentarism.

While the old political doctrines based on spiritualist
concepts or even on religious revelation claimed that the
supernatural forces which govern the consciousness and the will
of men had assigned to certain individuals, families or castes,
the task of ruling and managing the collective existence, making
them the repositories of «authority» by divine right, the
democratic philosophy which asserted itself at the time of the
bourgeois revolution counterposed the proclamation of the
moral, political and juridical equality of all citizens, whether they
were nobles, clerics or plebeians, and it sought to transfer the
«sovereignty» from the narrow sphere of caste or dynasty to
the universal sphere of popular consultation based on suffrage
which allowed a majority of the citizens to designate the leaders
of the state, according to their will.

The thunderbolts hurled against this conception by the
priests of all religions and by spiritualist philosophers do not
suffice to give it recognition as the definitive victory of truth
over the obscurantist error, even if the «rationalism» of this
political philosophy seemed for a long time to be the last word
in social science and the art of politics, and even if many of those
that call themselves socialists proclaimed their solidarity with it.
This claim that the time of «privilege» was over, once a system



with its social hierarchy based on the consent of the majority of
electors had been set up, does not withstand the Marxist
critique, which throws a completely different light on the nature
of social phenomena, and may look like an attractive logical
construction only if it is admitted from the outset that the vote,
that is, the judgement, the opinion, the consciousness of each
elector has the same weight in delegating power for the
administration of the collective business. It is already evident
how little realistic and «materialist» this conception is
because it considers each individual to be a perfect «unit»
within a system made up of many potentially equivalent units,
and instead of appraising the value of the individual's opinion
in the light of his manifold conditions of existence, that is, his
relations with others, it postulates this value a priori with the
hypothesis of the «sovereignty». Again, this amounts to denying
that the consciousness of men is a concrete reflection of the
facts and material conditions of their existence, to viewing it as
a spark ignited with the same providential fairness in each
organism, healthy or impaired, tormented or harmoniously
satisfied in all its needs, by some undefinable supreme bestower
of life. This supreme being no longer designates a monarch, but
confers on everyone the equal capacity to do so. In spite of its
rationalist front, the democratic theory rests on a no less childish
metaphysical premise than does «free will» which, according
to the catholic doctrine of the afterlife, wins men either
damnation or salvation. Because it places itself outside of time
and historical contingencies, the democratic theory is no less
tainted with spiritualism than are the equally erroneous
philosophies of revelation and monarchy by divine right.

To further extend this comparison, it is sufficient to
remember that many centuries before the French Revolution and
the declaration of the rights of man and citizen, the democratic
political doctrine had been advanced by thinkers who took their
stand resolutely on the terrain of idealism and metaphysical
philosophy; and in the other hand, if the French Revolution
toppled the altars of the Christian god in the name of Reason, it
was, wittingly or not, only to turn Reason into a new divinity.

This metaphysical presupposition, incompatible with
the Marxist critique, is characteristic not only of the doctrine
constructed by bourgeois liberalism, but also of all the
constitutional doctrines and plans for a new society based on
the «intrinsic value» of certain schemes of social and state
relations. By building its own doctrine of history, Marxism in fact
demolished medieval idealism, bourgeois liberalism and utopian
socialism with a single blow.

To these arbitrary constructions of social constitutions,
whether aristocratic or democratic, authoritarian or liberal, as
well as to the anarchist conception of a society without
hierarchy or delegation of power, which is rooted in analogous
errors, the communist critique opposed a much more thorough
study of the nature and causes of social relations in their
complex evolution throughout human history and a careful
analysis of their characteristics in the present capitalist epoch
from which it drew a series of reasoned hypotheses about their
further evolution, to which can now be added the enormous
theoretical and practical contribution of the proletarian
revolution in Russia.

It would be superfluous here to develop the well-
known concepts of economic determinism and the arguments
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which justify its use in interpreting historical events and the
social mechanism. The analysis of factors rooted in production,
the economy, and the class relations they generate eliminates
the apriorism common to conservatives and utopians makes
possible a scientific explanation of the juridical, political,
military, religious and cultural facts which make up the diverse
manifestations of social life.

We will merely retrace the historical evolution of the
mode of social organisation and grouping of men, not only in
the state, an abstract representation of a collectivity fusing
together all individuals, but also in other organisations which
arise from the relations between men.

The basis of the interpretation of every social hierarchy,
whether extended or limited, is the relations between different
individuals, and the basis of these relations is the division of
tasks and functions among these individuals.

We can imagine without serious error that at the
beginning the human species existed in a completely
unorganised form. Still few in number, these individuals could
live from the products of nature without the application of
technology or labour, and in such conditions could do without
their fellow beings. The only existing relations, common to all
species, were those of reproduction, but for the human species
— and not only for it — these were already sufficient to form a
system of relations with its own hierarchy — the family. This
could be based on polygamy, polyandry or monogamy; we will
not enter into a detailed analysis here, let us say only that the
family represents an embryo of organised collective life, based
on a division of functions directly determined by physiological
factors, since the mother nourished and raised the prole, and the
father devoted himself to the hunt, to the acquisition of plunder
and to the protection of the family from external enemies, etc.

In this initial phase, where production and economy are
almost totally absent, as well as in later stages when they are
developing, it is useless to dwell on the abstract question of
whether we are dealing with the individual-unit or the society-
unit. Without any doubt, the individual is a unit from a biological
point of view, but making this individual the basis of social
organisation is a metaphysical elucubration, since from a social
perspective, all the individual units do not have the same value
and the collectivity is born from relations and groupings in
which the status and activity of each individual do not derive
from an individual function but from a collective one determined
by the multiple influences of the social milieu. Even in the
elementary case of an unorganised society or non-society, the
simple physiological basis which produces family organisation
is already sufficient to refute the arbitrary doctrine of the
individual as an indivisible unit (literal sense of the term) free to
combine with other fellow units, without ceasing to be distinct
from, yet somehow, equivalent to them. Not even the society-
unit exists either, since relations between men, even reduced to
the simple notion that others exist, are extremely limited and
restricted to the sphere of the family or the clan. We can draw
in advance the self-evident conclusion that the society-unit has
never existed and probably never will except as a «limit» which
can be brought progressively nearer by the disappearance of the
boundaries of classes and states.

Setting out from the individual-unit in order to draw
deductions and social conclusions or even in order to deny
society, is setting out from an unreal supposition which, even in



its most modern formulations, only amounts to refurbishing the
concepts of religious revelation and creation and of a spiritual
life which is not dependent upon natural and organic life. The
divine creator — or a single power governing the destiny of the
universe — has given each individual this elementary property of
being an autonomous well-defined molecule endowed with
consciousness, will and responsibility within the social
aggregate, independent of contingent factors deriving from the
physical influence of the environment. Only the appearance of
this religious and idealist conception is modified in the doctrine
of democratic liberalism or libertarian individualism: the soul as
a spark from the supreme Being, the subjective sovereignty of
each elector, or the unlimited autonomy of the citizen of a
society without laws - these are so many sophisms which are
tainted with the same infantile idealism, no matter how
resolutely «materialist» the first bourgeois liberals and
anarchists may have been.

This conception finds its match in the equally idealist
hypothesis of the perfect social unit — of social monism — based
on the divine will which is supposed to govern and administer
the life of our species. Returning to the primitive stage of social
life which we were considering and to the family organisation
discovered there, we conclude that we do not need such
metaphysical hypotheses of the individual-unit and the society-
unit in order to interpret the life of the species and the process
of its evolution: we can positively state that we are dealing with
a type of collectivity organised on a unitary basis, i.e. the family.
We take care not to make this a fixed or permanent type or to
idealise it as the model form of the social collectivity, as
anarchism or absolute monarchy do with the individual; rather
we simply record the existence of the family as the primary unit
of human organisation, which will be succeeded by others,
which itself will be modified in many aspects, and which will
become a constituent element of other collective organisations,
or, one may suppose, will disappear in very advanced social
forms. We do not feel at all obliged to be for or against the
family in principle, any more than, for example, for or against
the state: what does concern us is to grasp the evolutionary
direction of these types of human organisation. When we ask
ourselves whether they will disappear one day, we do so
objectively, because it could not occur to us to think of them as
sacred and eternal, or as pernicious and to be destroyed.
Conservatism and its opposite (i.e. the negation of every form
of organisation and social hierarchy) are equally weak from a
critical view-point, and equally sterile in results.

Thus leaving aside the traditional opposition between
the categories individual and society, we follow the formation
and the evolution of other units in our study of human history:
organised human collectivities, broad or restricted groupings of
men with a hierarchy based on a division of functions, which
appear as the real factors and agents of social life. Such units
can in a certain sense be compared to organic units, to living
organisms whose cells, with their different functions and values,
can be represented by men or by rudimentary groups of men.
However the analogy is not complete, since while a living
organism has well-defined limits and obeys the inflexible
biological laws of its growth and death, organised social units
do not have fixed boundaries and are continually being
renewed, mingling with one another, simultaneously splitting
and recombining. If we dwelt on the first conspicuous example
of the family unit, it was to demonstrate the following: if these
units which we are considering are clearly composed of
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individuals and if their very composition is variable, they
nonetheless behave like organic and integral «wholes», such
that to split them into individual units has no real meaning and
is tantamount to a myth. The family element constitutes a whole
whose life does not depend on the number of individuals that
comprise it, but on the network of their relationships. To take a
crude example, a family composed of the head, the wives and a
few feeble old men is not equal to another made up of its head
and many strong young men.

Setting out from the family, the first organised social
form, where one finds the first example of division of functions,
the first hierarchies, the first forms of authority and the direction
of individuals' activities and the administration of things, human
evolution passes through an infinite series of other
organisational forms, increasingly broad and complex. The
reason for this increasing complexity lies in the growing
complexity of social relations and hierarchies born from the
ever-increasing differentiation between functions. The latter is
directly determined by the systems of production that
technology and science place at the disposal of human activity
in order to provide an increasing number of products (in the
largest sense of the word) suited to satisfying the needs of larger
societies evolving towards higher forms of life. An analysis
which seeks to understand the process of formation and change
of different human organisations, as well as the interplay of
relations within the whole of society, must be based on the
notion of the development of productive technology and the
economic relations which arise from the distribution of
individuals among the different tasks required by the productive
mechanism. The formation and evolution of dynasties, castes,
armies, states, empires, corporations and parties can and must
be studied on the basis of these elements. One can imagine that
at the highest point of this complex development a kind of
organised unit will appear which will encompass all of mankind
and which will establish a rational division of functions between
all men, and is a matter for further discussion what significance
and limits the hierarchical system of collective administration
will have in this higher form of human social life.

To examine those unitary bodies whose internal
relations are regulated by what is generally called the
«democratic principle», for reasons of simplicity we will
distinguish between organised collectivities whose hierarchies
are imposed from outside and those that choose their own
hierarchy from within. According to the religious conception and
the pure doctrine of authority, in every epoch human society is
a collective unit which receives its hierarchy from supernatural
powers. We will not repeat the critique of such a metaphysical
over-simplification which is contradicted by our whole
experience. It is the necessity of the division of functions which
gives rise naturally to hierarchies; this is specially obvious in the
case of the family. As it develops into a tribe or horde, it must
organise itself in order to struggle against rival tribes.
Leadership must be entrusted to those most able to use the
communal energies, and military hierarchies emerge in response
to this need. This criterium of choice in the common interest
appeared thousands of years before modern democratic
electoralism; in the beginning kings, military chiefs and priests
were elected. In the course of time, other criteria for the
formation of hierarchies prevailed, giving rise to caste privileges
transmitted by inheritance or even by initiation into closed



schools, sects and cults. Nevertheless, in normal practice, access
to a given rank and inheritance of that rank were motivated by
the possession of special aptitudes. We do not intend to follow
here the whole process of the formation of castes and then of
classes within society. We will only say that their appearance no
longer corresponds to the logical necessity of a division of
functions alone, but also to the fact that certain strata occupying
a privileged position in the economic mechanism end up
monopolising power and social influence. In one way or another,
every ruling caste provides itself with its own organisation, its
own hierarchy, and likewise, economically privileged classes: to
limit ourselves to one example, the landed aristocracy of the
Middle Ages, by uniting itself for the defence of its common
privileges against the assaults of the other classes, constructed
an organisational form culminating in the monarchy, which
concentrated public powers in its own hands to the complete
exclusion of the other layers of the population. The state of the
feudal epoch was the organisation of the feudal nobility
supported by the clergy. The principal element of coercion of the
military monarchy was the army. Here we have a type of
organised collectivity whose hierarchy was instituted from
without since it was the king who bestowed the ranks, and in
the army, passive obedience was the rule. Every form of state
concentrates under one authority the organising and officering
of a whole series of executive hierarchies: the army, police,
magistracy, bureaucracy. Thus the state makes material use of
the activity of individuals from all classes, but it is organised on
the basis of a single or a few privileged classes which
appropriate the power to constitute its different hierarchies. The
other claim, and in general all groups of individuals for whom it
was only too evident that the state, in spite of its claims, by no
means guaranteed the interests of everyone, seek to provide
themselves with their own organisations in order to make their
own interests prevail, and take as point of departure the fact
that their members occupy an identical position in production
and economic life.

As for organisations which provide themselves with
their own hierarchy, if we ask what is the best way to ensure the
defence of the collective interests and to avoid the formation of
privileged strata, some will propose the democratic method
whose principle lies in using the opinion of the majority to select
those to fill the various offices.

The critique of such a method must be much more
severe when it is applied to the whole of society as it is today,
or to given nations, than when it is introduced into much more
restricted organisations, such as trade unions and parties.

In the first case it must be rejected without hesitation
as without foundation, since it takes no account of the situation
of individuals in the economy and since it presupposes the
intrinsic perfection of the system without taking into
consideration the historical evolution of the collectivity to which
it is applied.

The division of society into classes distinguished by
economic privilege clearly removes all value from majority
decision-making. Our critique refutes the deceitful theory that
the democratic and parliamentary state machine which arose
from modern liberal constitutions is an organisation of all
citizens in the interests of all citizens. From the moment that
opposing interests and class conflicts exist, there can be no unity
of organisation, and in spite of the outward appearance of
popular sovereignty, the state remains the organ of the
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economically dominant class and the instrument of defence of
its interests. In spite of the application of the democratic system
to political representation, bourgeois society appears as a
complex network of unitary bodies. Many of these, which spring
from the privileged layers and tend to preserve the present
social apparatus, gather around the powerful centralised
organism of the political state. Others may be neutral or may
have a changing attitude towards the state. Finally, others arise
within the economically oppressed and exploited layers and are
directed against the class state. Communism demonstrates that
the formal juridical and political application of the democratic
and majority principle to all citizens while society is divided into
opposed classes in relation to the economy, is incapable of
making the state an organisational unit of the whole society or
the whole nation. Officially that is what political democracy
claims to be, whereas in reality it is the form suited to the power
of the capitalist class, to the dictatorship of this particular class,
for the purpose of preserving its privileges.

Therefore it is not necessary to devote much time to
refuting the error of attributing the same degree of
independence and maturity to the «vote» of each elector,
whether he is a worker exhausted by excessive physical labour
or a rich dissolute, a shrewd captain of industry or an
unfortunate proletarian ignorant of the causes of his misery and
the means of remedying them. From time to time, after long
intervals, the opinion of these and others is solicited, and it is
claimed that the accomplishment of this soverejgn duty is
sufficient to ensure calm and the obedience of whoever feels
victimised and ill-treated by the state policies and
administration.

It is clear that the principle of democracy has no
intrinsic virtue and that is has no value as a princip/e but rather
a simple mechanism of organisation, responding to the simple
and crude arithmetical presumption that the majority is right
and the minority is wrong. Now we shall see if and to what
extent this mechanism is useful and sufficient for the
functioning of organisations comprising more restricted
collectivities which are not divided by the trenches of economic
antagonisms, considering them in their process of historical
development.

Is this democratic mechanism applicable in the
dictatorship of the proletariat, i.e. in the state form born from
the revolutionary victory of rebel classes against the power of
the bourgeois states? Can this form of state, on account of its
internal mechanism of the delegation of powers and of the
formation of hierarchies, thus be defined as a «proletarian
democracy»? The question should be broached without
prejudice, because if although we might reach the conclusion
that the democratic mechanism is useful under certain
conditions, as long as history has not produced a better
mechanism, we must be convinced that there is not the slightest
reason to establish a priorithe concept of the sovereignty of the
«majority» of the proletariat. In fact the day after the
revolution, the proletariat will not yet be a totally homogeneous
collectivity nor will it be the only class. In Russia for example,
power is in the hands of the working class and the peasantry,
but if we consider the entire development of the revolutionary
movement, it is easy to demonstrate that the industrial
proletarian class, although much less numerous than the
peasantry, nevertheless plays a far more important role. Then it



is logical that the Soviet mechanism accords much more value
to the vote of a worker than that of a peasant.

We do not intend to examine thoroughly here the
characteristics of the proletarian state constitution. We will not
consider it metaphysically as something absolute, as
reactionaries do with the divine right of the monarchy, liberals
with parliamentarism based on universal suffrage, and
anarchists with the non-state. As it is an organisation of one
class destined to strip the opposing classes of their economic
privileges, the proletarian state is a real historical force which
adapts itself to the goal it pursues, that is, to the necessities
which gave birth to it. At certain moments its impulse may come
from either broad mass consultations or from the action of very
restricted executive organs endowed with full powers. What is
essential is to give this organisation of proletarian power the
means and weapons to destroy bourgeois economic privilege
and the political and military resistance of the bourgeoisie, in a
way that prepares for the subsequent disappearance of classes
themselves, and for the more and more profound modifications
of the tasks and structure of the proletarian state.

One thing is sure — while bourgeois democracy's real
goal is to deprive the large proletarian and petty-bourgeois
masses of all influence in the control of the state, reserved for
the big industrial, banking and agricultural oligarchies, the
proletarian dictatorship must be able to involve the broadest
layers of the proletarian and even semi-proletarian masses in
the struggle that it embodies. But only those who are the victims
of democratic prejudice could imagine that attaining this end
merely requires the setting up of a vast mechanism of electoral
consultation. This may be excessive or — more often —
insufficient, because this form of participation by many
proletarians may result in them not taking part in other more
active manifestations of the class struggle. On the other hand,
the intensity of the struggle in particular phases demands speed
of decision and movement and a centralised organisation of
efforts in a common direction, which, as the Russian experience
is demonstrating with a whole series of examples, imposes on
the proletarian state constitutional characteristics which are in
open contradiction to the canons of bourgeois democracy.
Supporters of bourgeois democracy how! about the violation of
liberties, whereas it is only a matter of unmasking the philistine
prejudices which have always allowed demagogues to ensure
power to the privileged. In the dictatorship of the proletariat,
the constitutional mechanism of the state organisation is not
only consultative, but at the same time executive. Participation
in the functions of political life, if not of the whole mass of
electors, then at least of a wide layer of their delegates, is not
intermittent but continuous. It is interesting to note that this is
accomplished without at all harming the unitary character of the
action of the whole state apparatus, rather the contrary, thanks
precisely to the criteria opposed to those of bourgeois
hyperliberalism, that is, virtual suppression of diirect elections
and proportional representation, once, as we have seen, the
other sacred dogma of the equa/vote, has been overthrown.

We do not claim that these new criteria introduced into
the representative mechanism, or codified in a constitution,
stem from reasons of principle. Under new circumstances, the
criteria could be different. In any case, we are attempting to
make it clear that we do not attribute any intrinsic value to these
forms of organisation and representation. This is translated into
a fundamental Marxist thesis: «the revolution is not a
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problem of forms of organisation». On the contrary, the
revolution is a problem of content, a problem of the movement
and action of revolutionary forces in an unending process, which
cannot be theorised and crystallised in any scheme for an
immutable «constitutional doctrine».

In any case, in the mechanisms of the workers' councils
we find no trace of the rule of bourgeois democracy, which
states that each citizen directly chooses his delegate to the
supreme representative body, the parliament. On the contrary,
there are different levels of workers' and peasants' councils,
each one with a broader territorial base culminating in the
congress of Soviets. Each local or district council elects its
delegates to a higher council, and in the same way elects its
own administration, i.e. its executive organ. At the base, in the
city or rural council, the entire mass is consulted. In the election
of delegates to higher councils and local administrative offices,
each group of electors votes not according to a proportional
system, but according to a majority system, choosing its
delegates from lists put forward by the parties. Furthermore,
since a single delegate is sufficient to establish a link between
a lower and higher council, it is clear that the two dogmas of
formal liberalism — voting for several members from a list and
proportional representation — fall by the wayside. At each level,
the councils must give rise to organs that are both consultative
and administrative and directly linked to the central
administration. Thus it is natural that as one progresses towards
higher representative organs, one does not encounter
parliamentary assemblies of chatterboxes who discuss
interminably without ever acting; rather, one sees compact and
homogeneous bodies capable of directing the action and
political struggle, and of giving revolutionary guidance to the
whole mass thus organised in a unitary fashion.

These capacities, which are definitely not automatically
inherent in any constitutional schema, are reached in this
mechanism because of the presence of an extremely important
factor, the political party, whose content goes far beyond pure
organisational form, and whose collective and active
consciousness and will allow the work to be oriented according
to the requirements of a long and always advancing process. Of
all the organs of the proletarian dictatorship, the political party
is the one whose characteristics most nearly approach those of
a homogeneous unitary collectivity, unified in action. In reality,
it only encompasses a minority of the mass, but the properties
which distinguish it from all other broad-based forms of
representative organisation demonstrate precisely that the
party represents the collective interests and movement better
than any other organ. All party members participate directly in
accomplishing the common task and prepare themselves to
resolve the problems of the revolutionary struggle and the
reconstruction of society, which the majority of the mass only
become aware of when they are actually faced with them. For
all these reasons, in a system of representation and delegation
based not on the democratic lie but on a layer of the population
whose common fundamental interests propel them on the
course of revolution, it is natural that the choices fall
spontaneously on elements put forward by the revolutionary
party, which is equipped, to respond to the demands of the
struggle and to resolve the problems for which it has been able
to prepare itself. We do not attribute these capacities of the
party to its particular constitution, anymore than we do in the
case of any other organisation. The party may or may not be
suited to its task of leading the revolutionary action of a class;



it is not any political party but a precise one, namely the
communist party, that can assume this task, and not even the
communist party is immune to the numerous dangers of
degeneration and dissolution. What makes the party equal to its
task is not its statutes or mere internal organisational measures.
It is the positive characteristics which develop within the party
because it participates in the struggle as an organisation
possessing a single orientation which derives from its
conception of the historical process, form a fundamental
programme which has been translated into a collective
consciousness and at the same time from a secure
organisational discipline. The developments of these ideas are
contained in the Theses over the Tactics presented in the
Congress of the Italian Communist Party, and which the reader
may know.

To return to the nature of the constitutional mechanism
of the proletarian dictatorship — of which we have already said
that it was executive as well as legislative at all levels — we must
add something to specify what tasks of the collective life this
mechanism's executive functions and initiatives respond to.
These functions and initiatives are the very reason for its
formation, and they determine the relationships existing within
its continually evolving elastic mechanism. We refer here to the
initial period of proletarian power whose image we have in the
four and a half years that the proletarian dictatorship has
existed in Russia, because we do not wish to speculate as to
what the definitive basis of the representative organs will be in
a classless communist society. We cannot predict how exactly
society will evolve as it approaches this stage; we can only
envisage that it will move in the direction of a fusion of various
political, administrative and economic organs, and at the same
time, a progressive elimination of every element of coercion and
of the state itself as an instrument of power of one class and a
weapon of struggle against the surviving enemy classes.

In its initial period, the proletarian dictatorship has an
extremely difficult and complex task that can be subdivided into
three spheres of action: political, military and economical.
Military defence against counter-revolutionary attacks from
within and without and the reconstruction of society on a
collective basis depend upon a systematic and rational plan of
activity which, while utilising the diverse energies of the whole
mass with the maximum efficiency and results, must also
achieve a powerful unity. As a consequence, the body which
leads the struggle against the domestic and foreign enemy, that
is, the revolutionary army and police, must be based on
discipline, and its hierarchy must be centralised in the hands of
the proletarian power. The Red Army itself is thus an organised
unit whose hierarchy is imposed from without by the
government of the proletarian state, and the same is true for the
revolutionary police and tribunals.

The problems of the economic apparatus which the
victorious proletariat erects in order to lay the foundations of
the new system of production and distribution is more complex.
The characteristic that distinguishes this rational administration
from the chaos of bourgeois private economy is centralisation.
Every enterprise must be managed in the interest of the entire
collectivity and in harmony with the requirements of the whole
plan of production and distribution. On the other hand, the
economic apparatus (and the groups of individuals that
comprise it) is continually being modified, not only through its
own gradual development but also by the inevitable crises in a
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period of such vast transformations, which cannot be without
political and military struggles. These considerations lead to the
following conclusions: in the initial period of the proletarian
dictatorship, although the councils at different levels must
appoint their delegates to the local executive organs as well as
to the legislative organs at higher levels, the absolute
responsibility for military defence, and in a less rigid way, for the
economic campaign, must remain in the centre. For their part,
the local organs serve to organise the masses politically so that
they will participate in fulfilling the plans and accept military
and economic organisation. They thereby create the conditions
for the broadest and most continuous mass activity possible,
and can channel this activity towards the formation of a highly
centralised proletarian state.

These considerations certainly are not intended to deny
all possibility of movement and initiative to the intermediary
organs of the state hierarchy. But we wanted to show that one
cannot theorise that they must be formed by the application of
groups of electors organised on the basis of factories or army
divisions to the revolution's executive tasks of maintaining
military or economic order. The structure of such groups is simply
not able to confer any special abilities on them. The units in
which the electors are grouped at the base can therefore be
formed according to empirical criteria. In fact they will
constitute themselves according to empirical criteria, among
which, for instance, the convergence in the workplace, the
neighbourhood, the garrison, the battlefront or any other
situation in daily life, without any of them being excluded a
priori or held up as a model. This does not prevent the
representative organs of the proletarian state from being based
on a territorial division into electoral districts. None of these
considerations is absolute, and this takes us back to our thesis
that no constitutional schema has the value of a principle, and
that majority democracy in the formal and arithmetic sense is
only one possible method for co-ordinating the relations that
arise within collective organisations. No matter what point of
view one takes, it is impossible to attribute to it an intrinsic
character of necessity or justice. For Marxists these terms have
no meaning. Therefore we do not propose to substitute for the
democratic schema which we have been criticising any other
schema of a state apparatus which in itself will be exempt from
defects and errors.

It seems to us that enough has been said about the
democratic principle in its application to the bourgeois state,
which claims to embrace all classes, and also in its application
to the proletarian class exclusively as the basis of the state after
the revolutionary victory. Something should be said about the
application of the democratic mechanism to organisations
existing within the proletariat before (and also after) the
conquest of power, i.e. in trade unions and the political party.

We established above that a true organisational unity
is only possible on the basis of an identity of interests among
the members. Since one joins unions or parties by virtue of a
spontaneous decision to participate in a specific kind of action,
a critique which absolutely denies any value to the democratic
mechanism in the case of the bourgeois state (i.e. a fallacious
constitutional union of all classes) is not applicable here.
Nevertheless, even in the case of the party and the trade union
it is necessary not to be led astray by the arbitrary concept of
the «sanctity» of majority decisions.



In contrast to the party, the trade union is characterised by the
virtual identity of its members' immediate material interests.
Within the limits of the category, it attains a broad homogeneity
of composition and it is an organisation with voluntary
membership. It tends to become an organisation which all the
workers of a given category or industry join automatically or are
even, as in a certain phase of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
obliged to join, it is certain that in this domain number remains
the decisive factor and the majority decision has a great value,
but we cannot confine ourselves to a schematic consideration
of its results. It is also necessary to take into account other
factors which come into play in the life of the union
organisation: a bureaucratised hierarchy of functionaries which
paralyses the union under its tutelage and the vanguard groups
that the revolutionary party has established within it in order to
lead it onto the terrain of revolutionary action. In this struggle,
communists often point out that the functionaries of the union
bureaucracy violate the democratic idea and are contemptuous
of the will of the majority. It is correct to denounce this because
the right-wing union bosses parade a democratic mentality, and
it is necessary to point out their contradictions. We do the same
with bourgeois liberals each time they coerce and falsify the
popular consultation, without proposing that even a free
consultation would resolve the problems which weigh on the
proletariat. It is right and opportune to do this because in the
moments when the broad masses are forced into action by the
pressure of the economic situation, it is possible to turn aside
the union bureaucrats' influence, which is in substance an extra-
proletarian influence of classes and organisations alien to the
trade union, thereby augmenting the influence of the
revolutionary groups. But in all this there are no
«constitutional» prejudices, and communists, provided that
they are understood by the masses and can demonstrate to
them that they are acting in the direction of their most
immediate felt interests can and must behave in a flexible way
towards the canons of formal democracy. For example, there is
no contradiction between these two tactical attitudes: on one
hand, taking the responsibility of representing the minority in
the leadership organs of the unions insofar as the statutes
allow; and on the other hand, stating that this statutory
representation should be suppressed once we have conquered
these organisations in order to speed up their actions. What
should guide us in this question is a careful analysis of the
developmental process in the unions in the present phase. We
must accelerate their transformation from organs of counter-
revolutionary influence on the proletariat into organs of
revolutionary struggle. The criteria of internal organisation have
no value in themselves but only insofar as they contribute to this
objective.

We now analyse the party organisation which we have
already touched on in regard to the mechanism of the worker's
state. The party does not start from as complete an identity of
economic interests as does the union. On the contrary it bases
the unity of its organisation not on category, like the union, but
on the much broader basis of the entire class. This is true not
only in space, since the party strives to become international,
but also in time, since it is the specific organ whose
consciousness and action reflect the requirements of victory
throughout the process of the proletariat's revolutionary
emancipation. When we study the problems of party structure
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and internal organisation, these well-known considerations
force us to keep in mind the whole process of its formation and
life in relation to the complex tasks which it continually has to
carry out. At the end of this already long exposition, we cannot
enter into details of the mechanism which should regulate
consultation of the party's mass membership, their recruitment
and the designation of responsible officers. There is no doubt
that for the moment there is nothing better to do than hold to
the majority principle. But as we have emphasised, there is no
reason to raise use of the democratic mechanism to a principle.
Besides its consultative functions, analogous to the legislative
tasks of the state apparatus, the party has executive tasks which
at the crucial moment of the struggle, correspond to those of an
army and which demand maximum discipline toward the
hierarchy. In fact, in the complex process which has led to the
formation of communist parties, the emergence of a hierarchy is
a real and dialectical phenomenon which has remote origins
and which corresponds to the entire past experience of the
functioning of the party's mechanism. We cannot state that the
decisions of the party majority are as correct as those of the
infallible supernatural judges who are supposed to have given
human societies their leaders, like the gods believed in by all
those who think that the Holy Spirit participates in conclaves.
Even in an organisation like the party where the broad
composition is a result of selection through spontaneous
voluntary membership and control of recruitment, the decision
of the majority is not intrinsically the best. If it contributes to a
better working of the party's executive bodies, this is only
because of the coincidence of individual efforts in a unitary and
well-oriented work. We will not propose at this time replacing
this mechanism by another and we will not examine in detail
what such a new system might be. But we can envisage a mode
of organisation which will be increasingly liberated from the
conventions of the democratic principle, and it will not be
necessary to reject it out of unjustified fears if one day it can be
shown that other methods of decision, of choice, of resolution
of problems are more consistent with the real demands of the
party's development and its activity in the framework of history.

The democratic criterium has been for us so far a
material and incidental factor in the construction of our internal
organisation and the formulation of our party statutes; it is not
an indispensable platform for them. Therefore we will not raise
the organisational formula known as «democratic
centralism» to the level of a principle. Democracy cannot be a
principle for us. Centralism is indisputably one, since the
essential characteristics of party organisation must be unity of
structure and action. The term centralismis sufficient to express
the continuity of party structure in space; in order to introduce
the essential idea of continuity in time, the historical continuity
of the struggle which, surmounting successive obstacles, always
advances towards the same goal, and in order to combine these
two essential ideas of unity in the same formula, we would
propose that the communist party base its organisation on
«organic centralism». While preserving as much of the
incidental democratic mechanism that can be used, we will
eliminate the use of the term «democracy», which is dear to the
worst demagogues but tainted with irony for the exploited,
oppressed and cheated, abandoning it to the exclusive usage of
the bourgeoisie and the champions of liberalism in their diverse
guises and sometimes extremist poses.



PROGRAM OF THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNIST PARTY

The fundamentals of the doctrine are the guidelines of the historical
materialism and the critical communism of Marx and Engels, for-
mulated in The Manifesto of the Communists, in The Capital and in
their other fundamental works, base of the constitution of the Com-
munist International in 1919, of the Communist Party of Italy in
1921, and contained in the points of the program of the party pub-
lished in «Battaglia Comunista», n. 1 of 1951 and republished sev-
eral times in «ll Programma Comunista».

We transcribe here the text of the program:

The International Communist Party is constituted upon the basis of
the following principles, established in Livorno in 1921 in the foun-
dation of the Communist Party of Italy (Section of the Communist
International).

1.- In the current capitalist social regime and ever-growing contra-
diction develops between the productive forces and the production
relations, giving raise to the antitheses of interests and to the class
struggle between the proletariat and the dominant bourgeoisie.

2.- The current production relations are protected by the power of
the bourgeois State which, no matter what is the form of the rep-
resentative system and the use of elective democracy, constitutes
the organ for the defense of the interests of the capitalist class.

3.- The proletariat cannot break nor modify the system of capitalist
production relations, whence its exploitation derives, without the
violent destruction of the bourgeois power.

4.- The essential organ of the revolutionary struggle of the prole-
tariat is the class party. The communist party, gathering together
the most advanced and decided part of the proletariat, unifies the
efforts of the worker masses leading them from the struggles for
group interests and contingent results, to the general struggle for
the revolutionary emancipation of the proletariat. The party has the
duty of spreading among the masses the revolutionary theory, of
organizing the material means of action, of leading the working
mass during the struggle assuring the historical continuity and the
international unity of the movement.

5.- After the overthrow of the capitalist power, the proletariat will
not be able to organize itself in dominant class if it does not destroy
the old state machine and imposes its own dictatorship, that is, de-
priving of all rights and political function the bourgeois class and
all its individuals as long as they survive socially, and basing the
organs of the new regime only upon the producing class. The com-
munist party, whose programmatic characteristic consists in this
fundamental execution, represents, organizes and leads in a unitary
form the proletarian dictatorship. The necessary defense of the pro-
letarian State against all counterrevolutionary attempts can only be
assured depriving the bourgeoisie and all the parties hostile to the
proletarian dictatorship, of any mean of agitation and political
propaganda, and with the armed organization of the proletariat to
refuse internal and external attacks.

6.- Only the force of the proletarian State will be able to systemat-
ically apply all the successive intervention measures in the relations
of the social economy, with which the substitution of the capitalist
system for the collective management of production and distribu-
tion will be effectuated.

7.- As a result of this economic transformation and the consequent
transformations of all the activities of social life, the need of a po-
litical State will progressively be eliminated, and its machinery will
progressively be reduced to the rational administration of human
activities. The position of the party in front of the situation of the
capitalist world and the worker movement after the second world
war is based upon the following points:
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8.- During the first half of the 20" century, the capitalist social sys-
tem has developed itself, in the economical field, with the introduc-
tion of employer unions with monopolistical aims and the attempts
to control and lead the production and the exchanges according to
central plans, until the state management of whole productive sec-
tors; in the political field, with the growth of the police and military
potential of the State and the governmental totalitarianism. All
these are not new types of social organization defined as a transi-
tion from capitalism to socialism, neither a return to prebourgeois
political regimes; on the contrary, they are precise forms of even
more direct and exclusive management of the power and the State
by the most developed forces of the capital.

This process excludes the pacifist, evolutionist and progressive in-
terpretations of the future of the bourgeois regime, and confirms
the forecast of the concentration and the antagonical disposition
of the class forces. In order to be able to strengthen and concen-
trate the revolutionary forces of the proletariat with the potential
that corresponds that of the class enemy, the proletariat must re-
fuse, as its own revindication and as an agitation method, the vain
return to the democratical liberalism and to the demand of legal
guarantees, and must historically finish with the method of alli-
ances with transitory aims of the revolutionary class party, whether
with bourgeoisie or middle-class parties of with pseudo-worker
parties with reformist program.

9.- The imperialist world wars show that the disgregation crisis of
capitalism is inevitable, with the decisive opening of the period in
which its expansion does not arouse the productive forces any
more, but conditions its accumulation to a repeated and growing
destruction. These wars have led to deep and reiterated crises of
the world organization of the workers, since the dominant classes
have been able to impose the national and military solidarity with
either one of the belligerent sides. The only historical alternative
that must be opposed to this situation is lighting again the class
struggle in the interior until getting to the civil war of the working
masses to overthrow the power of all the bourgeoisie States and of
the world coalitions, with the reconstitution of the international
communist party as an autonomous force in front of all the orga-
nized political and military powers.

10.- The proletarian State, since its machinery is a mean and a fight
weapon in the historical period of transition, does not take its or-
ganizative strength from constitutional canons nor from repre-
sentative schemes. The biggest historical example of organization
has been up till now the Worker Councils, which appeared during
the Russian revolution of October 1917, in the armed organization
period of the working class under the only guide of the Bolshevik
party, the totalitarian conquest of the power, the dissolution of the
Constitutional Assembly, the fight to refuse the exterior attacks of
the bourgeois governments, and to smash in the interior the rebel-
lion of the defeated classes, of the middle and small bourgeois clas-
ses, and of the opportunistic parties, infallible allies of the coun-
terrevolution in its decisive phases.

11.- The defence of the proletarian regime, against the implicit de-
generation dangers of the possible failures and withdrawals of the
economical and social transformation work, whose integral execu-
tion is not thinkable within the limits of a single country, can only
be assured by a continuous coordination of the politics of the worker
State, with the unitary international struggle of the proletariat of
every country against its own bourgeoisie and its state and military
machinery, incessant struggle in whatever situation of peace or war,
and through the political and programmatic control of the world
communist party upon the State machineries in which the working
class has conquered the power.



