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The New York Communist

The . W. W. and Bolshevism

May number of One Big Union, the L W. W,
monthly magazine, contains a number of sur-
prising statements about Bolthevism, and the

Bolsheviki, which show & complete misconception
of the revolutionary Socialism and of what has hap-
pened in Russia

For example, this:

“They ithe Bolsheviks), captured the Government by
force and put Bolihevike into office in place of the offcials
of the old regime. The tvpical Bolshevik revolution is a
polinical revolution by furce. The exterior changes they
make in the Government may be ever so conspicuous, but
still they are mnot fundamenta]. These changes all fall
withio the outlines of the iostitution we call “the state.””

This is just what Bolshevik revolutions do not
do—they do not merely “put Bolshcviks iuto office
in place of the officicls of the old regime.”™ Their
chiel pecularitv—the essence of Bolshevism—lies
in the facl that they hold, with Marx, that “the
proletariat cannot lay hold of the ready-made state
machinery and use it {or its own purposes.” They
musd des!roy the capitalist slete, and in order
to eradicate it permanently—to destroy ils roots
—they must set up temporarily a Proletarian Dista-
torship, to clear the path for the Industrial Com-
monwealth which is the aim of the 1. W. W. The
nature of the new “state” is entirely diferent [rcm
the old one. s purpose is to abolish the private
ownership of the means of production and distri-
butior.. How then can anvone say that the “changes”
are nol “fundamental?” Does not the I. W. W.
Lioid that the capitalist state is merely the instru-
ment by which the capitalist ownership of property
is= perpetuated and strengthened? 1s not the pro-
letarian conquest and destruction of the state a
“fundamental change?”

It appears that the 1. W. W, is still enamored
of the idea that it can organize the workers 1009
under capitalism. Apparently the Fellow Workers
believe, in epite of what ie happening to them now,
that they can build up their “new society within
the shell of the old” in the teeth of a hostile govern:
ment. Can't they yet see that by rome means the
capilalist State must be destroyed, tn make way for
the building up of their new society?

Marxian Socialism demonstrates that the state—
i. e. the institutions and class distinclions of society
—are diclated by economic conditions; in other
words, the capitalist siate is the expression of the
property relations of modern society. In order to
alter these property relations, some power of the
workers must be set up. When private property
is abolished, the new economic conditions will give
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birth to the new social order, and the state will
automatically ccase to exist,

An illustration of this is to be seen in the new form
of sirikes—Seattle, Butte, Winnipeg—where the
workers in control of industry find themselves
threatened by the capitalist state, and are themselves
compelled to set up their own rudimentary govern-
ment, which undertakes policing, {eeding, etc. Thi
is Proletarian Dictatorship in embryo.

But the writer in One Big Union seems to believe
that the Bolsheviki intend that the Proletarian Die-
tatorship shall endure indefinitely. This, in the face
of constant reiteration of Lenin and other Bolshevik
spokesmen, that as soon &s capitalism is destroyed
lE: Proletarian Dictalorship also vanishes, and
gives way to the Industrial Order! How, in this
day, siter all the lessons of the Russian Revolution,
can anyone be so ignorant as to talk this Anarcho-

Menshevik tvaddle!

Again we quole:

The Bolshevik revolution is the culminstion of politieal
socialism. The program of political socialism is & wvery
-general one. It is “the abolition of classes,” “the abolition
of capitalism,”™ “the socialization of the means of produc-
tion,” “the eatablishment of a socialist republic,” eic., ex.
pressions which we ourselves use. But the program of the
political socialists is not well worked out on these most
iumportant pownts. They have left the details to chanee
at the last moment. As a consequence they find themaelvres
without the proper industrial organs for laking over pro-
duction, st the moment when they have captured political
power. [ he Kussians made a hasiy experiment with soviets,
but as late news inform us, these organs were unequal fo
the task of taking over production and distribution. The
scheme is falling spart, and as a result Russia is partly
returning to private ownership and control, panly turniag
over the work to the co-operative movement, pm,ll =ea0Tl-
ing to direct government contrel, only & small pert of pro-
duction and distribution apparently being in (ofror of
the workers direct through their indusirial orgauization,
ar we would have it. In ehort, the Bolshevik revolution im
Russia has not resulted in lodustrial Democracy, but is
a stkeshift or temporary srrangement without stabiliry,
withoit any preiense of a fnoal solution The limitations
of political socialism have become plainly discernible.
There are various other movements in Russia, each with
their economic prograng, bot none of them would., &3 far
st we can see, result in Industrial Democracy. With the
experience of Bolshevism in Russia, we can again upon s
hasis of 1angible facts reiterate our standpoint which we
have so persistently repeated in years gone by, pamely,
that economic reconstruction of society cannot be accom-
lished by a government trving to order things with = high
ﬁ:n.d through laws and regulations, but bas 1o be an organic
growth from thy bottom, through the industrisl organiestion
of the workers at the place of work. Russin will yet have
to tackle the immense t1ask of organizing the workers in-
dustrially, in order to obtain the pecessary organs for takiag
over production. . . .

“Had the political Socialists not been so persistest in
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that after a few outbreaks they will carry the
dav. ."”

“But"—and here the writer dismisses the Sparta-
can tactic—"these methods have not succeeded
even in Germany,” to say nothing of America. The
suthor evidently never realized that most, il not
all. of the responsibility for the "}':i]ur:" of the
Spartacans in Germany must be ascribed to his spir-
itunl and political partisans—the Scheidemanns®

The victory of the working class—in the opin-
ion of the editorial writer—will be won not through
a revolutionary struggle, but as a result of a ® :_rlitj.
cal success at the polis”. In other words, this is
the well known r:nlin:iu:h ufh Su-cilli.tm . « . through
voling at elections, throu ¢ “parliamentary ma-
jnrit-ﬁﬂ . Evidently the author has not Prngreufd*
has forgotien nothing and learned nothing during
the last few stormy years, though he siates at the
beginning that “nearly all Socialists are somewhat
more radical than they were before the war™. A
parently be even does not belong to these “nearly
all™. .

Howeves, the author shows some signs of swing-
ing to the “Left”; a tribute, &s it were, to the spirit
of the times. Reluctantly, he is even ready
to admit the possibility of application of “violence™
during the period of the socisl reconstruction in
this country. But Socialists on no sccount will be
guilty of such “violence”. They will patiently
vote . "Violence” may be applied only as a re.
sult of “provocaiion™ on the part of the “conserva-
tivea"—and even this “after we (i &; the Socislisis}
become the majority”.

But even in case of such “provocation or the

of the conservatives . . . .. It is not the part

of a political party to incite to violence. By its

very nature and essence, a political party is an or-

anization that uses  peaceful, political methods.

f vivlence should come, its natursl way of coming
would be by way of the unions, not the Party. ."

However, there are still 1o be found Socialists
who claim that a Socialist Party, by its pature and
essence, differs from ell other political prrties in
that it is & revolutionary party, and that its task is
not to follow the tail of the unicos, but 1o march
forward, to lead the unions, lead the whole working
class!

All this revolutionary mission the Bergersonian
editorial providentially entrusts to the unions (and
of course, to the unions.of the American Federation
of Labor,—he recognizes no other unions). It is
the more convenient, so that the failure of the
Revolution and the shameful conduct of the Social-
Patriols befoie and during the war, might be ascrib-
ed to these same unions, as is being done by one of
Berger's comrades, Morris Hillquit, in his latest
pronounciamento.

After all this anti-revolutionary and counter.
revolutionary absurdity, the author finally gives
some practical advice to his readers regarding the
“Left Wing”.

In & nutshell his advice is, “For God’s sake, don't
deal with these seditious persons”,

And this advice is given by the author of the edi-

torial article in an open manner, frightening and

laying up the basest, small-town “Hebrew fear” of
is readers:

“If you are thinking of joining the Left Wing—
by taking part in the formation of a Communist
League or otherwise—we want you to know exact-
ly what you are about. If you join the Left “2::?'
you thereby agree to take an active part in a bloody
uprising in Milwaokee.”

The added words, “in Milwaukee” (remember,
this “bloody uprising™ will take place precisely
bere in Milwaukee) are of special significance,
and, as the readers can see for themselves, bear
all the atiributes of a provocative denunciation.

The picture is completed by flinging a delicate
iﬁ;int regarding the political honesty n& the “Laft

ing™:

“We feel certain that our capitalist enemies have
some of their paid spies in the Left Wing to urge
the use of violent P

Already the late Comrade Mehring, in his fam.
ous letter to the Russian Bolsheviki, pointed out
that one of the methods of the “Scheidemanns” in
fighting the Independent Socialisis and the Sparta-
cans was the sccusation that they were “paid agents
»f the Government,” and pruvocateurs. It looks as
H the methods of the " ia all coun-
tries are alike.

ignoring industrial erganization. had they mot
mopopolizing the thought of the workers for
mentary schemes, the workers of their countries w
nuwh:inm:hllmih!tuﬁliﬁl;:hqnnldm
standing belplesa, bot wo able 10 carry on
tion wilthout imterruption.”

Let us admit at the outset that there is a gresat
deal of truth in the al sccusstion. It is valid
to say that the Socialists penerally heve paid only
too little atienlion to organizing om the industrial
Geld, so that the workers can over production.
We will admit that we American Socialists have a
great deal to leurn from the L W. W.; but the Ros
sian Bol:heviki have not.

The writer says, “The Russians made a hasty

riment with Soviets. . . " He spparently
thicks that the Soviets of Workers' Deputies were
organs created to take over production. After a
year of almost incessant explanation about the So-
viets and their functions, this Fellow Worker seesns
not to know that the Soviets are po'itical organs,
and have nothing to do with the management of
production, which is left 10 the Councils of Work-
ers' Control, based upon the Industrial Unions (of
which five at least have adopied the L W. W. pr»
amble intact} and upon the Factory Shop Commit-
tees—Syndicalist organizations springing from the
rank and file of the workers.

Already within the shell of the Sovit Govern-
ment is being created (with the bhelp and encour-
egement of lﬁf Government itself) pew Indus
trial Society. This consists of the Unions, the
Councils of Workers' Control, the Peasants” Agri-
cultura! Commitiees, and is united in one central
body, the Supreme Council of People's Economy—
the frame-work of the pure Industrial Common-
wealth, toward which, as Lenin points out, the
Russian Revolution is irresistibly moving

The writer points out that the organs of the So-
viet Government “as late pews inform us. ., ., were
unequel to the task of waking over production and
distribution.” In the first place, where does the
Fellow-worker get his “late news™? From the
italist press? And in the second place, dﬂu“E
really imagine that Russian in is backward
because the Russisn workers were unequal to the
task of taking over production? Russian industry,
he should know, was wrecked by the War—by the
Tearist and the Kerensky Governments; it was a
bankrupt industry which the Bolsheviki todk over.
And since that time does be not understand thast
there has been war—both civil and foreign war—a
desperate war of defense by a people starving and
exhausted? Read the report recently published in
TrE Communist, entitled, “The Productivity of
Russian labor”, by the Acting Commissar of La-
bor, and then say that the Russian workers’ osgan-
izations were unft to manage industry—with most
of their [uel cut off, with most ¢f their raw mater-
ials lacking, with decrepit machi unrenewed
for more than three years! And by the way, after
years of propaganda in a politically democratic
country, how large a section of the American work-
ing class has the L. W .W. organised?

The Fellow-Worker blames the Bolsheviki for mot
having built up the workers’ economic organiss-
tions properly years before. Does he pot know that
al! Unions were illegal under the Tsar, that
ganda and organization in Russis up to 1917 were

unished most cruelly, thst the workers were de-
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th!ir;lﬂlr ;'::Pl:}::“nkﬁ IJ:-*HI‘. ignorance? How
cou e ki build o organisations
before the Revolution? d

But when the Revolution finally it was the

Boisheviki who encoura and forced Labor er-
ganization. It wes the Boleheviki who introdnced
a carefully worked-out plan of Industrial Unionism
into Russia, which, within three months, had more
than two million dves-paryi
mmlhuthel.w.w.—au has twelve
lion. However, when the Syndicalist Factory
Committees turned out to be the best form of
lutionary labor organization for the over
production, the Bolsheviki welcomed the B
ist form of organizstion. Bill Shatov was ooe of
the leading builders of the F Commit-
tee form of Dlgl.l'.l'ﬂ:lﬁﬂll (al be was not, =
pne writer in Une Big Union has it, the originator
of Workers' Control).

We agree with the Fellow. Worker that Syndical-
ism has supplied the miming link in the problem
of labor erganizptien fur ibe miis action of the
united working clase. But we want to eall his m-
tention to the {act that the Syndicalists of Rusis—
and among them Shatov, Nelson and other former
1. W. W, members in this country—qre cooperating
with the Bolsheviki, and have accepted the princi-

le of Prolearian Dictatorship as the
Ell.l‘l:lﬂ'ilt.'l: of the transition-period betwesn El‘_z
Esr
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talism and the Industrial wealth. W'
want %o point out that the Syndicalists of

(Continned on page 4). ;-;_--___'j



