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Lessons of Chernobyl editorial comment

What occurred at Chernobyl was a serious acci
dent. It was a tragedy which took human lives,
injured scores of people, was enormously costly
and required truly heroic efforts to contain.
Chernobyl was a sobering instance of a fantasti
cally powerful nuclear technology temporarily
slipping from human control.

This was the reality of Chernobyl. There
are serious conclusions to be drawn from the
event.

But there is also the "other Chernobyl":
the media event in a continuing cold war cam
paign by the Reagan Administration, the fortui
tous occasion for hysterical anti-Sovieteering. In
the first days after the accident, General Secre
tary of the CPUSA Gus Hall predicted that the
fallout from this campaign would be more dan
gerous and insidious than the residue of the nu
clear accident itself. That has indeed proven to
be the case.

This "other Chernobyl" carries lessons of
its own.

What lessons can be drawn from the Cher
nobyl accident concerning the safety of

the nuclear power industry in the United
States?

Serious accidents at nuclear facilites have
not been confined to those of a single design.
The plant at Chernobyl was an electrical energy
generation plant based on graphite damping
(there are nine plants using similar technology
in use in the U.S. today). But accidents have
also occurred in light water plants (Three Mile
Island) and heavy water plants (Chalk River,
Canada), both of the pressurized and boiling
water type. They have occurred at military
plants (Idaho Falls) and research facilities (De
troit). The countries where such accidents have
occurred include the USA, Canada, West Ger
many, Japan, France, Britain, Belgium and Swit
zerland. Three decades of experience make it
clear that inherently safe designs—designs in
which a malfunction would reliably lead to an
automatic shutdown without release of radioac
tive materials—have not yet been developed.

The widely propagandized charges that
the Chernobyl facility lacked safety features in
corporated in U.S. nuclear plants are false. It
was alleged, for example, that the Chernobyl
plant had no steel-and-concrete "containment."
It did, in fact, have a containment designed to
withstand pressures similar to those specified in
U.S. plant design. In addition, the Chernobyl
reactor

had a large basement water pool to absorb excessive
steam pressure; a chamber of nitrogen around the re
actor that, unlike oxygen, will not support fires; du
plicate and well-protected power cables; modem con
trol equipment of the same type used in Western
reactors; and valves and seals that could be used to
separate problem areas from the rest of the plant.
(New York Times, May 19,1986.)

The false charges that the Soviet nuclear
industry operates with safety standards below
those employed in other countries have been
disseminated, among others, by the Atomic In
dustrial Forum, the U.S. Committee for Energy
Awareness and the Edison Electric Institute—all
industry associations which have a vested inter
est in covering up the risks to which the nuclear
industry is subjecting the American people.

Because of its extensive safety system, the
operators of the Chernobyl plant did not antic
ipate that such an accident was possible. The
chemical explosion which breached the plant's
safety features had never occurred before dur
ing extensive operation of similar plants, nor
was it anticipated in any of the simulations of
possible plant malfunctions.

After the accident, there was a tremen
dous mobilization of resources at Chernobyl to
contain the disaster and to protect the popula
tion from its consequences. An evacuation team
of 1,000 bus drivers was mobilized literally in a
matter of hours; subway workers from nearby
Kiev tunneled beneath the crippled plant to seal
it off from contact with water supplies. School
children were removed to summer camps. Heli
copters dumped tens of thousands of tons of
material to smother the fire and seal off the ra
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dioactive materials. The entire effort was di
rected by national and local authorities, with the
participation of top scientists. Without such de
cisive action, the damage could have been much
worse.

Can one imagine a similarly swift and effi
cient evacuation of heavily-populated Long Is
land in the event of an accident at the Shoreham
nuclear plant? To pose the question is to answer
it, since Long Island officials assert that such a
plan can not even be formulated, much less suc
cessfully implemented.

The failures which lead to nuclear accidents
may be of people or equipment, or may be
caused by design flaws. But breakdowns, both
human and mechanical, are always possible. In
such complex systems, so are design flaws and
oversights. Even the best design can only ex
tend the probable time between failures, and
only attempt, by creating backup systems, to
prevent an isolated failure from having critical
consequences.

The greater the possible scale of an acci
dent, the lower is the acceptable risk of its oc-
curence. As the Three Mile Island and Cherno
byl accidents both demonstrate, the potential
consequences of a malfunction of a nuclear elec
trical generation plant are huge. Yet the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission estimates that
the chances of a Chemobyl-type accident dur
ing the next twenty years in the United States
are one in two. Clearly, this is an unacceptable
risk.

Thus, the Chernobyl accident again raises,
in the most urgent possible manner, the need to
stop the commissioning of new nuclear facilities
in the U.S.

One of the conclusions that can be drawn
from this accident is the need for the U.S. and
the Soviet Union to combine their resources for
the development of nonpolluting, inexhaustible
fusion energy.

News of the Chernobyl accident was re
ceived by most of the American public with

human sympathy. These sentiments were epit
omized by the assistance rendered by Drs. Rob
ert Gale, Paul Terasaki and Richard Champlin,
specialists in bone marrow transplants, in treat

ing victims of radiation poisoning.
The response of the Reagan Administration

and the Western mass media, reflecting the na
ture of monopoly capital itself, was anything
but human. The Administration's attitude was
visible in the image of Secretary of State Schultz
at a news conference, grinning and gloating,
"The deaths were many times more than the So
viets reported."

The Reagan Administration, charging the
Soviet Union with presenting inadequate infor
mation, took to holding its own daily press
briefings on the accident. But if, as they
claimed, they had inadequate information,
what was the content of their briefings? Mali
cious lies.

Not satisfied with the report of damage to
one reactor, they invented the story of a core
meltdown. And then they put out "news" of a
second meltdown, and of a fire that would bum
"for weeks."

As it turns out, there was no core melt
down and the fire was extinguished within sev
eral days. The U.S. intelligence services, having
their own satellites stationed over the Soviet
Union, certainly had confirmation of the truth
of Soviet reports about the fire. But they never
released photographs from the spy satellites.

Taking their lead from the administration of
the Great Prevaricator, the U.S. press showed
itself to be anything but free and truthful. They
dutifully reprinted, in blaring, sensational head
lines, every falsehood from government
sources. And they proved to be willing and
even eager disseminators of the wildest fabrica
tions from other sources.

Thus, UPI put a story on the wire that 2,000
people had died at Chernobyl. This story ap
peared in the great majority of commercial news
outlets. The story was attributed to a UPI corre
spondent in Moscow who had contact with an
unnamed woman in Kiev who allegedly had
hospital contacts. This was the entire basis for a
story broadcast to tens of millions of people.

In a letter to two Soviet publications, T. Yat-
senko, who identified herself as the source of
the story, said she had spoken of only two
deaths—exactly as Soviet spokesmen re
ported—and not 2,000. A month later UPI, offi- 
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ciaDy retracted their report. In the end, the re
ports of thousands of casualties and mass
graves proved to be based on—nothing. Noth
ing but the desire for blood.

Unfortunately, UPI's retraction was seen by
only a small fraction of those originally misin
formed.

Similarly, two nationwide television net
works showed film (for which they paid
$11,000) which purported to be of the burning
Chernobyl reactor. But after the film was aired,
it was identified by the residents of Trieste,
Italy, as being of a cement plant in their vicinity.
"We were had," said anchorman Tom Brokaw.

But why were they so easily "had"? Why
the rush to publish and to broadcast stories
which the slightest effort at verification would
have discredited?

The desire to sell more papers and hold
viewers' and listeners' attention was the least of
the reasons. Contrast their treatment of Cherno
byl with the quickly-forgotten disaster at the
Union Carbide chemical plant in Bhopal, India,
where there really were 2,500 fatalities.

The Chernobyl accident was seized upon
by the Administration, and, on cue, by the man
aged media, as an opportunity to depict the So
viet leadership and socialism itself as indifferent
to human life. They sought to discredit the So
viet Union as a trustworthy partner in negotia
tions and agreements, and thus to poison the
atmosphere, raising new obstacles to a second
Summit meeting.

They wanted to divert the world's attention
from their own continued nuclear testing,
which the Soviet Union had unilaterally halted
last August.

And, not least, the hullabaloo around Cher
nobyl was meant to cover up the sordid record
of the U.S. government and monopoly corpora
tions in precisely the field of nuclear safety.

As for the information supplied by the So
viet press, it has proven to be completely truth
ful and responsible. The Soviet press, like the
Soviet authorities, sought to organize a cam
paign of assistance to bring the severe threat un
der control and to protect citizens from potential
danger. They sought to avoid spreading panic
which, under the circumstances, could have 

magnified the dangers and the damage.

What happened at Chernobyl, grave as
it was, was an accident. It was caused

by a flaw in a system whose intent was con
structive. It can in no way be compared to sys
tems and policies whose aims are to kill and de
stroy. It can not be and must not be allowed to
cover up continuing U.S. preparations for nu
clear war.

The power of the atom has already been de
liberately used to kill, twice—at Hiroshima and
Nagasaki. And it was not in anger, but in cold
calculation. The object of U.S. ruling circles was
to challenge and eventually destroy socialism.
These are the precise sentiments which moti
vated the imperialist response to events at Cher
nobyl.

Even if one is gullible enough to accept the
fiction that Truman thought Hiroshima was
purely a military objective, one can't excuse the
bombing of Nagaski on the same grounds. For
the results of Hiroshima were known in the
Oval Office when the order was given to drop
the second bomb on another civilian center.

Accidents are one thing. Calamities that re
sult from conscious decisions are something
else. And the U.S. nuclear testing which contin
ues, in defiance of world public opinion, under
the Nevada desert, is to produce weapons that
can have no purpose except mass annihilation.

We have lived next to such fearfully de
structive systems now for decades. The accident
at Chernobyl, like the failures of other sophisti
cated technological systems (including the Chal
lenger, Atlas and Titan rockets), should prevent
us from being lulled into complacently believing
that this will continue forever. All of the consid
erations which lead to the sudden and unex
pected failures of these systems apply with
equal force to weapons control systems.

When the consequences of an accident are
total—extermination of mankind—then the ac
ceptable risk of failure is zero. We can not coex
ist with these weapons indefinitely. In the long
run, either we must destroy them or they will
destroy us. That is why the Soviet proposal to
scrap all nuclear weapons is the only sane path.
All others lead to self-destruction. 
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Reagan’s War On Libya
Causes and Cure
Averell Harriman, James Forrestal and Lucius
Clay were chatting at lunch in ravaged Berlin,
late in May 1945, shortly after the city had been
tom from Hitler's grasp by the Soviet Army.
"Hitler's greatest crime," these worthies agreed,
according to Forrestal, was "opening the gates
of East Europe to Asia." (Walter Millis, ed., The
Forrestal Diaries, New York, 1951, p. 79.) Hitler,
with all Europe in his fist, had managed to kill
over fifty million people and maim scores of mil
lions and tear apart whole civilizations and an
nihilate entire peoples. The three Statesmen
had seen it all—including the ovens—but they
concluded in effect that Hitler's greatest crime
was—to lose! This is to say, his greatest crime
was to "permit" defeat by the USSR, thus open
ing Europe to "Asia"; to open the imperial
world to the effective strivings of the "lesser
breed"—workers, peasants, the "huddled
masses yearning to breath free"—and most of
them, colored.

Among those able to bid, successfully, for
national liberation as a result of fascism's defeat
were the people of Libya. They had endured co
lonialism for centuries—first under the Otto
man Empire and, beginning in 1912, under the
Kingdom of Italy and then the Italy of Musso
lini. The occupation was marked by continual
uprisings, especially sharp under fascist rule,
when Mussolini's henchmen, Badoglio and
Graziani, waged repeated "wars of pacification"
against the "bandits" and "terrorists."

British and U.S. troops drove out the Ital
ians (and Germans) during World War II and an
Allied Administration was established. This
was understood to be temporary; in 1949 the
United Nations voted that Libya's indepen
dence should be affirmed by 1952. This was
done; a king was installed and Libya entered the

Herbert Aptheker is editor of Jewish Affairs.

HERBERT APTH EKER
UN as a universally recognized sovereign state
in 1955. Three years later important discoveries
of oil and natural gas were made in Libya; Great
Britain and the United States now heavily subsi
dized the royal government. British and U.S.
corporations took over ownership of the pre
cious resources, and both Great Britain and the
United States were provided military bases in
the country—the U.S. with the enormous
Wheelus Field air base.

Under the King—as these events demon
strated—the national integrity of Libya was be
ing threatened; meanwhile, also, social mea
sures to assist the populace were absent.
Widespread unrest ensued; a movement to re
place the monarchy, led by the 27-year-old
Muammar Qaddafi, succeeded. So impotent
and isolated had the monarchy become, this
fundamental governmental change was accom
plished peacefully.

The revolutionary coalition was pro
foundly nationalist, deeply religious (but not in
the fundamentalist sense of a Khomeini) and,
while rejecting Marxism-Leninism, did expli
citly adopt aspects of socialism. The latter in
cluded the nationalization of the natural gas re
sources and of several oil corporations while
insisting upon 51 per cent ownership (with
compensation to the former owners) of four re
maining major foreign oil corporations. By 1970
all British armed forces had been removed from
Libya; that same year the United States was
obliged to withdraw from Wheelus Field. Libya
became a part of OPEC, a leader among more
radical Arab states, a supporter of the PLO and
an ardent foe of Washington's pro-Israeli
stance. It pursued also a relatively enlightend
social policy, especially in terms of mass educa
tion—for girls and women as well as for boys
and men.

Especially since the Israeli-Arab war of
1973, in which U.S. supplies played a decisive 
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role in Israel's success,’ the estrangement be
tween Tripoli and Washington has intensified.
The Nation correctly noted, in an editorial
(April 26, 1986) that the decision to attack Libya
had been made in Washington "many years
ago." CIA intrigues failed. By 1980 the commer
cial press was spreading stories about Qaddafi
as the "terrorist mastermind," the Libyan Em
bassy was forced to close in Washington, and
George Will—Reagan's alter ego—called Qad
dafi a "mad dog" five full years before the Presi
dent of the United States permitted himself
such language. By 1981 the Libyan air force was
suckered into reconnaisance flights over the
U.S. Mediterranean fleet and two of its planes
were shot down.

Washington's stories of the wildest nature
concerning Qaddafi's terrorist teams and assas
sination squads were soberly reported as fact by
a compliant media. Though the members of the
team making up the Reagan Administration—
from top to bottom—are known to the world as
a pack of pathological liars and have been ex
posed as such scores of times, no concoction out
of Washington concerning Libya was reported
as other than the gospel truth. Indeed, evidence
was not only not offered; it was not requested.

Meanwhile it is true that Qaddafi has made
baiting remarks that did not help his case and
some evidence does exist of his employment,
infrequently, of highly questionable and Ma
chiavellian techniques. He and his staff are ama
teurs, however, compared to the murderous,
imperialist policy implemented by Washington
since the end of World War II and intensified by
Reagan.

Terrorism—i.e., indiscriminate attacks
upon individuals and groups—politically is a re
gressive policy which invariably boomerangs.
Its source, however, normally lies in great injus-

’ In light of later events, it is worth recalling that none of the
Western Powers (except Portugal) allowed the U.S. to
overfly its territory in supplying Israel. This so infuriated
Kissinger that he allowed himself to explode: "I don't
care what happens to Western Europe. They can all go to
hell as far as I'm concerned." See Raymond L. Garthoff,
Detente and Confrontation: American Soviet Relations
from Nixon to Reagan, Brookings Institute, Washington,
1985, pp. 401-2.

tice by overwhelming forces. Specifically, in the
Mid-East, it lies in the Washington-Tel Aviv
anti-Arab policy marked by invasion, occupa
tion and gross injustice, permeated with racism.
The basic expression of this contemptible policy
is the forcible denial to the Palestinian people of
their right to self-determination and to nation
hood. This, prolonged for decades, induces
deep frustration and fierce rage; they often pro
duce desperation and that in turn suggests ter
rorism as a tactic. The latter—filled with oppor
tunities for provocation—does not succeed and
its very failure often intensifies the frustration—
and the awful cycle is repeated. When, as in the
actual case of the PLO, this tactic of terrorism is
denounced, the repudiation is denied by the op
pressor so that the unanswerable justice of the
cause being advocated may be ignored. To add
to the inequity, Israel not only denies a home
land to the Palestinians, it seizes and occupies
lands belonging to other Arab peoples!

(C* pecial note must be taken of the extraordi-
»Jnary corruption and culpability of the capi
talist media in the United States. Michael Par-
enti, in his splendid book, Inventing Reality (St.
Martin's Press, New York, 1986), has docu
mented this persuasively. A prime illustration
of his theme has been that media in the recent
months, especially on this "terrorist" charade,
and on Libya in particular. (One must add,
though this is not the present essay's focus, the
Chernobyl nuclear reactor accident.)

A dean of Washington correspondents,
James Reston of the New York Times, writing
under the subhead, "Public Relations Is Run
ning Amok," reports that: "Publicity is not
merely an instrument of government here these
days: it is government." He adds: "In over 40
years in Washington I can't recall a period when
so much obvious nonsense, even so many dis
tortions of fact, have gone by unchallenged or
been dismissed with scarcely more than a whis
per by the public" (April 9, 1986).

Within a week, Reston's point would be
confirmed by the press and television response
to Reagan's war upon Libya. U.S. forces struck
with naval and air power in the early hours be
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fore dawn, hurling bombs upon a city of one
million people in Tripoli and half a million in
Benghazi. The media hailed the event as a he
roic exercise in virtue. Wrecking buildings—in
cluding such military targets as the French Em
bassy—wounding hundreds, killing scores—
avowedly seeking the overthrow of a univer
sally recognized government—and all this by a
Great Power of a quarter of a billion population
against an African nation of some four million!

Acting contrary to the advice of almost all
NATO allies, contrary to the provisions of the
U.S. Constitution, contrary to the Charter of the
United Nations—and militarily accomplishing
nothing, with five of its planes dropping no
bombs and another brought down by Libyan
gunners—all this to the wildest hosannas from a
prostituted press, radio and television complex
taking seriously the vaudeville act of Shultz-
Weinberger and hysterically applauding the
closing act by the Old Ham.

Of course, most of the European world—let
alone the world of Asia, Latin America, Africa
and the Mid-East—was aghast. Thus, even Fer
dinand Mount—a policy adviser for Prime Min
ister Margaret Thatcher from 1982 to 1984, writ
ing in London's conservative Daily Telegraph—
begins his comment: "Americans still do not un
derstand the shock and outrage felt throughout
Europe, Britain not excluded" (reprinted in the
New York Times, April 29,1986).

The best even Anthony Lewis could do—
and he is certainly one of the least offensive of
regular columnists in the bourgeois press—was
to suggest "Reason for Doubt" and to raise
"Hard Questions on the Libya Raid." The latter
managed to avoid really "hard questions," such
as the relationship of Reagan's attack upon Li
bya to the U.S. Constitution and the UN Char
ter.

As for the former, the only serious objec
tion voiced in the media—so far as I know—
came in an excellent Op Ed piece in the New
York Times (April 23, 1986) by Rep. Don Ed
wards (D.-Cal.) who is chairman of the House
Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional
Rights. Edwards pointed out that Reagan's war
act violates not only the original Constitution 

whose First Article specifically gives Congress
alone the right to declare war. Edwards added
that the 1973 Resolution, passed after the Viet
nam experience, attempted to recapture Con
gress' control over warmaking, but it watered
down Article I of the Constitution. That Resolu
tion requires that the President "consult" Con
gress before using the armed forces of the na
tion, and adds that even after such consultation
such forces are not to be used longer than sixty
days without specific Congressional authoriza
tion. But, as Mr. Edwards pointed out, Reagan
consulted "only a handful of congressional lead
ers" and did not do even that until "the bomb
ers were in the air"! Representative Edwards is
moderate when he offers the opinion that Rea
gan's act "almost certainly was an unconstitu
tional usurpation of the war-making power."
Why "almost"?

As for the United Nations, it must first be
observed that there was a United Nations Secu
rity Council Resolution which did condemn the
U.S. air attack upon Libya. One must write with
this emphasis in the U.S. because the only re
port of this appeared incidentally in a New York
Times story by Bernard Gwertzman (April 23,
1986) headlined "U.S. Rebukes Thais on Libyan
Vote." The headline correctly conveys the sto
ry's main content: the vote of Thailand, not the
fact of UN condemnation. Nine votes in the
Council are required to make a Resolution a
"binding vote," which then required veto by the
U.S. and some NATO allies. But Thailand did
cast its vote for condemnation, although
Gwertzman wrote that Washington's pressure
against that "had gone to the highest levels in
Bangkok" and though the Thai delegate an
nounced he acted "with a heavy heart."

He did so act, however, together with the
Congo, Ghana, Madagascar, Trinidad and To
bago, the United Arab Emirates, Bulgaria and
the USSR; they registered their condemnation
of "the armed attack by the United States of
America, in violation of the United Nations and
the norms of international conduct."

The bombing of Libya clearly violated Arti
cle I of the UN Charter "to maintain interna
tional peace and security and to that end to take 
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effective collective measures for the prevention
and removal of threats to the peace." (Italics
added.) The bombing of Libya clearly violated
Article II, Paragraphs 3 and 4 of the UN Charter:

All Members shall settle their international disputes
by peaceful means in such a manner that interna
tional peace and security and justice are not endan
gered [and] All Members shall refrain in their interna
tional relations from the threat or use of force against
the territorial integrity or political independence of
any state.

The bombing of Libya by the United States
clearly violated Article 33 of the UN Charter:
"The parties to any dispute, the continuance of
which is likely to endanger the maintenance of
international peace and security, shall, first of
all, seek a solution by negotiation, enquiry, me
diation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial set
tlement, resort to regional agencies or arrange
ments, or other peaceful means of their own
choice" (italics added). Article 37 of'the Charter
says that if the means stated in Article 33 do not
work then the disagreement should be referred
to the Security Council. And Article 51 of the
Charter does not by any stretch of the imagina
tion—contrary to Mr. Shultz—justify the bomb
ing of Libya, for while that Article affirms the
right of self-defense, it affirms that right only "if
an armed attack occurs against a Member of the
United Nations"—clearly meaning such an at
tack, for example, as is being carried out by U.S.
mercenaries with U.S. equipment every day
against Nicaragua—and was carried out by the
U.S. Navy against a Libyan vessel in March 1986
and, especially, against two highly populated
cities of Libya in a surprise assault on April 14,
1986.

Two basic operating precepts of U.S. post
World War II foreign policy are commitment

to capitalism and opposition to socialism; and
opposition to self-determination and national
liberation movements which, insofar as they
undercut imperialism, also, whether con
sciously or not, simultaneously challenge capi
talism. Robert Heilbroner wrote truly in the pre
reactionary days of Commentary when he

noted that the U.S. government

prefers hunger and want and the existing inadequate
assaults against the causes of hunger and want to any
regime that declares its hostility to capitalism. (April
1967, p. 38).

Professor Richard A. Falk, a pre-eminent
authority on international law, noted over
twenty years ago that

the continuing existence of formal commitments
based on the doctrine of non-intervention seem to
give the West, and especially the United States, the
debilitating alternative of cold-war frustration and in
ternational lawlessness. (R.A. Falk, "The Interna
tional Law of Internal War," in J.N. Rosenau, ed.,
International Aspects of Internal War, Prince
ton, New Jersey, 1964, p. 189.)

Relevant to our inquiry, also, is the obser
vation of Professor Manfred Halpern, of Prince
ton (who served for ten years as an adviser to
the State Department):

No state has the sovereign right to intervene in the
internal affairs of another sovereign state. Such a
"right" is not merely a contradiction in terms but an
attack on the very system on which the freedom of
every nation rests. (Manfred Halpern, "The Morality’
and Politics of Intervention," in J.N. Rosenau, ed.,
cited work, p. 275.)

When one comes to an African nation like
Libya (or a Latin American nation, like Nicara
gua or the Dominican Republic), one meets
from Washington the distinct odor of racism
and chauvinism. This is mixed with elitism in
the case of movements or governments which
spring from the masses and seek to serve basic
mass needs. This latter component—this snob
bish class feeling—is especially marked in the
traditional diplomatic response to the Soviet
state—that vast land of workers and peasants in
power and of one hundred different but equal
nationalities.

Thus, when Calvin Coolidge ordered the
marines into Nicaragua against the "bandit"
Sandino, he explained with wide-open eyes:
"We are not making war on Nicaragua any more
than a policeman on the street is making war on 

8 POLITICAL AFFAIRS



passers-by." (Albert K. Weinberg, Manifest
Destiny, Chicago, 1963, p. 441.) Again, one
senses the same kind of fantastic "innocence" in
the "explanation" offered by a U.S. admiral con
cerning the occupation of the Dominican Re
public before World War II. The United States,
he remarked, did not intend "to acquire by con
quest any territory nor to attack its sovereignty,
but our troops will remain until all revolution
ary movements have been stamped out" and
measures deemed appropriate by Washington
have been implemented. (Sumner Welles, Na
both's Vineyard: The Dominican Republic,
1844-1924, New York, 1948, 2 vols., II, p. 777.)

Thus, here in Libya (and again in Latin
America) the U.S. Administration "has nothing
against the Libyan people," as Ronald Reagan
said; it will merely kill a few dozen because it
disapproves of their government—and all this
does not violate the Charter of the UN! Reagan
added that if he thought it necessary he would
repeat his "lesson" again and again with, appar
ently, no termination in sight except perhaps
genocide, or generalized war!

Naturally, as already noted, the reaction
abroad has been hostility to the point of

horror. E.P. Thompson, internationally known
British historian (and honorary member of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences) and a
founder of the European Nuclear Disarmament
Movement, stated in giving an account of this
feeling in Western Europe, perhaps the NATO
countries should invite the U.S. to leave the alli
ance—or should expel it. Thompson stated that
Europeans would feel safer without the Tri
dents and F-llls and Poseidons and rapid de
ployment forces; the Mediterranean, he added,
would again be peaceful and all but President
Rambo would be welcome to vacation there!

In the United States, too, after the first
flood of warlike jingoism faded, saner heads be

gan to voice opposition. Certainly this did not
include the extreme Right—such as the Ameri
can Jewish Committee or the Anti-Defamation
League of B'Nai B'rith, whose ultra-nationalism
has driven their leaders quite berserk, nor did it
include Reagan's pal, the evangelist Pat Rob
ertson, who, two days before the bombing,
publicly called for the killing of Qaddafi.

But opposition did come from the lead
ership of both the World Council of Churches
and the National Council of Churches. Dr. Arie
Brouwer, General Secretary of the latter, wrote
President Reagan: "Actions such as the bomb
ing of Libya do not merely tarnish our image in
the world, they corrode the soul of America"
(Christian Century, May 7, 1986). Over 160
leaders of the American Baptist Churches con
demned the bombing, the U.S. branch of the
global Catholic Peace Movement deplored it, as
did individual Catholic bishops, such as those
in Chicago and Detroit. Many more religious
leaders added their names to the impressive roll
of honor, including Bishop V.R. Anderson of
the African Methodist Episcopal Church, Rabbi
Leonard Beerman of Leo Baeck Temple in Los
Angeles, and the Rt. Rev. Paul Moore, Jr., Epis
copal Bishop of New York.

More apt words to conclude this examina
tion of the most recent example of Reagan's in
ternational gangsterism comes from a former at
torney general of the United States. Ramsey
Clark writes (Nation, May 3, 1986, p. 605):

Reagan's subversion of truth and the rule of law
is the greatest threat facing the American people and
indeed the world. We are responsible for our Presi
dent's actions because we have the power to prevent
them. If we care for the truth and for who we are, and
if we want to restore the integrity of our constitu
tional system, we must demand the impeachement
and trial of Ronald Reagan. 
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The New Crisis in Oil
The price of crude oil was cut in half during the
first three months of 1986. Never before in capi
talism's history has there been such a momen
tous drop in such a short period. It slashed the
value of a year's world oil production by S300
billion.

This was accompanied by other extremely
sharp economic changes. In a very brief time,
the exchange value of the dollar against leading
rival currencies, the yen and the deutschmark,
declined 30 per cent. There was a rapid drop in
the U.S. interest rate. The enormous imbalance
in world trade, especially the trade deficit of the
United States and the trade surplus of Japan,
became still more extreme. The gains of Japa
nese monopolies at the expense of U.S. monop
olies accelerated. The trillion dollar debt crisis of
developing countries deepened.

In a fundamental sense, this complex of
events testifies to the increasing instability and
anarchy of capitalist production, which is even
more pronounced in capitalism's international
economic relations.

Of all these changes and crises, the collapse
of oil prices has the most far-reaching impact.
Among the questions it raises are:

a) What is the world economic and political
background of the collapse?

b) What are its economic consequences
and immediate political implications?

c) What is its specific impact on the U.S.
economy?

d) What are the elements of a working
class response to the resulting situation?

ECONOMIC
BACKGROUNDI J OFTHE CRISIS

^-rimary commodity prices generally in
creased rapidly during the 1970s. This trend
was reversed during the 1980s. In the '80s, com-

Victor I’erlo is chair of the Economics Commission of the
Communist Party, USA.

VICTOR PERLO

modify prices have declined, although with
substantial fluctuations.

In the United States, the index of spot com
modity prices (excluding petroleum) peaked at
an all-time high in December 1979, at three
times the 1967 level. It has declined regularly
since then, by one-quarter as of February 1986.

From 1967 to March 1981 U.S. crude oil
prices soared eight times, but bv March 1986
had dropped by more than half from the peak.
World oil price fluctuations were more extreme.
From 1970 to 1981 they multiplied twenty-two
times, then plunged almost two-thirds by the
spring of 1986.

The objective basis for the sharp increase in
primary commodity prices during the 1970s was
a faster increase in demand than supply. For
over a quarter of a century after World War II,
capitalist industry increased at the fastest rate in
its history, about 6 per cent per year. World ca
pacity for production of many raw materials
failed to increase that rapidly. And because of
their low prices—many raw materials were pro
duced under colonial or neocolonial condi
tions—there was little incentive to economize
on their use or to develop new sources. This
came to a head in the early 1970s. Raw material
prices multiplied rapidly.

In the same period the structural crisis of
world capitalism emerged, accompanied by a
marked reduction of its growth rate. This grad
ually undermined the basis for the higher raw
material prices.

With the increasing world-scale anarchy of
capitalist economy, adjustments to changed
supply/demand balances do not take place grad
ually, but spasmodically, in extreme increases
or declines, with severe, sometimes cata
strophic impact.

The rise in primary commodity prices dur
ing the 1970s temporarily relieved the price scis
sors against many developing countries and
stimulated their economic growth. It also pro
vided a credit base for borrowing and encour
aged the fivefold multiplication of Third World
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indebtedness. It stimulated inflation in finished
goods prices and raised interest rates, which
trends continued for years after raw material
prices had turned downward.

The rapid increase in finished goods prices
and soaring interest rates in the 1980s, com
bined with declining raw material prices, again
very rapidly widened the price scissors against
Third World countries. This, in turn, created the
current international debt crisis, for which no
solution is in sight.

SPECIFIC
FEATURES OF

THE PETROLEUM MARKET

he price of petroleum increased much fas
ter than the prices of other primary commodi
ties for both economic and political reasons.

Economic: Use of petroleum products in
creased very rapidly, tripling in the United
States between the end of World War II and
1973. Petroleum use in Western Europe, Japan
and other parts of the world also increased rap
idly. During the 1960s, the United States be
came an important’importer of oil. By 1979 im
ports accounted for 45 per cent of the supply of
petroleum and its products, as domestic output
reached its limit with existing wells. This cre
ated a more favorable situation for sellers of pe
troleum than for sellers of most other raw
materials.

Political: Anti-imperialist struggles in de
veloping countries have long focused on oil.
Mexico pioneered in the 1930s by nationalizing
its oil. Venezuela exacted better terms from the
transnational oil companies. In 1960, the major
African and Asian producers joined with Vene
zuela to form the Organization of Petroleum Ex
porting Countries (OPEC) as a collective bar
gaining agent with the Seven Sisters (the major
integrated oil companies which controlled the
world oil industry). Until 1973, they were able
to win only minor concessions.

But the defeat of colonialism in Iraq, Alge
ria, Libya and some other countries and the ac
cession to power of anti-imperialist govern

ments changed that situation. These countries
nationalized all or part of the foreign-held petro
leum industries and campaigned actively for
OPEC to regulate production and raise prices.
Reaction to Israeli aggression against Egypt in
1973, with imperialist and especially U.S. back
ing, spurred the Arabian Peninsular countries—
the largest oil producers—to join with the Left
governments in a decisive move on the price
front. By the late 1970s, the former very low
price had multiplied seven times. Emboldened
by success, even the more conservative govern
ments nationalized part of their oil, and by now
the bulk of it is under national ownership.

These developments provided the material
means to begin industrialization, to overcome a
heritage of extreme technical-scientific back
wardness and raise living standards. The extent
of these accomplishments varied, depending on
the political character of the regime, the relative
importance of oil in the national economy, the
level of economic development and the size of
the population.

However, by the end of the 1970s, the
OPEC countries needed to advance to a higher
stage of anti-imperialist struggle in order to con
solidate the gains made and to take further
steps forward. This required the overcoming of
despotic, repressive and feudal regimes in some
countries, nonalignment in world affairs, in
cluding exclusion of imperialist military involve
ment, and establishment of substantial political
and economic relations with the socialist coun
tries.

Economically, it required longterm con
tracts at stable, realistic prices for exported oil
and use of more of the proceeds from oil sales to
developing domestic industry and agriculture
and raising mass living standards.

A practical program incorporating some of
these measures is spelled out in the United Na
tions Resolution and Program of Action for a
New World International Economic Order.
Their achievement would certainly require ex
tensive practical collaboration with the Soviet
Union and other socialist countries, whose as
sistance has been crucial in the decisive ad
vances of such countries as Cuba and Mongolia.
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Especially important was the need for
OPEC countries to solidify their unity, so as to
be able to successfully overcome the inevitable
counterrevolutionary attacks of imperialism.

By the same token, it was and remains im
portant for labor and progressive forces in capi
talist countries to support the anti-imperialist
struggles of the OPEC countries, as well as de
veloping countries generally. That is increas
ingly seen by the U.S. trade union movement,
for example, in the case of Nicaragua and the
anti-apartheid struggle in South Africa.

POLITICAL
FACTORS

UNDERMINING OPEC

everal of the OPEC member countries
moved forward on the road to major construc
tive anti-imperialist advances, with a long-term
socialist perspective. There were significant
democratic gains in other member countries.
However, in most of the OPEC countries, in
cluding the largest oil producers, there was no
political progress. In some cases the situation
worsened. Iraq, Algeria and Libya had played a
major role in the first years of OPEC's anti-im
perialist struggles. But Iraq's government
turned away from this path and moved toward
anti-Communist and brutally repressive poli
cies. The Khomeini regime in Iran also turned
sharply to the Right. Meanwhile, these two
countries have dissipated their strength in a
prolonged, senseless war with each other which
only benefits imperialism.

The feudal ruling cliques in Saudi Arabia,
most other Persian Gulf OPEC members, and
the governments of a number of other member
states, rather than spending oil revenues to
achieve political and social progress, dissipated
vast sums on luxury goods. They deposited a
major portion of their receipts in banks and se
curities in the U.S. and in other imperialist cen
ters, making themselves hostages to Washing
ton.

An important setback occurred when Mex
ico refused to join OPEC. Mexico was the first 

developing country to nationalize its oil and de
velop it as a major industry, despite attempted
embargoes of U.S. equipment. But in this pe
riod, after major new oil discoveries, Mexico
drastically increased production and became the
largest foreign supplier of oil to the United
States. This contradicted OPEC's attempt to bal
ance supply and demand for petroleum on the
world market.

The U.S. oil monopolies have by no means
given up their interest in OPEC oil. They main
tain lucrative contracts for operating oil fields in
Saudi Arabia and some other OPEC countries,
and continue to own and operate oilfields in va
rious member countries. Moreover, the Ameri
can and Anglo-Dutch oil monopolies still largely
dominate the transportation and distribution of
petroleum on the world market.

U.S. imperialism is especially active in
striving to prevent and roll back anti-imperialist
victories in oil rich countries. Two-thirds of the
U.S. Navy is concentrated in the Persian Gulf
and Mediterranean Sea, the main bases for ag
gression against oil producing countries. U.S.-
supported Israeli aggression aims to maintain
political and military domination over the entire
oil producing area of the Middle East and North
Africa. U.S. collaboration with and support of
South African intervention in Angola aims at at
taining a free hand over oil properties in An
gola, and puts pressure on nearby Nigeria, in
which Britain and the U.S. have oil interests.

U.S. military bases in the Philippines and
naval fleets in the Pacific aim at neocolonial
domination of the Far East, in which oil prop
erties play a major role.

The adamant refusal of the U.S. to revive
the Geneva talks on the Middle East, which the
U.S. cochaired with the Soviet Union, stems in
considerable measure from the knowledge that
such talks would hasten the winning of a home
land for the Palestinian people, stop Israeli ag
gression, and create a climate conducive to the
struggles of the peoples of oil producing coun
tries for anti-imperialist transformations, to ob
tain the full benefit of their oil resources without
fear of military intervention by the U.S. and its
Israeli satellite.
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Ending the Iraq-Iran war, changing repres
sive and anti-Communist governments, win
ning major social reforms and ending one-sided
relations with imperialist powers are essential
political conditions for the consolidation of the
partial victories won by the OPEC countries in
the 1970s, and their extension to benefit all the
peoples of the oil producing countries and the
developing countries of the world.

ECONOMIC
FACTORS

// UNDERMINING OPEC

-AL rices for primary products on the capitalist
world market are especially unstable, as de
mand and supply are controlled by different,
uncoordinated forces. This instability is com
pounded by the sharp cyclical fluctuations of
capitalist world economy and by structural
changes, especially in the current period.

Characteristically, changes in supply lag far
behind changes in demand. This gives rise to
alternating periods of shortage, accompanied by
rapid price increases, followed by a period of
surplus, causing equally rapid price declines.

Based on the experience of the 1970s, OPEC
governments, governments of capitalist coun
tries and directors of oil companies expected the
price of oil to go up indefinitely, along with the
market for oil products. But by the second half
of the decade the price of oil was sufficiently
high so as to moderate demand and stimulate
new sources of supply. And when OPEC tripled
the price of oil in the 1979-81 period, it accele
rated processes which radically changed the oil
market.

Major increases in production came from
Mexico, the North Sea and Alaska. Economies
in the use of oil were accomplished by applica
tion of new, energy-efficient technologies.
These were hastened by legislation downsizing
automobiles and limiting their gasoline con
sumption. Electric power stations and other in
dustrial users switched from oil to coal and nu
clear power. Consumption of oil was further
reduced by the world cyclical crisis of 1980-1982.

U.S. consumption of oil declined one-fifth be
tween 1978 and 1983, and has recovered very
little since.

The OPEC countries, responding to de
clining oil prices, attempted to stabilize the situ
ation by successive slashes in their production.
By 1985, OPEC production was cut in half.
Saudi Arabia, the largest exporter, absorbed the
biggest cuts. Its output was slashed from 9 mil
lion barrels per day in 1980 to barely 2 million
barrels late in 1985. In a market situation be
yond their control, OPEC members' dis
agreements sharpened; they more and more vi
olated agreed production ceilings. Finally, at the
end of 1985, Saudi Arabia doubled its then low
output. This was the spark that turned the
weakening of the world petroleum market into
a rout.

Subsequent attempts by OPEC to put a
floor under prices by agreeing on allocation of
production among members have not been suc
cessful. They face the very serious obstacles of
already low levels of output of some members
and strained finances of others. Saudi Arabia's
hope that the new low prices would force Brit
ain and Norway to reduce North Sea production
and cooperate with OPEC have also been unful
filled. The Thatcher government, closely allied
with the Reaganites, joins in giving priority to
the political goal of destroying OPEC as an ef
fective anti-imperialist force. However, very re
cent developments suggest a possible move of
both Norway and Mexico toward cooperation
with OPEC.

IMPACT OF

7
—• THE CRISIS ON

CAPITALIST ECONOMY

he crisis in oil deepens and complicates
the structural crisis of world capitalism, espe
cially in the United States and other oil produc
ing countries (the U.S. is both a major producer
and a major importer). At the peak of the oil
boom, close to two million people in the United
States were employed in prospecting, drilling,
producing, refining and transporting oil and 
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natural gas. Capital investments in petroleum
and related industries, nationally and interna
tionally, were greater than in any other indus
trial sector. Now this sector is undergoing ma
jor, long-lasting decline. It joins steel, non
ferrous metals, farm machinery, civilian ship
building, railroad and other basic industries in
structural decay.

The structural crisis is also severe in such
countries as Mexico, Venezuela, Nigeria and In
donesia, where there has been onesided devel
opment of petroleum, to the neglect of and in
many cases at the expense of agriculture and in
dustries needed for national consumption. This
has led to dependence on export of oil to major
capitalist countries, imports of capital and con
sumer goods, and a vast accumulation of debt.

Imperialism has adopted unspeakably cruel
policies towards the debt-laden Third World
countries, both those which produce oil and
those which do not. Operating through the In
ternational Monetary Fund, in which Washing
ton has the leading voice, the imperialist banks
have decreed radical reduction of imports, con
sumption and living standards, imposing on the
working class real wage cuts of 30 per cent be
low the extreme poverty that prevailed. This
dooms hundreds of millions of people to hun
ger, and many millions to death from starva
tion, while increasing the already extremely
high levels of unemployment.

For the most part, the ruling classes of the
indebted Third World countries have yielded to
imperialist pressures in order to avoid unleash
ing the revolutionary energies of their own pop
ulations, and to protect their own "flight capi
tal" in its safe haven in the United States.
However, some of the countries have resisted to
a certain extent—notably Peru and Bolivia,
which are relatively minor oil producers.

The money-center banks, which hold a
large part of the debts of the Third World coun
tries, refuse any serious concessions, feeling
confident that Washington will bail them out in
the event of default.

Contradictory factors influence trends in
the world demand for oil. In view of the low
ered price, the trend of oil consumption is al

most certain to be upward, while production in
the United States and some other high cost
areas is likely to decline. But currently unused
capacity in the OPEC countries is sufficient to
make recovery of oil prices to former peak lev
els, or close to them, unlikely for several years.

The impact of the decline in oil prices on
developing countries is mixed. It eases the pres
sure on those that import oil, and in combina
tion with declining interest rates, makes it pos
sible for Brazil and some other countries to
make payments on their huge debts. But it vas
tly complicates the crisis of Mexico, Nigeria and
other oil exporting countries. It does not resolve
the international debt crisis. The peoples of the
debtor countries still require a revolutionary so
lution, including cancellation of debts and sub
stantial assistance from capitalist countries,
which have so long plundered them, to begin
closing the enormous and widening gap be
tween the developing countries and the devel
oped capitalist countries.

CRISIS
« EFFECT ON

f THE UNITED STATES

—M-he initial response of Big Business to the
halving of oil prices was a huge stock boom on
Wall Street. There was euphoria in financial
boardrooms and Washington power centers.
This was spurred by the prospect of higher prof
its for industrial and transport companies
whose fuel and energy costs would be reduced,
and anticipation of lower inflation stimulating
economic activity. Equally important was the
conviction that the weakening of OPEC rep
resented a major victory for imperialism over
the forces of national liberation and anti-impe
rialism. This euphoria contributed to the atmo
sphere in which the Reagan Administration
dared to carry out its criminal bombing of Libya.

However, the actual, complex economic
and political consequences are far from justify
ing Wall Street's euphoria.

In economic terms, the decline in the world
price and reduction of the volume of interna

14
POLITICAL AFFAIRS



tional trade in oil has had dramatic impacts.
During the 1970s, oil companies ordered

tankers under the illusion that the volume of
trade would continue to increase rapidly for the
indefinite future. By the early 1980s, it became
evident this would not be the case. Shipping ca
pacity was far in excess of the volume of oil and
other commodities moving in international
trade. Transport prices declined, bankrupting
many shipping companies. Whole fleets of oil
tankers were scrapped. The civilian shipbuild
ing industry of the United States and many
other capitalist countries virtually folded, to be
replaced in part by the corruption-ridden 600-
ship Navy program. Japan and South Korea
now control three-fourths of the shrinking civil
ian shipbuilding market.

Peak prices of oil led to frenzied formation
of exploration and drilling companies, expan
sion of such activities by the major oil compa
nies and corresponding growth of the oil service
industry, of bank and office building construc
tion. There was an influx of population seeking
jobs and an all-around boom atmosphere in the
Texas-Oklahoma-Louisiana area, Wyoming and
parts of California and Alaska.

UNEMPLOYMENT RATES
IN MAJOR OIL PRODUCING STATES

1981 AND FEB. 1986

available on a seasonally adjusted basis.
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

1981 Feb.1986
Louisiana 8.4 13.2
Alaska 9.3 11.5
Wyoming 4.1 10.3
New Mexico 7.3 9.2
Texas 5.3 8.8
Oklahoma 3.6 7.8
California 7.4 7.7
USA Total* 7.6 7.3
NOTE: Seasonally adjusted. State figures are not

This reached its height in the early 1980s, with
the peaking of oil prices. Since 1984 there have
been many failures of smaller oil companies, a
growing number of vacancies in office buildings
and defaults on debts and mortgages. The drop
in oil prices coincided with declines in farm
prices and a crisis in the agricultural enterprises 

of the Southwest. Scores of Texas and Okla
homa banks, including very large ones, were in
financial difficulties.

The collapse of oil prices in early 1986
sharpened the crisis symptoms. Today there is a
full fledged economic crisis in the major oil-pro
ducing states. Reports of mass distress in Okla
homa remind one of the "dust bowl" days of the
1930s. Washington bank authorities are desper
ately trying to get out-of-state banks to "take
over" failing banks in the oil country. The situa
tion, which has merely curtailed the Texas mil
lionaires' conspicuous luxury lifestyle, has al
ready brought economic disaster, poverty and
hunger to hundreds of thousands of workers
and their families. Hispanic, Black and Native
American workers are most acutely affected.

Petroleum industry employment was con
centrated in exploration and drilling. But the
number of active drilling rigs gradually declined
from more than 4,000 in 1981 to 2,000 in 1985. In
the first four months of 1986 it plummeted to
fewer than 1,000. By March, oil industry em
ployment was more than 200,000 below its peak
and falling faster and faster each month.

In 1981 unemployment in Texas, Oklahoma
and Wyoming was far below the national aver
age. But now the major oil producing states
have unemployment above the national aver
age. And the layoffs in the oil country have con
tinued since February.

Note that the most dramatic increase in un
employment was in Wyoming. During the oil
boom, mining employment in Wyoming ex
ceeded construction and manufacturing em
ployment combined.

A rough estimate suggests that the average
rate of unemployment, excluding the oil states,
declined from around 8 per cent in 1981 to un
der 7 per cent in February 1986.

PEOPLE’S
r g—j SOLUTIONS TO
f ' END THE CRISIS

JL he strategy of the Reagan Administration
is to combine economic pressure on OPEC with 
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intensified military pressure. The ultimate ob
jective is to restore the transnational corpora
tions' direct control over developing countries'
oil. The bombing of Libya is a brazen expression
of that strategy. The primary role played by the
CIA in the organization of the Afghan coun
terrevolution is openly explained as related to
determination to maintain control over the
nearby Persian Gulf.

That these actions take place across the
globe from the United States, and almost at the
doorstep of the USSR shows the provocative
recklessness of this policy.

In strictly economic terms, capitalist groups
have conflicting ideas about how to respond to
the the drop in petroleum prices. The Reagan
Administration has primarily counted on politi
cal gains from the weakening of OPEC and eco
nomic gains from obtaining crude oil at lower
prices.

Oil companies, which depend mainly on
production of crude oil in the United States,
seek a high import tariff that will automatically
raise the domestic price of oil and permit them
to restore their former rate of profit at the ex
pense of consumers of petroleum products.
Vice President Bush, financially and politically
allied with such forces, advocated this before
being squelched by his boss in the White
House.

A third capitalist proposal is to take advan
tage of the lower price to impose a large excise
tax on consumers of petroleum products to help
finance the ever-expanding military budget.

None of these proposals, nor any combina
tion of them, are good for the working people of
the country.

From the people's point of view, the trans
national oil companies and their smaller do
mestic satellites, while accumulating untold bil
lions of profits, have made a mess of matters in
terms of the true national interest and world
peace and prosperity.

A central necessity for dealing with the
problem is to nationalize the oil and gas indus
try in all its aspects, to operate it in an inte
grated and steady way for the maximum benefit
of workers in the industry and the entire pop

ulation as consumers of petroleum products.
The policy of a nationalized oil industry

would be to restore petroleum operations to a
high level, and generally to reverse the trend to
ward parasitism. It is not advantageous to the
American people to have more and more pro
duction carried on in other countries at very low
wages, while the ruling class lives luxuriously
from the profits derived from the plunder of
those countries.

Imported petroleum—that would still be
necessary—would be bought under long-term
contracts at stable prices.

The products would be sold to consumers
at moderate prices, without enormous markups
over cost. Markups of 100 per cent or more have
characterized the petroleum industry and have
become even more pronounced with the decline
in crude oil prices.

Gasoline and fuel can be provided at rela
tively low prices to consumers, yielding ample
funds for union wages and salaries to workers
involved in the production, refining and distri
bution of petroleum products, by the elimina
tion of the huge profits now flowing to the oil
corporation executives, bureaucrats, stock and
bondholders.

Needless to say, oil workers, through their
unions, should have a major voice in the opera
tion of the nationalized industry.

Such a program requires election of a gov
ernment orientated to peace, disarmament and
satisfaction of the people's needs. It would give
technical and economic development assistance
to meet the vast unfilled needs of the three bil
lion people living in the underdeveloped re
gions of the world, providing a market at fair
prices for goods produced in the United States
and other countries.

Such measures would contribute to the de
feat of the antilabor offensive of Big Business
and reverse the declining share of workers in
the fruits of their labor. It would provide favor
able conditions for winning a program of full
employment, higher real wages and shorter
hours, decisive affirmative action programs to
achieve economic equality of different races and
sexes. O
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Comittractt Negotiations in Steel
DENISE WINEBRENNER

The 1986 steel negotiations are at a critical stage.
On June 1, contract talks open between the
United Steelworkers of America (USWA) and
the United States Steel Corporation, one of the
largest monopolies and the largest steel com
pany. The talks begin just two months before
the contract expires on July 31.

Steelworkers are caught in the web of the
structural crisis of capitalism, a web spun by
steel companies whose only interest is maximiz
ing profit. In the words of U.S. Steel chairman
David Roderick, "We are in business to make
profit, not steel."

Lynn Williams, President of the USWA, de
scribed the human consequences of Roderick's
statement. Speaking in Cleveland last April,
Williams said, "In 1979, there were 435,000 basic
steelworkers. Today, there are only 200,000."

Membership in the USWA has been
slashed in half as a result of steel companies'
ruthless policy of closing mills.

The American Iron and Steel Institute pre
dicts that in the next four years 30,000 of the re
maining 200,000 families who use mill pay
checks to buy groceries will be using state
unemployment checks instead (at least until
they run out after 26 weeks).

The rusting, padlocked mills which dot the
landscape like ugly tumors and the thousands
of "For Sale" signs on neat homes in the com
munities around those mills are the reality of
"business to make profit." It is the steel compa
nies which are abandoning steel manufacturing
in the U.S., not the steelworkers.

Steel companies pursue maximum profits
not only because Roderick, Donald Trautlein
(Bethlehem Steel) or Dennis Carney, formerly of
Wheeling-Pitt, are greedy, antiunion individu
als. They act according to the laws of capitalism.
No matter who sits in the boardrooms at U.S.
Steel, Bethlehem or any other company, their

Denise Winebrenner is a labor reporter for the Peoples Daily
World.

decisions are based on profit for the privately
owned companies and banks, not the benefit of
steelworkers and their communities.

Consistent with "pursuit of maximum pro
fit" is the export of capital. The profits created
by the brains and backs of U.S. workers belong
to private banks and companies, which invest
those collectively-produced profits anywhere
they choose. Steel companies and the banks
which control them choose to build mills in Bra
zil and South Africa.

Among the features of the structural crisis
of capitalism is permanent unemployment of
basic industrial workers. Steel companies take
advantage of this pool of skilled workers by con
tracting out—they hire outside, nonunion
shops to perform union jobs. Often a company
will layoff steelworkers and contract out their
work. When their unemployment benefits run
out, the desperate workers will seek work with
smaller outfits. And then they may find them
selves doing their old jobs again, nonunion, at
less than half the pay they formerly made for
the same work, and with no benefits. At the
Gary Works of U.S. Steel, half of the workforce
is employed by non-USWA contractors.

The union has been campaigning on this is
sue. It has been sharply critical of the ultimate
example of contracting out, the Pohang Steel
ploy. U.S. Steel has made a $150 million deal
with Pohang of South Korea to import semifi
nished steel slabs, resulting in the closing of the
USS Geneva Works in Provo, Utah.

"U.S. Steel would in effect be paying wages
of $3 an hour to [South] Korean steelworkers,
providing unfair competition to steelworkers
here and helping to subsidize a virtual
dictatorship which outlaws effective labor un
ions and tramples human rights," said Wil
liams.

Absolutely true. However, efforts by the
union to stop the hemorrhage of jobs overseas
are hampered by the mistaken view that co
sponsoring protectionist legislation with the 
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steel companies is the only solution.
Five companies and the union have de

cided to launch a campaign to lobby Congress to
pass protective trade legislation. Together, the
union and companies have taken out full page
ads pleading their case to the public. They are
currently sending delegations to Washington.

This approach diverts attention from the
main roots of the industry crisis. The roots of
the problem lie in the structural crisis of capital
ism, which has caused the U.S. market for steel
to decline. It also ignores the contract conces
sions, substitution of new materials and the mo
nopoly prices charged by the industry. The anti
import legislation proposed by the USWA and
five of the six steel companies (U.S. Steel is not
participating in the current campaign) does not
address any of these problems.

In fact, the proposed legislation protects
profits, not jobs. Its net effect would be to allow
steel producers to further raise prices, which
would further shrink the market for steel. This
would mean less production and fewer jobs.

USWA President Williams has recognized
that the problem lies in the export of capital,
saying, "We must see that capital is mobile,
workers are not."

The winning approach to stop the export of
capital is in fighting for legislation to limit com
panies from maximizing their profits overseas.
That would include taxing profits made in low-
wage countries. A step toward limiting the mo
bility of capital is support of the Pease Bill, H.B.
4412. This bill aims to curb imports from coun
tries under Right-wing dictatorships, such as
South Korea, Taiwan and Chile.

Communist steelworkers, recognizing the
structural crisis of capitalism and the corporate
profit motive as the causes of their situation, are
organizing for the nationalization of the indus
try. It is, they argue, the only way to stem the
tide of plant closings and to reopen the already
rusting mills. They say that taking steel produc
tion out of the hands of the private owners and
putting it into public ownership under demo
cratic control will protect their jobs, their union
and their communities.

Nationalizing the industry would change 

the framework of all future contract negotia
tions. Rather than trying to hang on to what
jobs remain, defending themselves from com
panies which threaten plant closings, bankrupt
cies and mergers, steelworkers would be in a
position to aggressively fight for a strong, work
ing industry producing the steel needed to reb
uild the decaying infrastructure of the country.
Nationalization under democratic control would
stop the companies from beating steelworkers
over the head with plant closings, Chapter 11
bankruptcies and merger-mania.

Ultimately, in the Communist view, social
ism is the only way to make job security a real
ity. But public ownership would be a big step in
the right direction. It would take control away
from the private owners who today are elimi
nating jobs and closing mills in order to maxi
mize profits.

Finally, the USWA needs to unite with met
alworkers in other countries fighting the trans
national corporations. This includes setting
aside political differences and meeting with un
ions affiliated with the World Federation of
Trade Unions (WFTU).

OBSTACLES WHICH
THE UNION
MUST OVERCOME

USWA efforts to achieve decent contracts in '86
are further complicated by the breakup of coor
dinated bargaining. Since 1956, the industry
had bargained as a unit. For 30 years there had
been one national contract, and in 1959, when
the union and companies could not reach a set
tlement, one national strike. With their strength
united by coordinated bargaining, steelworkers
were able to make significant gains.

U.S. Steel, starting in 1976, led the charge
which broke up coordinated bargaining with
the union. In the coal industry, U.S. Steel,
which chaired the Bituminous Coal Operators
Association (BCOA) refused to sit down with
the United Mine Workers of America (UMWA).
Miners had to march on the U.S. Steel building
in the wirtter of '78-'79 to force them to meet
with the union. After U.S. Steel got to the table,
the BCOA still forced miners to walk the picket 
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lines for 111 days to get a national contract.
That same year U.S. Steel, which also

chaired the steel industry bargaining council,
nudged out Wheeling-Pitt, chipping away at
USWA strength in coordinated bargaining.

By 1986, steel companies had abandoned
coordinated bargaining entirely, forcing the un
ion into company-by-company contracts.

On the advice of a banking firm, Lazard-
Freres, the union went along the new policy
and is now bargaining separate contracts with
the six major companies.

Beginning in January, the union called for
early negotiations. All the companies but U.S.
Steel replied. The union agreed to separate con
tracts with each, based on the needs of the com
pany.

The first two separate contracts, with LTV
and National, have resulted in major setbacks
for the union. At LTV, in the name of trying to
save the company and get some relief for their
laidoff brothers and sisters, steelworkers made
concessions amounting to $7,000 a year per
worker. The ink was hardly dry on the LTV con
tract when it laid off 1,700 steelworkers in
Cleveland.

At National, although the wage and benefit
package cuts were not as severe, the grievance
procedure was weakened.

The May edition of Steel Labor explained
the setbacks, saying, "the settlements to date in
dicate that, with the break-up of the Coordinat
ing Committee, Steel Companies' negotiators
are able to tailor contracts geared to special
needs of USWA members and the specific facili
ties where they work."

This "partnership" approach is the main
weakness of the union's negotiating strategy. It
has been and continues to be deadly for steel
workers and their communities. It flies in the
face of reality. The steelworkers should not
come to the bargaining sessions expecting to
dance, because the companies have fired the
band and cancelled the hall.

There is, however, a trend within the Inter
national union away from cooperating with the
companies. Despite the difficult situation and
the voices of gloom and doom in the press, de

signed to isolate locals and quash the militancy
of the union, steelworkers are prepared to fight
back tooth and nail.

Bethlehem Steel got a real shock when it at
tempted to whipsaw the union and demanded
massive wage and benefit concessions. Unified
resistence of the local union presidents under
the banner of "one union, one company, one
contract" defeated Bethlehem's demands for 11
separate agreements in one company. The or
ganized fight has brought the company back to
the table. Local union presidents at Bethlehem
saved workers' vacations from the concession
ary ax.

At one local uniom USWA 6787, Bethle
hem, Bums Harbor, the strike committee has
held plant gate demonstrations against the com
pany, raised money for the strike fund through
dances, and kept members up-to-date on talks.
Through an active, organized fightback, di
rected at Bethlehem, steelworkers there have
successfully resisted the company divide-and-
conquer tactics.

As we go to press, Bethlehem and the
USWA leadership have reached an agreement
on a contract. Local union presidents have re
portedly voted in favor of the contract, 20-6, and
it now goes to the membership.

U.S. STEEL-
TOUGHEST SHARK
IN THE WATER

With Inland and Armco on hold, the toughest
shark in the water lies in wait, U.S. Steel.

While the other steel companies agreed to
negotiate early with the union, U.S. Steel,
which reported a $6 million profit (according to
Steel Labor) in their steel division for the first
quarter of '86, did not.

U.S. Steel will go for the jugular and de
mand massive concessions. They may even try
to break the union. These are the toughest ne
gotiations.

U.S. Steel has said publicly that it will de
mand the sum total of all concessions granted to
the other five steel companies. It has also pro
claimed in the press that it wants the Wheeling-
Pitt contract—Wheeling-Pitt tried to drag the 
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union down through Chapter 11 bankruptcy
proceedings and U.S. Steel is clearly nowhere
near Chapter 11.

Taking their cue from the Wheeling-Pitt
strike of a year ago and the strike in the can in
dustry this year, where stiff resistence to com
pany concessions resulted in advances for steel
workers, many USWA locals have set up their
own strike committees. These committees, es
tablished before negotiations even began, have
helped to unite rank-and-file members around
the union program.

Included in that program is holding the line
on benefits and vacations, mimimizing wage
givebacks, rejecting mandatory LMPTs (volun
tary Labor Management Participation Teams
were put in the contract in 1983) and keeping
the grievance procedure intact, defending affir
mative action, the Consent Decree and ending
contracting out.

Steelworkers have an ace in the hole: unity
in struggle. One year ago, Wheeling-Pitt, led by
former U.S. Steel vice president Dennis Carney,
tried to bust the union and drive steelworkers
into the poor house. Steelworkers struck all
nine plants of the company in three states. From
Baltimore to Chicago, the USWA sent in bus
loads of members to help man those lines. Over
$300,000 was raised in plant gate collections.
Central labor bodies sent delegations and raised
money. Other unions, including the UMWA,
carried placards in front of the gates. The Inter
national fought the complicated legal battle for
unemployment compensation and won. They
organized health care for strikers. Wheeling-Pitt
steelworkers and members of the community
used mass picketlines to stop trains. Steelwork
ers appealed to the communities for support,
and small store owners, churches, civil rights
groups and politicians answered the call. (In ap
preciation of the support for their strike, steel
workers have donated a recreation shelter to the

Steubenville area on the Ohio river.)
It was a unified, mass movement. It saved

the union and forged a contract.
To beat back U.S. Steel will take such a

mass movement, and more. Unity on a common
program of all the U.S. Steel locals and union
unemployed committees will halt company
whipsawing. A good basis exists for steelwork
ers to appeal to all of their allies, in politics, in
the labor movement, the Rainbow Coalition, the
peace movement and in the anti-apartheid coali
tions.

The forces exist for the USWA to defeat
U.S. Steel.

Communist Party districts and clubs and all
other progressive forces should be prepared to
mobilize support for the workers at U.S. Steel.
In the event of a strike, assistance could include
everything from collections and donations of
food and money by local unions and other mass
organizations, resolutions of support, keeping
an ear to the ground against moves to hire
scabs, writing supporting letters to the editor,
explaining the confrontation to neighborhood
groups.

The Communist Party has its unique contri
bution to add to winning the struggle. Only the
Communist Party will put this critical struggle
within the framework of the struggle against
Reaganism, against the corporate offensive and
for peace and a real people's alternative.

The People's Dailv World, a permanent
presence at some gates over the past 10 years,
will keep the news coming. Plant gate distribu
tions, not only at U.S. Steel but at all kinds of
industrial plants, should be at the top of the
agenda. It takes mass distribution of the work
ing-class press to help build a mass movement.

The battle at U.S. Steel is a turning point.
Steelworkers face the bared teeth of state mo
nopoly capitalism. United, the USWA can win.
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One of the basic aims of the aggressive war in
Lebanon was to break the Palestinian national
movement and to paralyze the struggle of the
Palestinian people against occupation, for na
tional freedom and independence. The plans of
the Israeli government have failed in Lebanon
as well as in the occupied territories. The just
and courageous struggle of the Arab Palestinian
people against occupation and for a just peace
continues and is expanding.

The Syrian Arab population in the occupied
Golan Heights (annexed by Israel in 1981) has
reacted by waging a long general strike and by a
refusal to accept Israeli citizenship, emphasiz
ing its link with the Syrian homeland.

In view of all these failures, the Peres-Sha
mir government has intensified oppression in
the occupied territories. In accordance with or
ders of Defense Minister Yitzhak Rabin of the
Labor Party, collective punishments are in
flicted upon the inhabitants of entire cities, vil
lages and refugee camps. Adminstrative mass
arrests are carried out. Palestinian public per
sonalities are deported from their homeland.
demolition of houses has become a system. Uni
versities are closed for long periods. Elected
municipal and village councils are disbanded.
Mayors have been removed from office and of
ficers of the occupation army appointed in their
place. The jails are overcrowded. An additional
prison—the ill-famed Alfara prison—has been
built, where they are trying to break the spirit of
young Palestinians. The methods of suppres
sion have become crueler. There is a scheme to
disperse the residents of the refugee camps in
the Jerusalem area and to demolish the camps.

The Israeli government completely disre
gards international law and violates the most el
ementary human rights in the occupied territo-

Excerpted from the Report to the 20th Congress of the Com
munist Party of Israel, December 4-7,1985.

CENTRAL COMMITTEE, CPI
ries. In these territories a terrorist Jewish under
ground has grown among the colonialist set
tlers, which carries out pogroms in the Arab ref
ugee camps, villages and towns. They have
committed abominable murders of innocent
Arabs and were responsible for attempts on the
lives of mayors in the occupied West Bank.

The attitude of the government and the
courts towards those criminals is a shameful
stigma upon Israeli society. Deals were made
with the criminals and their indictments were
changed to lighter ones. An open campaign is
waged by government ministers and members
of Knesset in favor of amnesty for the heads of
the terrorist underground, who have been
called "loyal sons who have erred." Gangs from
among the settlers openly threaten armed insur
rection when any part of the occupied territories
is renounced. They threaten civil war and con
stitute one of the main sources of the danger of
fascism in Israel.

Our Party, together with all antifascist
forces, demands the colonialist settlers be dis
armed, to check fascism before it is too late.

The land robbery and the colonialist set
tlements in the occupied territories continue.
Wide areas are declared "state land" and requi
sitioned. Other areas are designated closed and
seized for the requirements of the occupation
army. Further extensive stretches of land are
requisitioned for "public purposes"; other areas
are transferred to private or public Israeli own
ership through dubious land transactions, car
ried out by means of fraud, forgery, pressure
and threats. Despite the public scandal that
broke out around land speculators in the occu
pied territories, the authorities cover up.

Over 50 per cent of the land in the West
Bank is now controlled by occupation authori
ties, settlers or companies.

The process of confiscation of lands and co
lonial settlements is intended to perpetuate the 
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occupation and to annex the territories and to
sow despair among the Palestinian people. But
the historical experience of national liberation
struggles proves that colonization by the occu
piers has never decided the final results and the
aims of the colonizers are not achieved.

The policy of occupation and colonization
constitutes a serious danger to Israeli society.
The settlers (Gush Emunim and others) have set
up a state within state, with political and eco
nomic institutions of their own, military units of
their own, special laws that exempt them from
every law and jurisdiction. No wonder that a
terrorist fascist underground has grown among
the colonial settlers.

Since 1967, Israeli capitalists and companies
have used the occupied territories as a source of
big profits and further enrichment. The occu
pied territories, with their million inhabitants,
are a wide market for Israeli industrial and agri
cultural products. The "open bridges" with Jor
dan make it possible to ship Israeli goods to
more distant markets in the Arab world.

The occupation regime prevents indepen
dent economic development in the occupied ter
ritories, with the aim of keeping them as a colo
nial possession for the Israeli bourgeoisie, as a
market for Israeli goods and a reservoir of cheap
labor, without social rights. Almost 100,000
workers from the occupied territories are em
ployed in Israel and constitute 7.3 per cent of
the labor force in Israel.

Under the shadow of occupation and due
to the "open bridge" policy of economic cooper
ation with Jordan, a parasitic bourgeois group is
growing in the occupied territories, engaged in
mediation and smuggling of Israeli capital to
foreign countries. The occupation authorities
encourage this group and try to use it to perpet
uate the status quo.

The American intiative "to improve living
conditions" in the occupied territories is also in
tended to strengthen this parasitic bourgeois
group by granting crumbs and benefits in the
form of an "economic development plan" based
on cooperation with American and Israeli capi
tal. The initiators of this plan hope to foster so
cial elements that support settlements, based on
cooperation between Arab and Israeli reaction 

under the auspices of American imperialism.
The Amman agreement has deepened dis

unity among the Palestinian people in the occu
pied territories. The Palestinian popular masses
continue their just, courageous struggle against
occupation and oppression, hoping for the re
storation of unity of the PLO on an anti-imperi
alist basis.

The Communist Party of Israel expresses its
solidarity with the struggle of the Palestinian
Arab people against occupation, for freedom,
national independence and peace. We reject the
attempt of the ruling circles in Israel to distort
the essence of the struggle of the Arab Palestin
ian people for national liberation and present it
as a terrorist struggle. The Arab Palestinian peo
ple does not fight against the existence of the
sovereign state of Israel, but for the establish
ment of their own independent state. The occu
pation authorities and the colonial settlers carry
out acts of terror against the Palestinian popula
tion. They want to perpetuate the occupation by
military means and deprive the Arab Palestinian
people of their right to live as free people in an
independent state.

It is the right of a people who are subject to
occupation to fight against that occupation by
all means. But we condemn the acts of adven
turist elements among the national liberation
movement who carry out acts which hit inno
cent Israeli civilians. Our Party, as a matter of
principle, opposes such acts, which only harm
the just struggle of the Palestinian people.

The draft law submitted by the government
to the Knesset prohibiting meetings and dia
logues between Israelis and Palestinians to pro
mote the cause of peace is an antidemocratic
law. The Communist Party of Israel will con
tinue to hold meetings and dialogues with the
representatives of the Arab Palestinian people,
with PLO representatives, to advance the cause
of peace for the benefit of both peoples.

The Palestinian Communist Party, operat
ing in the occupied territories under conditions
of illegality and persecution, fulfills a historical
task in the struggle of the Arab Palestinian peo
ple. The Palestinian Communist Party works
consistently for the consolidation of the patriotic
unity of the masses of the Palestinian people 
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and the restoration of the unity of the PLO on
the basis of a program for a just and realistic
peace, according to the resolutions of the 16th
Palestinian National Council and Aden-Algiers
agreements and on an anti-imperialist basis.

From all public rostrums, in the Knesset,
Histadrut, in the municipal councils, in public
organizations, in the press, in the mass media
and in protest actions and demonstrations;
through the courts and with the help of Com
munist and democratic lawyers, we shall ex
press our solidarity with the Arab Palestinian
people in their just struggle. We shall mobilize
public opinion in Israel and in the international
arena against the crimes of the occupiers,
against the terror of the colonialist settlers and
for a just and stable peace.

In our struggle against occupation and op
pression, we not only defend the national rights
of the Arab Palestinian people and their human
rights, but we also build bridges of friendship
between our two peoples over the abyss of hos
tility and chauvinism, and strengthen the noble
struggle for peace.

LESSONS AND REPERCUSSIONS
OF THE WAR IN LEBANON

The war in Lebanon, launched by the Israeli
government on June 6, 1982, was part of a joint
American-Israeli strategy in the Middle East.
The war, which has still not ended, is a new,
more extremist stage in the American-Israeli ag
gression against Lebanon. It was preceded in
1978 by the Israeli invasion into Lebanon,
named the "Litani operation."

Our Communist Party and the Democratic
Front for Peace and Equality stood from the first
moment against the war in Lebanon, con
demned the Begin government and the Reagan
Administration, who launched the war. The
Knesset faction of the Democratic Front for
Peace and Equality was the only faction that ta
bled a motion of nonconfidence in the govern
ment. Without the initiative of the DFPE, the
Knesset would not even have discussed the
war. All the other factions behaved according to
the principle of false patriotism: "Quiet, they
are shooting."

On June 8, 1982, only two days after the Is

raeli army invaded Lebanon, the Knesset held
the debate on the nonconfidence motion. Only
our faction voted against the war and for non
confidence. Nine Knesset members decided not
to take part in the voting. All other Knesset
members voted for the war. Some justified
themselves after the failure of the war, claiming
they thought the invasion would stop at 40 kilo
meters and that the war would continue only
three days. This is an adventurist position. Con
sent to the principle that the army of one state is
entitled to invade another state; the attempt to
solve the Palestinian question by military means
and to impose American-Israeli rule on Lebanon
are fundamentally unacceptable.

The Knesset members of the Alignment
[coalition led by the Labor Party—Ed.] attacked
sharply the nonconfidence motion and even
called it a "provocation." After the failure of the
war, some of them recalled that they actually
opposed it, but voted for it. This points to the
degeneration of these leaders; they gambled on
the success of the war, presumed that its aims
would be reached and hoped to share the "glo
ry" with the Likud [coalition of Right parties led
by Herat—Ed.] government. But since the fail
ure of the war has become clear, they are trying
to escape responsibility.

Against the background of the aggressive
nationalist policy of the Likud government and
the support of this policy by the Alignment, the
historical responsibility shown by the Commu
nist Party of Israel for the fate of our peoples
and our homeland is evident. By our struggle,
from the first moment, against the war in Leb
anon, we have proved again who really cares
for security and who threatens it; whose policy
is an anchor of salvation for Israel and who is
liable to bring only disaster upon our peoples.

The war in Lebanon proves that Israel has
not the power to "solve" the Palestinian ques
tion by military means, nor impose its will on
the Lebanese people. The war in Lebanon is a
political as well as military failure. It has not re
moved the trauma of the war in October 1973,
as its organizers hoped, but created an addi
tional trauma, which is still deeper.

The aggressive war in Lebanon has not at
tained any basic aim that the organizers of the 
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aggression hoped to achieve:
• The war did not succeeed in liquidating

the struggle of the Palestinian people, nor its
recognized representative. Despite the crisis in
side the PLO, the Palestinian problem has re
mained the center of the Israeli-Arab conflict;

• The war has not succeeded in imposing
the rule of the fascist Phalange, the allies of the
Israeli government, in Lebanon;

• The war has not succeeded in bringing
the downfall of the anti-imperialist regime in
Syria and liquidating its influence in Lebanon.
On the contrary, Syria has remained the main
external factor in Lebanon. The scheme was: Af
ter subduing the Palestinians and Lebanese, to
launch a military offensive against Syria, to
force Syria to abandon its independent policy
and to sever its relations with the Soviet Union.
The minister of the war in Lebanon, Ariel Sha
ron, confirmed this when he said, "The war
might develop into a total war against Syria."
But the result was different. In self-defense,
Syria strengthened its ties with the Soviet Un
ion. The Soviet Union, for its part, warned the
USA and Israel that if Syria were attacked it
would not stand alone. Thus the Soviet Union
saved the people of Israel and the Arab peoples
from a still more serious war.

• The war in Lebanon has also proved that
the USA, the senior partner in the aggression
against Lebanon, has not the power to impose
its will on the Middle East. The Reagan Admin
istration was forced to withdraw the U.S. ma
rines from Beirut and to remove its warships
from the Lebanese coast. This was a serious po
litical defeat of American imperialism.

The aggression in Lebanon, although it did
not attain its basic aims, had the most serious
consequences. It cost a great many casualties
and caused destruction and ruin. Israel itself
suffered some five thousand killed and
wounded. As a result of the war in Lebanon,
Israel's economy and society are on the verge of
collapse; racism is expanding and the danger of
fascism has grown; Israel has lost almost every
independent status and become a satellite de
pending entirely on Washington.

The war was deadly for the Palestinian and
Lebanese people. It was an aggressive war, 

waged with methods of extermination and
scorched earth. Tens of thousands of Palestin
ians and Lebanese were killed and wounded.
Cities, villages and refugee camps were de
stroyed. The massacre in the refugee camps of
Sabra and Shatila shocked the peoples of the
world.

A mass movement against the war in Leb
anon developed in Israel. For the first time in
the annals of Israel, our Communist Party was
not isolated in its struggle against aggressive
war. The previous aggressive wars (1956, 1967)
kindled by Israeli governments were supported
by all political parties and circles except our
Party. In the course of the war, the resistance
became broader and included further circles
with different political and ideological opinions.

The intensification of the struggle of the
Lebanese people against Israeli occupation has
turned the stay of the Israeli army in Lebanon
into a most dangerous task. The political and
military establishment in Israel has lost much of
its previous prestige. The struggle of the Leb
anese people, with the support of Syria, for lib
eration from Israeli occupation; the sympathy of
the world public for their just struggle; the
growing struggle in Israel against the war—all
these forced the "national unity government" to
decide on a withdrawal from Lebanon. This was
a confession of failure.

However, the Peres-Shamir government
has decided to leave and not to leave Lebanon.
It decided to shorten the lines but continue to
occupy in Southern Lebanon a territory desig
nated the "security strip." Israeli forces con
tinue to invade Lebanese villages and Palestin
ian refugee camps outside the "security strip"
and commit there atrocious acts against the ci
vilian population. Air and sea bombings of Pal
estinian refugee camps and Lebanese localities
continue. Casualties include many women, chil
dren and old people. The Israeli navy continues
to attack Lebanese ports and carries out piratical
attacks against ships sailing to and from Leb
anon. Israeli political and military intervention
in Lebanon continues in old and new forms.
Nor is the danger of a war against Syria over.

Our Party is fighting against the aggressive
policy of the government, for a full withdrawal 
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of the Israeli forces from Lebanon to the interna
tional border, for an abrogation of the "security
strip" and a dispersal of the mercenary gangs
cynically called the "South Lebanese army."

We are fighting to stop all Israeli interven
tion in Lebanon. This is also the way to avoid
further Israeli casualties and reach an
agreement granting security to the inhabitants
on both sides of the border, in Galilee and in
Southern Lebanon.

The argument inside Israel on the war in
Lebanon roused questions regarding the basic
Israeli policy toward the Palestinian people and
regarding the neighbooring Arab states, and led
many to a reassessment of previous wars

The head of the Likud government, Menac-
him Begin, admitted that the war in Lebanon
was not launched because there was no choice,
not because Israel was in danger, but for politi
cal goals. "This was a war of choice," he said.
But he claimed also, "all previous wars, except
the War of Independence, were wars of choice."
Thus Begin disavowed the lie, which is accepted
by the whole Zionist and religious establish
ment, that Israel's aggressive wars were wars
that started because there was "no choice," to
prevent the "liquidation of Israel." The myth
that wars initiated by Israel were wars of de
fense suffered a serious blow.

Experience has proved time and again that
the evaluation of these wars by our Party is cor
rect. We told the people the truth, while other
parties supported the official lie of the Israeli
governments at the time of the French-British-
Israeli aggression against Egypt in 1956 and
again, with American backing, in 1967.

The minister of the war in Lebanon, Ariel
Sharon, defined, in an Israeli television inter
view (May 5, 1985), the use of lies as a tradi
tional principle of the ruling circles in Israel. Not
only in the war in Lebanon, he said, have we
lied. Also in previous wars: "In 1956 we said
that we were going to strike at saboteurs' bases
in Sinai, and no such base existed there." Sha
ron goes still further. He denies that the whole
War of Independence (1946-1949) was a "war of
no choice." In an article in Yediot Aharonot,
May 31,1985, he writes:
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The norm that we seek to fight "political wars"
(which are, by definition, also wars "of choice") was
already applied in the War of Independence. As Da
vid Ben Gurion, too, defined it: "Till the first cease
fire we were fighting for our lives. Since then we have
carried out mainly political actions by military
means" (War Diary, p. 914). And really, which
"danger to the Israeli community or to part of the
community" have we forstalled in the War of Inde
pendence when we conquered the Negev, Eilat, Bin
Gedi or Nazareth? And which danger was forestalled
by the conquest of Sharm-el-Sheikh (twice?) and the
bloody casualties suffered for years along the Suez
Canal. . . and this is only part of the list.

And Sharon continues:

Indeed, our wars were all "political" and "wars of
choice." Their aims varied from creating a "new or
der" in Egypt (the downfall of Nasser) and prevent
ing a "new order" in Jordan, through sovereign de
mands in Sinai (Ben Gurion declared at the end of the
Sinai campaign in 1956 that we were fighting for the
establishment of the "Third Kingdom of Israel"
Which goal can be more "political"?), the annexation
of areas in Eretz-Israel and the Golan Heights, and
securing economic interests. And indeed, all our
wars were "political" and "wars of choice." The defi
nition of the Peace of Galilee Campaign (war in Leb
anon) as a political "war of choice" was therefore
quite accurate.

These are the words of Ariel Sharon.
When two thieves quarrel, the truth comes

out. Time and again it has been proved that our
Party has always told the people the truth, has
correctly evaluated the nature of the wars. Our
Party also correctly evaluated the war of 1948:

In 1948 the people of Israel fought for national inde
pendence, for liberation from the British foreign rule.
However, the Zionist leadership and the Israeli gov
ernment have betrayed the struggle for indepen
dence and the aspirations of the people. They sold
Israel's independence to American imperialism and,
in partnership with Arab reaction and according to an
agreement with King Abdullah, they acted to prevent
the establishment of the independent Palestinian
state. The Zionist leadership has made efforts to con
quer as many areas as possible and to drive out as
many Arabs as possible from the country, and the re-
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suits are well known. (60 Years of the Communist
Party of Israel, pages 54-55.)

If the state of Israel had pursued the policy
advocated by our Party, Israel would long since
be living in security and peace with all its neigh
bors, including the independent Palestinian
state.

FOR A COMPREHENSIVE,
JUST AND STABLE PEACE

Developments in recent years have proved
again that policies of the ruling establishment in
Israel do not lead to peace, but to wars to per
petuate conquests and which subordinate Israel
to the strategy of American imperialism and
NATO.

It is evident to anyone not detached from
reality that the only possibility of reaching a
real, comprehensive, just and stable peace with
the Palestinian people and with all our neigh
bors lies in the program of the Communist
Party. Our program is based on justice and po
litical realism, on respect for the rights of all
peoples and states involved in the Israeli-Arab
conflict.

The peace program suggested by our Party
is the only program whose implementation will
make it possible to put an end to the wars be
tween Israel and the Arab peoples and at last
give our peoples security. The implementation
of the peace program suggested by us will en
able Israel to get rid of the dangerous depen
dence on American oil and arms magnates, and
take the road that leads to real economic and po
litical independence. Peace will make it possible
to diminish considerably military expenses,
help to solve economic and social problems, al
low for economic growth, supply jobs to the un
employed and allow allocation of much larger
sums to health services, education, housing,
welfare, culture and sport. The comprehensive,
just and stable peace will help to solve the hard
problems of the inhabitants of poor neighbor
hoods and villages.

Peace will create more favorable conditions
for the recovery of Israeli society, which is
threatened by fascism and is experiencing,
alongside the economic and social crisis, a pro

cess of brutalization and moral crisis.
Peace will create more favorable conditions

for the struggle against racism and abrogation of
the policy of national discrimination and op
pression against the Arab population in Israel.

Peace will create better conditions for the
struggle to end communal discrimination in all
spheres.

Peace will bring about an essential change
in the international status of Israel. Israel will
extricate itself from isolation, in which its fate is
entirely in the hands of American imperialism,
and will gain wide international connections,
including diplomatic, economic and cultural re
lations with the Arab states, with the Soviet Un
ion and the other socialist countries, and also
with the independent, nonaligned states of Af
rica, Asia and Latin America.

The just peace program proposed by our
Party is accepted by the overwhelming majority
of states in the world and is incorporated in the
resolutions of the UN General Assembly and
Security Council. Our program is also accepta
ble to all the Arab countries sharing borders
with Israel and is compatible with the resolu
tions of the national councils of the Arab-Pales
tinian people and with the summit resolutions
of the Arab states in Fez.

AN INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE
IS THE ONLY WAY

In the present situation, an international confer
ence under the auspices of the United Nations is
the only way to solve the Israeli-Arab conflict.
All parties involved in the conflict must take
part in this conference: Israel, the PLO as the
exclusive representative of the Arab-Palestinian
people, the Arab states, the Soviet Union, the
United States and other interested states.

The political consensus of the Alignment
and the Likud is reflected by their joint opposi
tion to an international peace conference. In
stead, they suggest "direct" negotiations with a
Jordanian or a Jordanian-Palestinian delegation
which would include only those Palestinians on
whom the Israel and the USA agree, with Amer
ica as the exclusive mediator.

Behind the opposition to an international
conference stands the opposition to a just and 
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comprehensive solution and opposition to the
participation of the PLO and the Soviet Union in
the efforts to reach a settlement.

The arguments against participation of the
Soviet Union, as Prime Minister Peres defined
them, are that the USSR supports "extremist
Arab positions" and does not maintain diploma
tic relations with Israel.

These are not reasons but excuses. Defining
the Soviet peace program, which includes estab
lishment of an independent Palestinian state
alongside Israel on the West Bank, in the Gaza
Strip and East Jerusalem, providing effective in
ternational guarantees for the security of all
states, and recognition of the right of Israel to
sovereign existence and security like other
states, as support of an extremist Arab position
is sheer demagogy.

The argument of an absence of diplomatic
recognition is also only an excuse.

The Soviet Union is prepared to restore dip
lomatic relations with Israel if the reasons that
caused their severance are removed. The Soviet
Union has never changed its principled position
toward Israel, supporting its right to sovereign
existence and security. The aggression by the Is
raeli government is responsible for the sever
ance of relations.

If the absence of diplomatic relations were
the reason for the opposition of the Israeli gov
ernment to an international conference, Prime
Minister Peres would say: If diplomatic relations
are renewed, we shall go to the international
conference proposed by the Soviet Union and
the UN. But he doesn't say that.

At the 1973 Geneva Conference on the Mid
dle East, held under UN auspices, the Soviet
Union and the USA served as chairmen. Israel
participated, even though the positions of the
USSR at the time were identical to its present
position and even though then, too, there were
no diplomatic relations between the Soviet Un
ion and Israel.

Not all the parties involved in the conflict
took part in the Geneva Conference. Among the
states in that region, only Israel, Jordan and
Egypt participated. There was no Palestinian
representation and Syria and other Arab states
did not participate. Therefore, consent on the 
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part of Israel to an international conference with
representatives of the PLO on an equal basis
with other delegations would mean the begin
ning of a change in official Israeli policy.

After the Geneva Conference, it was
planned to include additional participants. On
October 1, 1977, the foreign ministers of the
USSR and the USA, Gromyko and Vance,
signed an agreement according to which the Ge
neva Conference should have met again in De
cember of that year, with the participation of a
united Arab delegation, in which the PLO
should have been represented on an equal ba
sis. This was a compromise to continue a se
rious peace process. The USA withdrew from
the signed agreement and initiated, together
with Begin and Sadat, the Camp David plot
against a comprehensive, just and stable peace
and against the right of the Palestinian people to
self determination.

The real reason for the opposition of the
USA and Israel to an international conference is
their negative attitude towards a comprehen
sive solution of the conflict. They are interested
in our region remaining a powder key, and seek
the creation of a regional military bloc under
American auspices. They seek to break the na
tional liberation movements and the indepen
dent anti-imperialist states.

The renewed American efforts to reach a
second Camp David accord are also not in
tended to advance a comprehensive peace in
our region, but to annihilate Palestinian inde
pendence and the PLO, to isolate Syria and
other anti-imperialist states. The USA uses eco
nomic and diplomatic pressure to achieve its
strategic aims. At the same time, American im
perialism threatens openly to start a war against
Syria and other independent states which it
calls "terrorist."

We have to warn the partisans of peace
against the American schemes, which only de
lay peace and might bring disaster on the peo
ple of Israel and all peoples of the region and
even endanger world peace.

The very consent of Syria and the PLO to sit
together with the official representatives of Is
rael is an expression of readiness to recognize
Israel on a basis of reciprocity. Likewise, the po
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sitions with respect to the solution itself are per
fectly clear: All states bordering Israel, as well as
the PLO, are prepared for peace with Israel,
based on the withdrawal of Israel from all the
Arab territories occupied by Israel since 1967.
However, the leaderships of the Likud, the
Alignment and of the other Zionist parties are
opposed to this and demand territorial annexa
tions. Under these conditions it is clear that
even if direct negotiations continued many
years, no accord would be reached. It would be
like treading water, and the occupying state—
Israel—would only try to win further time to ex
pand the colonization of the Palestinian territo
ries and the Golan Heights, and to prepare, to
gether with the USA and NATO,
implementation of their global plan by all
means, including military.

The ruling circles in Israel vehemently re
fuse to withdraw from the occupied Palestinian
and Syrian territories and are not prepared to
recognize the right of the Palestinian people to
self-determination. Therefore, instead of taking
into "consideration" the opposition of the Israeli
and U.S. governments to an international con
ference, it is necessary to overcome this opposi
tion. Without an international conference, no
peace, and without peace there will be no secu
rity.

Those who oppose an international confer
ence prevent, consciously or unconsciously, the
resolution of the Arab-Israeli conflict and help
preparation of further wars between Israel and
the Arab peoples.

THE PEACE PROGRAM
PROPOSED BYTHE CPI

1. Israel will withdraw from all the Arab ter
ritories which it occupied since the aggressive
war in June 1967.

2. The right of the Arab-Palestinian people
to self-determination and establishment of their
independent state in the West Bank, including
East Jerusalem and the Gaza Strip, must be re
spected.

3. The Golan Heights will be returned to
Syria.

4. A just solution of the problem of the Pal

estinian refugees must be guaranteed, in ac
cordance with the UN resolutions recognizing
their right to choose between returning to their
homeland and receiving compensation.

5. The right of Israel and the Arab states,
including the independent Palestinian state, to
sovereign existence and development in condi
tions of peace and security must be respected.

6. All parties shall renounce every claim of
belligerency and respect the sovereignty and
territorial integrity of all states in the region, in
cluding Israel and the independent Palestinian
state, and their right to live in peace in recog
nized and secure borders, free of threats or use
of force.

7. The peace conditions shall be anchored
in treaties between the states, that will consti
tute the legal basis for peaceful coexistence be
tween them.

8. The annexation of East Jerusalem, occu
pied by Israel, shall be abrogated. East Jerusa
lem shall be under the sovereignty of the inde
pendent Palestinian state. West Jerusalem shall
be recognized as the capital of Israel and East
Jerusalem as the capital of the independent Pal
estinian state. Within the framework of the
peace settlement, there is room for arrange
ments that guarantee cooperation between Is
rael and the Palestinian parts of the city in mu
nicipal affairs as well as free access to the holy
places of the various religions, free movement
between parts of the city, and so on.

The peace settlements will open the way to
further agreements between Israel and the inde
pendent Palestinian state and other neighboring
states on various issues, including economic is
sues.

It is necessary to abrogate the Camp David
accords, which deny the right of the Arab-Pales
tinian people to self-determination and which
extract the handling of the Middle East crisis
from the United Nations framework. It is nec
essary to abrogate the Amman agreement,
which is an infringement upon the right of the
Arab Palestinian people to self-determination.

The peace settlement obliges the disman
tling of all colonial settlements in the occupied
territories. 
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Transnational Monopoly and
Contemporary Capitalism

STANISLAV MENSHIKOV

The 27th Congress of the CPSU put special em
phasis on new economic and political phenom
ena in contemporary capitalism. As stated in the
Political Report of the Central Committee to the
Congress, and also in the new edition of the
Program of the CPSU, “The capitalism of today
... is in many ways different from what it was
in the early and even in the middle of the 20th
century." (Mikhail Gorbachev, Political Report
of the CPSU Central Committee to the 27th
Party Congress.) On the one hand, the overall
framework of monopoly capitalism is retained,
with all its main features, as defined by V.I. Le
nin. On the other, the basic traits of imperialism
do not remain unchanged, and, as time passes,
are filled with new content.

This is inevitable since contemporary capi
talism is under the influence of powerful, his
torical, revolutionary forces, which are chang
ing the appearance of our planet. At the same
time, due to internal laws of capitalist devel
opment, there is an increasing conflict between
productive forces and relations of production
which forces capitalism to adjust and modify its
forms of operation, methods of domination,
means of making policy.

During World War I, Lenin concluded that
monopoly capitalism was being transformed
into state monopoly capitalism. This became
even more apparent with the onset of the Great
Depression of the 1930s. Contemporary capital
ism is state monopoly capitalism, but is experi
encing further deep transformation. In its ear
lier form it proved unable to tackle either the
deepening of cyclical crises in the 1970s and
1980s or their intertwining with the long-term
structural crisis, mass unemployment, inflation,

The following is printed as a contribution to the discussion
of current developments in capitalist economy. Stanislav
Menshikov is a Soviet specialist on questions of interna
tional economy and the author of Millionaires and Man
agers, a study of the structure of U.S. finance capital. 

budget deficits, government debts. In search for
a way out, state monopoly capitalism changes
its forms, accents direct attacks on the standard
of living and rights of workers. Political power
is being usurped by transnational corporations
and the military industrial complex.

In short, this is an important new phase in
the evolution of state monopoly capital. This ar
ticle deals with the changes in imperialism,
caused by the rise of transnational capital. Such
changes do not exhaust all new manifestations
of state monopoly capitalism, but are important,
since they affect its very deep foundations.

THE RISE OF
TRANSNATIONAL
MONOPOLIES

Corporations with control over enterprises
abroad first became prominent in the early
twentieth century. More often than not, they
controlled sources of cheap raw materials in col
onies and dependent countries. After World
War II, U.S. monopolies increasingly expanded
into foreign manufacturing, creating the first
transnational corporations (TNCs) in their cur
rent form. Since the late 1960s, U.S. firms have
been joined by German, British, French and Jap
anese companies, so that in the 1970s TNCs be
came a typical general phenomenon. By the
mid-1980s, total foreign capital under their con
trol was estimated at $600 to $800 billion, a six to
eight-fold increase as compared to 1967. The to
tal number of foreign affiliates controlled by
TNCs, according to UN data, has surpassed
100,000, with more than two-thirds of them in
developed capitalist countries.

The rapid rise of the TNCs was caused pri
marily by the fact that concentration of produc
tion had overgrown national boundaries, re
flecting salient features of today's productive
forces:

1. The potential of mass production has in
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creased to the extent that national markets of
large, not just small, countries have often be
come too narrow to guarantee maximum prof
its.

2. Optimizing large-scale production ne
cessitates international specialization and coop
eration of enterprises in different countries, tied
together in complexes under one control, not
just by international commerce.

3. New techniques and technologies of
production control, programming, communica
tion and transportation have made it physically
possible to manage from one center large num
bers of plants situated all over the world.

The growth of the TNCs was also caused by
sharper competition. For mature monopoly cap
italism, oligopoly, i.e., domination of most in
dustries by a few large corporations, has be
come typical. To expand without destroying
high monopoly prices, oligopolies have to di
versify, moving first to other industries in the
same country, then to the same industries in
other countries. Oligopoly makes transnation
alization a necessity.

As Lenin noted, "Crises of every kind—
economic crises most frequently, but not only
these . . . increase very considerably the ten
dency towards concentration and towards mo
nopoly." (Collected Works, Vol. 22, p. 209.)
Crises of the 1970s and early 1980s have
strengthened the tendency toward international
concentration, growth of TNCs and mergers be
tween them.

Initially the fight for international markets
between monopolistic giants of different coun
tries was waged mainly in foreign trade. Since
the 1970s, it has increasingly been transferred to
export of capital. To control a foreign market it
became imperative to set up plants inside it.
This also helped overcome protectionist bar
riers. By the end of the 1970s, total sales of for
eign subsidiaries of U.S. TNCs were four times
as large as total U.S. commodity exports. For
British TNCs the relation was two to one, for
German and French, one to one. The share of
foreign subsidiaries in total sales of TNCs in
creased from 30 per cent in 1970 to 40 per cent in
1980; in total number of employees from 39 to 46 

per cent; in total net profits from 49 to 53 per
cent. Thus, by the early 1980s an important
frontier had been crossed—more than half of
the surplus value appropriated by the TNCs
came from foreign enterprises.

TRANSNATIONALS
AGAINST THE
WORKING CLASS

One of the principal motives for the expansion
of TNCs was to strengthen monopoly's position
vis-a-vis the working class. Capital exports were
traditionally directed to countries with cheaper
labor. Corporations still move production from
developed to developing countries. This is sup
plemented by manipulating output and em
ployment between plants of the same TNC situ
ated in different developing countries. It has
become a major pressure on unions and on in
comes and rights of working people. Examples
are numerous: Litton Industries, annoyed by
strikes in the U.S., moved its production of
typewriters to the FRG and Britain. Workers
were fired without warning, severance pay or
other compensation due under the contract.

Ford, in order to reduce union activities at
its plants in Western Europe, redistributed pro
duction so that in case of a strike in one country
it could continue production at parallel plants in
other countries. Surplus capacity was created to
be put to use in case of a strike emergency.

Another way to "discipline" workers and to
increase the rate of exploitation is to reorganize
plants by agreement between TNCs. The
jointly-owned plant opened by Toyota and Gen
eral Motors in Fremont, Cal. is a former GM fac
tory shut during the auto crisis. Toyota re
equipped the plant, importing from Japan
automated assembly lines and 170 robots. It re
hired less than 2,500 workers out of 7,000 who
had worked there previously. Production effi
ciency and greater flexibility in using labor were
the stated reasons. The aim was to halve the
time required to produce a car, as compared to
the prevailing rate in the U.S.

The International Herald Tribune (Feb. 25,
1984), describing transnationalization inroads in
California, indicated that it is far more impor
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tant for local firms to find markets in Japan or
Hong Kong than to maintain production and
employment in Los Angeles and other cities of
the state. More than half the cars running on its
roads are foreign-made, but TNCs are decisively
against protectionism and are fully satisfied by
higher rates of exploitation introduced by Japa
nese TNCs.

Even before the onset of the "conservative
wave" and in addition to it, TNCs have started
the practical implementation of the strategy of
"class revenge." The examples given above
from U.S. experience could be easily supple
mented by similar cases in Western Europe.
There is a striking similarity in the general anti
working-class behavior of transnational capital
all over the capitalist world.

ANEW
FORM OF
CAPITAL

In the course of their evolution, the TNCs pass
through a number of stages. The first starts with
the creation or acquisition of a small number of
enterprises abroad. At this juncture, maintain
ing and expanding its position in the domestic
market is the predominant interest of the cor
poration. The operation of foreign subsidiaries
is subordinate to this major goal.

At the second stage, the role of foreign op
erations is greatlv expanded, and their manage
ment becomes an independent function within
the TNC. Its interests are often divided and in
conflict with each other: at times the drive to
dominate foreign markets prevails over preserv
ing positions in the domestic economy.

Finally, at the third stage, the prevailing
business criteria of the TNC become global. The
company acts as if it has been torn away from its
domestic soil. Though one of the countries
where it operates remains the home country of
the TNC, the interests of individual countries,
including the home country, are subordinated
to maximizing the firm's global profit.

In its highest manifestation, transnational
monopoly capital, torn apart from national soil,
unquestionably becomes a new form of capital,
different from all others. It is true that the 

boundary between monopoly capital, which is
mainly concerned with its own national econ
omy, and transnational monopoly capital,
which operates as if it is above national econ
omies, is very flexible. However, a new dual
structure is created within the boundaries of
both developing and developed capitalist coun
tries: on the one hand, national capital—includ
ing its nonmonopolized and monopolized sec
tors, and, on the other hand transnational
capital, which includes both home-based TNCs
with a major part of their capital and production
abroad, and domestic enterprises controlled by,
or acting in close union with, foreign capital.

It would not be correct to completely iden
tify home and foreign-based TNCs. The correla
tion between the two depends on their compar
ative positions in the economy and political
structure of a given country, on the degree to
which their interests coincide or clash both
within and outside the country. These and
other factors determine whether relations be
tween these two parts of the transnational sec
tor are relatively cold and unfriendly or warm
and allied. But more often than not, there is a
close cooperation and coordination of strategy.

Relations between the internal and transna
tional sectors also vary. In some cases they
supplement each other, with the domestic sec
tor, though formally independent, working for
and servicing the transnational one. Such a situ
ation, for example, prevails in Japan. In other
cases, the two are in deep conflict, since the ac
tivities of the TNCs—both home and foreign
based—are directly harmful to the interests of
nationally-oriented capital. This is dearly the
case in the United Kingdom. An intermediate
situation exists in the USA, FRG and France,
where relations between the national and trans
national sectors are based on conflict and com
promise.

TRANSNATIONAL
FINANCE
CAPITAL

In the 1970s not only did the rise of the TNCs
accelerate, but an important new phenomenon
came to the fore—transnational banks (TNBs).
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According to UN data, 43 out of 50 leading com
mercial banks in the capitalist world have for
eign affiliates and subsidiaries totalling more
than 4,000. Of these, 61 per cent, with 79 per
cent of assets, are situated in developed coun
tries. Underlying this trend were a few major
factors:

1. In their expansion abroad, banks fol
lowed their largest clients—the TNCs.

2. Foreign bank affiliates became an impor
tant source of additional money capital—both
personal and corporate savings—accumulated
in other countries.

3. Slower economic growth made profita
ble placement of excess loan capital a major
problem. This was especially true of Japanese
banks, which had previously concentrated
wholly on financing domestic industry. Now,
with the slowdown, they were forced to seek
clients abroad.

4. The rapid expansion of Eurocurrency,
Eurobond and Eurostock markets made foreign
bank expansion a necessity. To tap and serve
these markets, banks had to establish affiliates
and subsidiaries on the spot.

Increasingly profitable were TNBs' loans
and credits to developing and other countries.
Oligopolistic positions of TNBs helped drive up
interest rates and thus aggravate the external
debt problem of developing nations. Another
source of quick profits was currency specu
lation, which became particularly easy to in
dulge in through the banks' affiliates in various
leading world financial centers. Wide gyrations
of exchange rates helped secure profits both in
rising and falling markets.

Investment banks established themselves
as leading underwriters of Eurobonds and Eu
rostocks issued by the TNCs. Even leading U.S.
corporations had to approach the Euromarket in
search of additional funds. Leading investment
banks of different countries participated in un
derwriting consortia, but they also had to merge
in order to maintain their dominant position.
Thus, in 1985 the three Lazard Freres firms in
New York, London and Paris set up a joint part
nership to coordinate their operations on a
global basis. The Swiss Credit Suisse acquired 

control over the international operations of the
Wall Street firm White Weld. Dillon Read (New
York) sold part of its stock to a large Swedish
banking concern, etc.

With the internationalization of investment
banks and the stock markets, the trend toward
multinational ownership of the TNCs and TNBs
became more pronounced. This accelerated the
fusion between transnational industrial and
banking monopolies and thus the rise of trans
national finance capital (TNFC). The forms of
this fusion were manifold.

• accumulation of large portfolios of stocks
of TNCs in banks, insurance and investment
companies;

• increasing ownership by TNCs of banks'
stocks;

• simultaneous ownership of stocks of
TNCs and TNBs by the same groups of large
stockholders;

• closer business and financial ties between
TNCs and TNBs. In addition to coordinating
capital investment programs of TNCs, main
taining credit lines for them and extending pref
erential loans to large customers, the TNCs
involved themselves in managing reorganiza
tions, mergers and acquisitions on an interna
tional level. Both sides profited by the mutual
flow of confidential business information;

• personal union and interlocking direc
torships between TNCs and TNBs.

According to the French author, Pierre
Grou (La Structure Financiere du Capitalisme
Multinational, Presses de la Fondation Nation
ale des Sciences Politique, Paris, 1983), the frac
tion of the 500 largest TNCs controlled by banks
increased from 13 per cent in 1965 to 26 per cent
in 1978. One of the leading TNBs, Morgan
Guaranty Trust, through its trust department
has accumulated controlling shares in 12 TNCs.
It is also a leading stockholder in 24 other cor
porations, and is among the three largest stock
holders in yet another 36 companies. The total
number of TNCs with which it is closely asso
ciated by stock ownership or management is no
less than 70.

The fusion of TNCs and TNBs inevitably
leads to the transnationalization of finance oli
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garchic groupings. Initially such groups devel
oped within various national economies. But in
the last decade they not only became predomi
nantly transnational, controlling hundreds of
firms and banks in other countries, but also
combined with finance groupings of other coun
tries to form multinational financial empires.

At present, the majority of national finan
cial groupings have retained control over their
principal banks and industrial concerns. Our
analysis of 50 of the largest TNCs and 20 TNBs
(based in the USA, United Kingdom, FRG, Ja
pan, France, Italy and Netherlands) shows that
only two of them are under evident foreign con
trol. But growing internationalization of capital
ownership is evident in increasing numbers of
foreign directors on the boards of TNCs and
TNBs. For example, foreign board members in
U.S. corporations, which were nonexistant
some 20 years ago, are now present in such
leading U.S. concerns as Exxon, E.l. Dupont de
Nemours, General Motors, Chrysler, Texaco,
ITT, Occidental Petroleum, United Technolo
gies, Citicorp and others. Some directors of U.S.
TNCs and TNBs simultaneously serve on the
boards of leading foreign concerns. Thus, Rob
ert McNamara is director of both San Francisco s
Bank of America and Royal Dutch Shell, based
in the Netherlands. Former U.S. Secretary of
Commerce John Connor now heads the U.S. af
filiate of the Schroeder bank. The board of direc
tors of IBM (UK) includes the chairman of the
leading London Rothschild family bank and
other members of the British financial oligarchy.
Many TNCs and TNBs nowadays have also set
up international and regional advisory boards,
where foreign representatives are even more
prominent than on boards of directors.

Powerful objective forces are at work which
help drive together finance groupings of various
countries. When leading banks, based in differ
ent countries, merge (as in the case of Lazard
Freres) the door is open for intertwining be
tween TNCs closely associated with such banks.
When TNBs open subsidiaries in foreign coun
tries they inevitably create intimate ties with lo
cal industrial firms and banks. All major TNCs
use foreign, as well as domestic, banks as 

sources of credits and financial services. A look
at the lists of largest clients of leading banks
shows that they include scores of foreign-based
TNCs. All this leads not so much to the absorp
tion of one national finance group by another,
but rather to joint control over industrial and
banking empires and to dividing spheres of in
terest within individual TNCs and TNBs.

The community of economic and political
interests of the transnational plutocracy is evi
denced by such organizations as the Bilderberg
Club, Trilateral Commission and other associa
tions of business elite representatives of differ
ent countries. This also shows that cosmopoli
tan plutocracies clearly realize both the fact of
their own existence as a particular social stratum
and the need to coordinate their policies and
strategy.

In spite of this, the tendency toward trans
nationalization not only has not eliminated ri
valry between financial groups and national im
perialisms, but, on the contrary, in many ways
served to strengthen it. This is evidenced by
substantial changes in the relative strength of
the TNCs based in different countries, and by
their acute competition, particularly in the 1970s
and 1980s. Fighting each other, transnational
monopolies seek the support of the bourgeois
state and endanger national interests and na
tional sovereignty. The relation between the
TNCs and nation states deserves special atten
tion.

TRANSNATIONAL
CAPITAL AND
NATIONAL STATES

We have already mentioned the particular flexi
bility of TNCs and their capacity to maneuver
resources on a global scale. Thus they are able to
substantially influence output, employment
and financial conditions of national economies.
Often, particularly in the case of smaller coun
tries, TNCs and TNBs tend to violate or bypass
local laws and try to turn such countries into
their neocolonies.

In the course of the current structural crisis,
interests of transnational finance capital have
often clashed with the direction of government 
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economic intervention in large capitalist coun
tries. Traditionally, governments have at
tempted to stimulate and support enterpises
and industries in difficult economic situations,
since this affected general business conditions
in the country and thus the profits and well-be
ing of the national bourgeoisie. Contrary to this,
the TNCs more often than not tend to close
down and liquidate failing enterprises and even
curtail whole industries (e.g., steel). This ap
proach tends to clash with economic policies of
nationally-minded governments.

As comrade Mikhail S. Gorbachev indi
cated in his report to the 27th Congress of the
CPSU,

A new knot of contradictions has appeared and is be
ing swifty tightened between the transnational cor
porations and the nation state form of society's politi
cal organization. The transnational corporations are
undermining the sovereignty both of developing and
of developed capitalist countries. They make active
use of state monopoly regulation when it suits their
interests, and come into sharp conflict with it when
they see the slightest threat to their profits from the
actions of bourgeois governments.

Some theoreticians of the TNCs have been
propagating the necessity of a gradual elimina
tion of the nation state. According to such au
thors, the nation state is but a passing phase of
the organization of society. To quote one of
them, Endel-Jacob Kolde (USA), "A wider and
more flexible structure is the categorical imper
ative for a new epoch." (Environment of Inter
national Business, Kent Publishing Co., Boston,
1985, p. 479.) He feels that it is inevitable that
functions of nation states will diminish within
larger supranational agglomerations, where the
TNCs would enjoy unlimited scope for their ac
tivities.

A prominent executive of IBM sings the
same tune: "For business purposes the bounda
ries that separate one nation from another are
no more real than the equator." (Quoted in The
Changing Anatomy of Britain by Anthony
Sampson, Vintage Books, New York, 1984, p.
369.) The British author, Anthony Sampson,
critical of the TNCs, poses a rhetorical question:

"Have the great corporations become perma
nent world institutions, more permanent than
some nations themselves?" (op. cit., p. 371.)

In actual life, antinational ideas of the TNCs
serve as a cover for the hegemonistic and impe
rial ambitions of U.S. and some other, smaller,
national imperialisms, who tend to expand their
field of domination. This is in contrast with the
existence of more than a hundred sovereign
states—a fact which they are not able to elimi
nate or completely ignore. Therefore, the strat
egy of the TNCs and TNBs is to penetrate the
existing form of government, merge with it, im
pose their control over it and make it subordi
nate to its wishes.

The attitude of the TNCs toward the state is
not straightforward. Transnational monopolies
object to government activity if it comes into
conflict with their demands. For example, they
are critical of taxation, if they consider it exces
sive, and of social legislation, since it tends to
make labor more expensive. But TNCs are much
in favor of profitable government contracts, of
access to government subsidies and other finan
cial preferences, of the practically free utiliza
tion of new technologies developed with gov
ernment money, of the possibility of influencing
politicians and using their support inside coun
tries, especially on the international arena. As
transnational finance capital becomes more
powerful, the contradiction, "nation versus
TNCs" is usually solved in the following ways:
(1) transnational monopolies naturally merge
with the state, first and foremost in their home
country; (2) government policies undergo thor
ough change to serve the interests of transna
tional capital; (3) governments of home coun
tries are used both to coordinate policies with
other governments and to unilaterally promote
the interests of their own TNCs in other coun
tries.

The forms of TNC fusion with the state are
numerous. The essence of the process is that
transnational finance capital integrates with na
tional economies, gains control over key sectors
and industries, penetrates important govern-
mnment departments and organizations. When
a TNFC controls the government in the home 

34 POLITICAL AFFAIRS



ccountry, its conflict with national interests is not
aalways apparent. This is, for example, true of
lithe U.S. and Japan. However, when transna
tional capital merges with foreign governments,
tithen it objectively undermines national sover-
eeignty not only of relatively weak, but also of
sstrong, industrially developed countries.

If one looks into the substance of contem-
jporary neoconservative policies in the U.S.,
I Britain, FRG, Japan and now in France, it be-
< comes evident that they reflect, first and fore-
i most, the interests of transnational monopoly.
. As to the interests of the national bourgeoisie,
to say nothing of the interests of the working
people, they are simply ignored or moved to
backstage. Superficial similarities with tradi
tional Keynesian policies, which arise in observ
ing forced, but not specially planned, budget
deficits, serve to mask the deep gap separating
such policies from the time when the ruling
class played games of "social harmony" and the
"welfare state." Tactics of making concessions
to working people and of social maneuvering
have not been completely abandoned, but the
contrast with the era of prevalent bourgeois re
formism is all too evident.

An analysis of U.S. administrations in the
1960s, 1970s and early 1980s shows that many
cabinet ministers, especially secretaries of state,
defense, treasury, commerce, as well as their
deputies, have been increasingly recruited from
executives of leading TNCs, or have moved to
the latter after serving in the government—or
both. Of course, domination of Big Business in
the U.S. government is not a new phenomenon,
but it is the increasing role of the TNCs and
TNBs which is now particulary significant.

Both secretary of state George Schultz and
secretary of defense Caspar Weinberger come
from the Bechtel Corporation, which is a leader
in worldwide construction projects. White
House chief of staff and former secretary of the
treasury Donald Regan comes from the largest
stock-brokerage firm on Wall Street Merrill
Lynch, which is also a transnational concern
controlling banks and investment firms in 30
foreign countries. Another transnational
banker, James Whitehead, who was a senior 

partner of Goldman-Sachs, became deputy sec
retary of state. The list of permanent clients of
this bank includes not only U.S., but also Japa
nese, West German, French, Dutch and other
TNCs and TNBs. Whitehead's predecessor in
the State Department, K. Dam, moved to a vice
presidency in the transnational IBM. These are
just some examples out of many.

The Flick affair in the FRG, which is a case
involving scores of corrupted politicians, is also
interesting in that it shows close ties of govern
ment with both FRG and U.S. transnational mo
nopolies. The Flick concern itself is one of the
leading FRG-based TNCs. It is also a large stock
holder in W.R. Grace (U.S.) with plants in 38
countries. Deutsche Bank, which recently took
control of the Flick interests and has itself
widely subsidized politicians and intelligence
officers in the FRG, has affiliates and subsidia
ries in 12 foreign countries. Prominent on the
list of subsidy providers to West German poli
ticians is also New York's Chase Manhattan
Bank. Close ties to U.S. finance capital are no
coincidence. Corruption by Flick and others
helped bring about the move to the Right in
FRG political life and the final decision to accept
Pershing II missiles in West Germany.

The U.S. government and Congress itself
are closely connected nowadays to foreign
based transnational monopolies. Former promi
nent figures of the Reagan and previous admin
istrations are among leading lobbyists for Japa
nese and other foreign concerns, as recently
shown in the Washington Post and the New

York Times.

TRANSNATIONAL FORMS
OF STATE MONOPOLY
CAPITALISM

In addition to the fusion of TNCs with the na
tion state, the tendency has also emerged to use
international state monopoly formations for the
same purpose. In the 1960s, regional integration
in Western Europe promoted mergers of local
corporations to create strong competitors of
U.S. companies. In the 1970s and 1980s, wors
ening economic conditions, sharper competi
tion and closer TNC ties on both transatlantic 
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and transpacific levels laid the basis for wider
coordination of economic policies and strategies
among the three major centers of imperialism.
Regular meetings resulted of the Big Seven,
ministers of economics and finance within the
OECD, special meetings to discuss pressing
monetary matters, such as the "soft landing" of
the dollar, etc.

The effectiveness of such meetings has
been relatively low, and most acute issues di
viding the members of the imperialist "triangle"
remain unsolved. Most participants resent dic
tatorial methods used by the U.S. Administra
tion to impose its will on others. However,
there is more cohesion on policies aimed against
working people. Thus, representatives of all
leading capitalist states are united in asserting
that "anti-inflationary" measures (i.e. pressure
on wages, cutting down social expenditure)
should take precedence over measures to fight
unemployment and promote employment. In
accordance with the wishes of the TNCs, com
mon policies are pursued to cut down on capac
ity in industries suffering from the structural cri
sis. There is also a common tough policy toward
developing countries.

Transnational forms of state monopoly cap
italism are clearly manifested in the sphere of
armaments. The growth of international trade
in arms has brought about the fusion of military
concerns, not only with their own, but also with
foreign defense departments. Within NATO
there is growing coordination of national arma
ments production programs, more "division of
labor" between military corporations of various
countries, as well as joint ventures in arma
ments output. Similar intergovernmental coor
dination is effected between the U.S. and Japan.
With support from the U.S. and other TNCs,
powerful military-industrial complexes have
been built up in South Africa and Israel.

A new step towards transnationalizing mil
itary industrial complexes was taken when the
U.S. Administration started integrating other
countries into the "Star Wars" program (SDI).
Foreign participation in SDI is provided at both
the intergovernmental and corporate levels. Eu
ropean and Japanese firms, which have agreed 

to participate in the SDI, become contractors or
subcontractors of the Pentagon, i.e., they be
come dependent on the U.S. Department of De
fense for financing, access to special technolo
gies and equipment, etc. These are not short
term commercial relations of a passing nature,
but close ties intended to remain for decades
and aimed at an ever-growing armaments mar
ket. In such a way, foreign firms are drawn into
the "revolving door" system where industri
alists depend on the military, the latter on in
dustrialists, and where regular mutual penetra
tion and intertwining create one cosmopolitan
militaristic caste. The participation of foreign
governments serves to fasten together this un
holy alliance, makes it broader and farflung, in
corporating military brass, government bu
reaucracy and the ideological apparatus of the
U.S., West Europe and Japan.

The realization of this danger has brought
about Eureka, a transnational program intended
to unite corporations and governments of West
ern Europe in a mutual effort to promote the
competitive power of the region vis-a-vis the
U.S. and Japan in new spheres of technology.

Both the SDI and Eureka reflect different
strategies of various national imperialisms, but
they also show deep objective changes in mo
nopoly capitalism. Transnationalization, on the
one hand, strengthens the centripetal tenden
cies in imperialism, drawing together TNCs,
TNBs and military-industrial complexes of dif
ferent countries. On the other hand, it leads to
mutual repulsion, conflicts, rivalry, i.e., to the
strengthening of centrifugal forces.

OPPOSED TO
THE CONCEPT OF
ULTRA-IMPERIALISM

It was Karl Kautsky who, in the early part of the
century, asserted that the higher concentration
of production and capital would finally result in
"ultraimperialism" and a unified world "super
trust" where no place would be left for interim
perialist conflicts and contradictions, and that
capitalism by itself would become "peaceful."

V.I. Lenin theoretically refuted this con
cept, showing its groundlessness, unreality and 

36
POLITICAL AFFAIRS



reactionary character. History showed Lenin s
analysis to be correct and consistent with facts.
Concentration, indeed, has outgrown national
boundaries, has lead to transnational monopo
lies and internationally intertwined finance cap
ital, to attempts to integrate state monopoly
capitalisms of different countries. But neither
did this abolish separate national imperialisms,
nor did it call off contradictions between them.
A new, even deeper contradiction has ap
peared, transcending imperialist rivalry, i.e.,
the contradiction between the urge of U.S. state
monopoly capitalism, supported by its TNCs
and TNBs, to dominate and turn into its ap
pendages not only the developing world, but
also competing detachments of national and
transnational capital in developed countries.
The danger of war did not disappear but be
came even greater—due not so much to the con
frontation between the two social systems, but,
first and foremost, to hegemonistic ambitions of
one imperialist power multiplied by the destruc
tive force of nuclear arms.

All this has objectively tied together pro
cesses, which are seemingly far apart. In our
time, the fight for national sovereignty, against
subordination to transnational (primarily U.S.)
capital, is combined with the struggle for nu
clear disarmament, lowering international ten
sion, for a return to detente. As noted in the the
Program of the CPSU,

A realistic assessment of the actual alignment of

forces is leading many statesmen and politicians in
capitalist states, too, to an understanding of the dan
ger involved in continuing and extending the arms
race. (Program of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union. A New Edition, Progress Publishers, Mos
cow, 1986, p. 31.)

"Realistic assessment" means, first and
foremost, understanding the danger of sliding-
into a nuclear catastrophe. But it also means re
alizing that reduction of nuclear armaments, lib
eration from the notorious "nuclear umbrella,"
achievement of stability in international rela
tions, will help strengthen national sovereignty
and prevent a new colonization of nation states
by an imperialist power set for world domina
tion. Thus the fight for national sovereignty
serves to strengthen the potential of peace
forces opposing imperialism.

And another important conclusion. Capi
talism has grown up to the possibility of inegrat-
ing its material, scientific, technical and finan
cial resources into large international programs
both on the corporate and the state monopoly
level. Such capitalism is a strong and dangerous
opponent to world sodalim not only in the mili
tary and political sphere, but also in the arena of
economic competition. Both the new edition of
the Program of the CPSU and other materials of
the 27th Congress of the CPSU warn against a
simplistic presentation of contemporary capital
ism and of the perspectives of the struggle for
social and national liberation. □

jght

ES
liable,
>n of
ets in
es.

>05

8292

33

JUNE 1986
37



Inventing Reality’

Michael Parenti, Inventing Reality, St.
Martin's Press, 1986, $16.95 cloth, $10.95
paperback.

The executive editor of Harper's
Magazine, Michael Pollan, couldn't
help being impressed with this
book. But, his review concluded,
"Flawed as it is, the press is proba
bly a truer mirror of our politics
than its critics on either the left or
the right would have us believe."
With those few words, Pollan indi
cated he either had not read Invent
ing Reality or he had not ap
proached it with an open mind. For
he misses author Michael Parenti's
main point. The press is a true mir
ror of the nation's politics, a reflec
tion of its class structure, its power
relationships and its class ineq
uities. It is a mirror of the ability of
the few who actually run the so
ciety to shape the perceptions of
millions of people.

"For better or worse, the press
generally defines the news as what
politicans say," wrote Pollan in the
New York Tinies Book Review
(April 6, 1986), appearing to take is
sue with something in Parenti's
book. In fact, Parenti accuses the
media of letting politicans define
the news—politicans of a rather
narrow range of opinions, reflect
ing almost always a class point of
view, that of their own class.

Pollan allows that Parenti has
produced a "forceful" critique of

Carl Bloice is associate editor of the Peo
ple's Daily World.

book ends

CARL BLOICE

the U.S. major mass media and
provided "a valuable rebuttal to the
drumbeat of criticism of the news
media from the far right." But Pol
lan maintains that the book is
flawed. By what? Parenti, he sug
gests, is "simplistic and doctri
naire" and errs by painting the me
dia in "broad Marxist strokes."

So there we have it. The New
York Times Book Review, noto
rious for avoiding works of authors
on the Left, gets the editor of the
Centrist Harper's to review a book
critical of both the Times and Harp
er's—one directly, the other by in
ference. Using Parenti's charge of
media bias against the Left to fend
off charges of media bias from the
Right, Pollan says, in effect, if we're
so Left why is the Left attacking us?

Thus the Center is defined as
wherever the Times, Pollan and
Harper's Magazine find themselves
at any particular moment, menaced
on two fronts. Omitted from such a
discussion is any examination of
the central thrust of Parenti's work.

Parenti demonstrates that, de
spite a nuance here and a nuance
there, the major mass media in the
U.S. are dominated by corporate
monopolies. They determine the
political core of what goes out in
the papers and over the airwaves.
They do so through hiring policies,
story selection and editorial con
trol. What's more, while the media
have always been a class instru
ment, recent years have witnessed
a rapid concentration of media
ownership into fewer and fewer
hands and a closer collaboration 

with government.
Parenti writes:

The truth is, that while the press may
not be totally uncritical nor totally adu
latory toward the big business commu
nity, it is not an autonomous adversary,
independent of the corporate class.

That is hardly a broad Marxist
stroke (if such a thing exists). It de
scribes reality. It is a description
that's hard to argue with. Pollan
doesn't even try. Instead he falls
back on the false assertion that Par
enti "ignores many details."

Over the past few months, I
have been interviewed a number of
times by reporters in connection
with the publication of the new
People's Daily World. When I
speak of the myth of objectivity in
bourgeois journalism, nine times
out of ten I get an argument. Par
enti sums it up well

Journalists (like social scientists and
others) rarely doubt their own objectiv
ity even as they faithfully echo the es
tablished political vocabularies and the
prevailing politico-economic ortho
doxy. Since they do not cross any for
bidden lines, they are not reined in. So
they are likely to have no awareness
they are on an ideological leash.

They usually do not. This de
spite the fact that they can tell end
less tales of good stories spiked by
policy-minded editors. They know
of newsroom decisions to deliber
ately turn a major public demon
stration or rally into a nonevent by
grossly understating attendence
and burying the report in the back
pages. They have seen good report
ers banished to the "style" section
as punishment for overzealous re
porting.
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More often than not, the in
quiring reporters will point to the
cconnection between the People's
[Daily World and the Communist
PParty and suggest that someone
lilike myself can not be an "objecti-
we" journalist because of that con-
nnection. The irony that they over
look is that, while I write for a
rnewspaper that I believe in and be-
1 long to a political party whose poli
cies I help shape, they have no say
v whatever in the position taken by
I their publishers and most likely
' would get into trouble should they
< ever try.

Reporters can come up with
many reasons for the sorry state of
U.S. journalism. They sometimes
take off time to write about it and
articles on the subject appear in the
many journalism reviews. The ex
planations usually center on the
foibles of some individual, techno
logical limitations or organizational
and structural problems within the
news establishments themselves.
The one conclusion that they do not
come to, which they studiously
avoid, is the cash nexus. But it does
not go away because it is ignored.

The problems of contemporary
mass media can not be explained
without a class analysis. Marxism
just happens to be the only tool
available for making such an analy
sis. Unless one understands the re
lationship between the base and
the superstructure, as shown in
Marxist thought, one will not fully
understand what really goes on
daily at NBC, CBS, CNN, ABC,
Harper's Magazine and the Times.

However, understanding the
theory doesn't prove the case.
Analysis becomes useful when ap

plied to specific reality. This is what
Parenti has done with great skill
and thoroughness and clarity.

In some ways the strongest
chapter in Inventing Reality is
"Giving Labor the Business." The
link between who owns the media
and what gets reported and how is
clearest when the boss press de
fends the boss class against the
workers they exploit. Parenti
writes:

With its monopoly over mass commu
nications, business has been able to pre
sent a largely unchallenged picture of
"Big Labor" as an avariaous, narrowly
self-interested, and often irrational
force that does itself, the economy, and
the public no good, driving up prices
with its incessant demands, making
gains only for itself while creating costs
that must be passed on to the rest of the
public .. . Labor has no means of coun
tering this negative image among the
general public.

Not exactly true. There is the la
bor press, the alternative media
and the Left press. Most impor
tantly, there is the new People's
Daily World, the nation's first na
tional, daily working-class newspa
per. It is dedicated to defending the
interests of working people with
the same vigor with which the mas
ters of the Big Business media de
fend the rich and powerful.

It might be said that Parenti is
speaking only of the "mass" media.
However, it would be wrong to
think of the new newspaper as any
thing but mass. How much of an
audience it reaches and, therefore,
to what extent it is able to serve as
an antidote to the corporrate organs
depends a lot on what its support

ers will accomplish in the weeks
and months ahead in building its
circulation and how well the paper
plays its role.

The picture of the mass media
painted in Inventing Reality cer
tainly makes a good case for the
need for the People's Daily World.
The book is also a strong argument
for the organized labor movement
in the country to have its own mass
media outlets.

The book does have a fault. It is
biased toward the East Coast. With
the exception of a few citations of
the Los Angeles Times, the country
west of the Hudson River, and cer
tainly that west of the Rockies,
hardly exists. The South, Midwest
and Pacific Coast have their own
media histories and traditions and
they differ somewhat from that of
the Eastern media establishment.
For instance, these regions have so
far managed to escape the journa
listic degeneracy that results in the
two major New York tabloids.
There is also a Left and labor joura-
listic history out there that contin
ues to be uniquely relevant to all
the matters Parenti discusses.

Inventing Reality should be
widely read. It is an important
work that speaks directly to today's
headlines. In his introduction, Par
enti writes,

This book is an attempt at understand
ing how and why the media are the way
they are so that we might better defend
ourselves not only by talking back in
the privacy of our living rooms but by
organizing and struggling to become
the active agents of our own reality.

It succeeds. 
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Letter to our readers.
Dear Readers: We're pleased but not smug over our
circulation growth since our report to you at the end
of last year. Our big promotion drive, which your
contributions made possible, gained us 130 ten-year
subscribers, who enhanced their personal libraries
with the 21 volumes of the Marx/Engels Collected
Works. It also added 265 one-year subscribers who
received the special premium of Gus Hall's auto
graphed Fighting Radsm. These, together with the
new subs that came in through regular channels, in
creased our total subscription list by 11.5 per cent.

We're not smug because all this proves that our
readership potential is there for the tapping if we
keep at it. We're staying with the special offers that
have done so well and are trying a new push. Last
month we began a state-by-state campaign to use the
magazine as its own best sales pitch. We're sending 

Hossainalli Ahmadi, OH; S.H. Anderman, CA; Clyde
Appleton, NC; G. Aronoff, CA; Christina Asher, CT;
E.V. Barrett, IL; Oscar Bartochowski, NY; Curtis
Belmont, NY; Mitchell Berkowitz, NY; M. Beme, CA;
Mary Bernhard, CA; Emelia Bohm, OR; Philip
Boothroyd, NJ; Frances Boris, NY; Harry Bridges,
CA; Lee Broughton, DE; Leonore Calderon, WI;
David Case, NY; Center for Workers Education, RI;
Miriam Chamberlain, NY; Mike Cincek, NV; Ford
Cleere, CO; Rose Clinton, NY; A. Coates, NY; James
A. Collins, PA; Ira Cotins, NY; Henry Danielowitz,
ME; Benjamin DeLeon, RI; Carl Dennis, FL; Benice
Diamond, NY; Marilyn Diaz, NY; P. Dinara, PA;
Laura & Henry Doliner, NY; East Range CP dub,
MN; Walter Effron, NY; S. Elan, NY; Dora Elson, NY;
Paul Emerson, AK; Jack Emmer, OH; Feigenbaum,
CT; Carl & Elna Flodquist, MN; Vernon Garon, CO;
Joseph Geraci, OH; B. Gittelman, FL; L.P. Gordon,
ME; Sadie Gordon, CA; Joseph Gross, CA; Miriam
Gventner, NY; Peter Harken, NY; Paul Harmon,
Canada; Samuel Hass, NY; Havens, WV; John
Hecker, CA; Raphael Hofman, FL; Morris Jaffa, OH;
Jake, NY; Frank Jehn, CA; Bob Jensen, CA; Stanley
Johnson, WI; Lou & Mary Kalb, NY; Louis Kantor,
NY; Mary Kardash, Canada; Sarah Katz, NY; Michael
Kaufman, CA; Earl Keihl Sr., PA; Klara Kelley, NM;
Lorin Kerr, MD; C. Kessler, CA; David Kolodoff, RI;
Gertrude Kowal, NY; Clara Kreil, NY; J. Kriegler, NY;
Ben Lalli, PA; Carl Larson, GA; Sophia Levinson, NY;
Mrs. S. Lidke, WA; Kevin Lindemann, IL; Dennis
Lipsett, CA; David Lobel, NY; Sol Londe, CA; Max
Love, CA; B.J. Mangaoang, WA; Michael 

an unsolidted, free, three-month trial sub to selected
lists of people. Illinois is where we're starting and
first returns are promising.

Our own readers are our most avid promoters:
Clara Kreil writes from NY, "Just finished read

ing Phil Bonosky's review, 'The Anatomy of a Lie'.
This is such a great article, putting straight in a cap
sule so much of the discussion on this matter, that I
must send a thank you by way of this contribution."
Peter Noble, MI, writes, "I already sent you a contri
bution and am responding to your second appeal—
enclosed please find a donation. The Aptheker arti
cles in the September and October issues were worth
a million bucks—to use a capitalist expression!"

Since our last circulation column, here is the list
of those of you who have generously supported our
campaigns and appeals:

McDonough, WI; Larry McGurty, IL; R.E. Melia, TX;
F. Meredith, ME; E. Miller, NY; Norville Millington,
NY; Diane Mohney & John Vago, PA; Spyros
Montesatos, NJ; David Muga, WA; Sid Nadolsky, MI;
Arpad Nagy, NJ; K. Nelson, CA; J. Norman, NY;
Miguel Ortiz, MI; M. Parenti, NY; Louise & Will
Parry, WA; Henri Percikow, NY; Rose & Ed Perry,
NY; Gil Podolner, IL; Madeleine & Vincent
Provinzano, NY; Roger Rosenberg, CA; Violet
Russell, WA; M.R., IL; Eugene Robel, WA; George
Robbins & Eileen Reardon, NY; Jack Rose, CA;
William Santora, NJ; Donald Sawtelle, NY; Mildred
Schaffle, NC; Schleyer, MN; Morris & Celia
Schnaper, AZ; Rudolph Schutz, MA; Leo & Esther
Shankman, FL; Morris Shamoff, OH; Clarence
Sharp, MN; Frank Siegel, MA; Harry Silver, NY;
Robert Simons, MD; Don Sloan, NY; Lasker Smith,
MI; Edwin Spiegel, MI; Bea Stadler, CA; Dorothy
Steffens, PA; Rae Stem, NY; Nick Swetnick, FL;
Edward Talbot, OH; Shirley Tesch, CA; Larry
Thompson, FL; Walter Tillow, PA; Anne Timpson,
MA; V.I. Tishler, NY; Anthony Topolski, ME; George
Vikos, NY; Alvin & Anna Warren, NY; Joe
Weintraub, NY; Joe Weiss, NY; Steven Welch, NJ;
Ruth Wells, MD; F. Weltman, FL; Tom West, NY;
Steve Wheaton, AZ; Mary Wilson, NY; Denise
Winebrenner, OH; Johnny Wourman, MI; Max
Zafrani, IL; Morris Zeitlin, PA; Michael Ziebel, FL;
Ronald Zimanski, MN; Abe Zuckerman, FL; Friends
in Great Neck, NY; Brooklyn, NY Friends; Manhattan
Beach, NY; A reader in Oklahoma. 
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601 S. 47 th St.
® (215)724-2672

PITTSBURGH. PA 15224
Careathers/Foster Bk. Ctr.
5024 Penn Ave.
® (412)661-3839

PROVIDENCE, Rl 02905
Center for Workers
Education
P.O. Box 2501 5

SAN ANTONIO, TX 78292
All Points of View
P.O. Box 321
® (512)732-6660

SEATTLE, WA 98101
Co-op Books
1406 18th Ave.
® (206)323-5077

MILWAUKEE, Wl 53203
Forum Books
606 W. Wisconsin Ave.
® (414)271-2910
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One year of Political Affairs (regularly $10)
pte ’ ■

Autographed copy of Fighting Racism
by Gus Hall, general secretary of the
Communist Party, USA (regularly $4.95)

1

KARL
MARX z

FREDERICK
ENGELS

Collected
Works
185S’S6O

Vote oveir
§350=00

only $1252 ,

  

Oin)©^°m°gi°llofe^me ©©mbirafitoni ©fer
Ten years of Political Affairs (regularly $100)

All twenty one volumes published to date
of the fifty-volume Marx / Engels Collected
Works (regularly $262.50)
(Limited to one set per subscriber)
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To: Political Affairs, 235 West 23rd St, New York, NY 10011, ® (212) 989-4994
Please send me the following selection:
 ”] au,08raPh«d Fighting Racism for $7.50.

□ Payment endo^H ''“l''™5 °'‘he Marx/EnS<* Collected Works for $ 125.U Payment enclosed or charge my  Master charge  Visa on-
Card No._ ____ c , - ' ^XP n Date------------—Signature----------------------- ------------------ -—
Name_______ _________________
Address ______  

City/State/Zip<  


