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Points of Unity 
LOOP 

 

 

The Organization for the Liberation of Oppressed Peoples (LOOP) is a communist 

organization dedicated to the advance of anti-colonial and anti-imperialist politics. 

Decolonization. LOOP is committed to decolonization, the repatriation of all Native land 

and the restoration of Native self-determination and lifeways on that land. Every inch of the 

settler nation now called “the united states” is stolen land, and the oppression of Native 

nations is rooted in this ongoing dispossession. LOOP struggles against all forms of settler 

colonial politics, both right and “left,” and unites with all demands and struggles which push 

forward the return of Native land and justice for Indigenous peoples. 

Anti-Imperialism. The principal contradiction in the world is that between oppressed and 

oppressor nations. Our commitment to a proletarian and revolutionary internationalism 

means that we struggle to advance this principal contradiction in the favor of the world’s 

oppressed peoples and nations, the global majority. LOOP recognizes that a defining feature 

of imperialism today is an immense drain of surplus value from Global South labor to the 

parasitic nations of the Global North. LOOP works for the end of imperialism and demands 

the repatriation of this stolen wealth to its creators, the international proletariat. 

Communism. LOOP’s aim is the achievement of communism, a classless society free of all 

forms of oppression. We have strategic confidence that the oppressed masses of the world 

will fight for and achieve a global society which is truly democratic, egalitarian, and guided by 

the principle of “from each according to her ability, to each according to her needs.” LOOP 

views the struggle against revisionism as an essential pillar of revolutionary politics. 

Feminism. LOOP condemns the horrendous existence of patriarchy, the structural 

domination of society by men. LOOP opposes the injustices patriarchy commits against 

queer folks, and especially trans folks. LOOP rejects colonialist, imperialist, and Orientalist 

conceptions of gender and sexuality. 

Anti-Opportunist. LOOP is in solidarity with other organizations and individuals who 

support anti-colonial and anti-imperialist politics. In doing so, LOOP upholds a principled 

commitment to internationalism as a cornerstone of proletarian politics. LOOP rejects the 

opportunist trend within the Global North for “left” groupings to form “red-brown” 

coalitions and facilitate fascist entryism into anti-imperialist circles. 
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Introduction 
LOOP 

 

 

In December 2019, one of the most prominent organizations popularizing anti-imperialist 

Marxist politics in the First World, the Revolutionary Anti-Imperialist Movement (RAIM), 

disbanded. While our ideas on politics and practice were different in various ways, 

substantial similarities in our analyses of contemporary imperialism led LOOP and RAIM to 

work together on a few projects and broadly support each other’s work. 

A complete collection of RAIM’s published works would likely run into the thousands of 

pages. This little book is not intended to express the breadth of RAIM’s political line, nor is 

it intended to trace the development of that line. This pamphlet is also not a “best of” 

RAIM. There is much worth reading by RAIM that we do not include here. Instead, our goal 

in putting these essays together is to put in one place a selection of essays that LOOP 

believes have significant and ongoing usefulness in our educational and organizing work. 

And as always, we hope that others find them useful as well. 

“What is the Proletariat?” returns to Marx in order to offer a succinct explanation of who 

the gravediggers of capitalism really are in the current epoch of imperialism – the super-

exploited working class of the Global South Both this essay and “Problems with First 

Worldism” criticize how most who (falsely) call themselves Marxists in the First World while 

abandoning political economy and replacing the proletariat with the labor aristocracy, 

misidentifying and misrepresenting exploiters as the exploited.  

“Pretending to be Reactionary” deals with a common problem: We come across many 

people while organizing who call themselves socialists who think making reactionary 

comments or sharing reactionary memes is “funny” – but these expressions should also be 

read as declarations of a class stand. How we act in the world matters, and this perspective is 

especially important given rampant misogyny, not only individual but also organizational, 

one finds across the spectrum of the activist left. 

The next five essays are the most targeted, taking up specific problems that remain 

widespread within “left” movements in the Global North. While plenty of so-called 

“socialists” in the United States will talk about hating the pigs employed by their local city 

governments, they tail after and support the pigs employed by their federal government. 

“Legionnaires” takes aim at this tendency. “The Socialism Amerika Needs Now” takes on 

social democracy and the capitulation toward such most First Worldist faux-socialists 
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embrace as their unspoken programme. The following essay underlines how this 

opportunism can even extend to such heights of opportunism as supposed “anti-fascist” 

alliances with the Democratic Party – a point proven prescient by the Revolutionary 

Communist Party’s recent endorsement of the Joe Biden campaign in August 2020. 

“Socialism in One Settler Colony” and “The Verizon Strike” describe how “left unity” and 

support for First World “labor” are based on the exploitation of oppressed nations within 

and without imperialist borders. Moreover, these essays point toward the true nature of the 

“socialism” that First Worldists and their settler colonial unions want – an apartheid 

parasitism, a national socialism based on the dispossession and plunder of Native nations 

alongside the working class and peasantry in the Third World. “First Worldism and 

Revisionism” capitalizes these essays by extending and synthesizing their insights (as well as 

that of other articles and struggles!) into a broader theoretical analysis. 

The final six essays are all new to this edition and take up two sets of important and 

interrelated questions: (1) the materialist analysis of class society and (2) what strategic and 

tactical considerations flow from such an analysis. These articles are included in the main to 

foster debate and discussion around these burning questions. Their reading can only be of 

benefit when so many not only ignore these questions, but even actively seek to obscure and 

obfuscate them. 
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Cardinal Principles 
RAIM | 2016 

 

 

Communism 

Our principal goal is the complete abolition of class society through proletarian revolution, 

its class dictatorship and scientific socialism. The past century of communist revolution has 

taught us that in the course of socialist construction we must wage a decisive struggle against 

revisionism, initiate many cultural revolutions and defeat the capitalist line. We reject 

postmodern, liberal-utopian and technocratic “alternatives” to scientific socialism, and 

uphold the validity of Marxism, Leninism and Maoism. 

Revolution 

The only way that proletarian power can be built is through revolution and the conquest of 

state power. As communist revolutionaries, all tactical considerations surround the strategic 

necessity of making revolution. We therefore reject revisionist and “activist” ideas of 

building institutions that respond piecemeal to conditions with no path to power. 

Parasitism Theory 

The First and Third World exist in a state of over- and under-development. The First world 

has, through the maldevelopment of the Third World, achieved a parasitic domination over 

it. This relationship has produced an unconventional set of material conditions in the First 

World which has, in turn, produced a unique class make-up in the imperialist countries 

wherein the labor aristocracy and petty bourgeoisie predominate both politically and 

numerically. 

The Labor Aristocracy 

We not only believe that the labor aristocracy is a class, but an enemy class that has arisen in 

the course of the development of imperialism. Our program opposes their ideology and their 

institutions. If we are to build proletarian class hegemony and construct a real revolutionary 

class, we cannot accomplish our goals through the capitulation to the labor aristocracy and 

petty bourgeoisie of the imperialist countries in order to attain cheap popularity or easy 

victories. We have seen over the past century the program of appeasement toward the 

imperial labor aristocracy lead to failure time and again. 
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National Liberation 

National liberation is at one and the same time the object and process of Global People’s 

War. Without the liberation of oppressed nations from their oppressors, and the self 

determination of their peoples, there can be no genuine revolutionary movement toward the 

abolition of all class society. We therefore support unconditionally the struggles of oppressed 

nations against imperialism and for their full right to self determination, but that is not to say 

that we uncritically accept the dominant feeling among the masses of the oppressed nations. 

The role of revolutionaries is to lead and learn from the masses in building and initiating 

programs of national liberation and decolonization. We are therefore opposed to the liberal 

line that tails the most unsystematic ideas among the nationally oppressed masses, confuses 

the historic tasks of revolutionaries, and profits opportunistically from the 

underdevelopment of mass consciousness.  

Furthermore we hold that the political content of settler-colonialism cannot be separated 

from its national project. In north amerika the right of national sovereignty belongs to the 

indigenous and occupied peoples, and not to the settler-states that live at their expense. The 

settler nation must necessarily perish in the process of decolonization, and its subjects 

reconstructed in the course of revolutionary struggle. 

Revolutionary Feminism 

We believe in the total liberation of the gender/sexually oppressed from their subjugation 

under patriarchy. This, however, can only be accomplished through the collective and 

revolutionary struggle for the abolition of gender and patriarchy as a whole through a 

protracted revolutionary program. We stand firmly against those programs which emphasize 

individual “personal empowerment” over that of building a strong collective movement for 

the destruction of patriarchy. Patriarchy exists as a stronghold of class society, and must be 

abolished for the world proletariat to claim its final victory. 
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What is the Proletariat? 
Nikolai Brown | 2014 

 

 

In Marxist theory and analysis, the proletariat is a social category that is a central topic of 

analysis and discussion. Nevertheless, confusion abounds among Marxists over what exactly 

the proletariat is. In fact, much to the consternation of many normative Marxists, RAIM has 

developed a line which unequivocally states that a majority of the workers of First World 

oppressor nations are not part of the proletariat. 

For most contemporary Marxists, the proletariat is a group of people which ‘owns nothing 

but its own labor-power, which it must sell to the bourgeoisie in order to survive.’ This is 

merely technical language for ‘all workers.’ For us, this definition is too broad and vague. 

After all, many First World workers accumulate plenty of commodities, some of them 

appreciable such as homes. In hard times, they can always re-sell their stuff. More to the 

point, if the proletariat is ‘all workers,’ then the term ‘proletariat’ is itself looted of its 

meaning, becoming a signifier of oppression only, and the reification of a highly 

heterogeneous group. Not surprisingly, efforts by such Marxists to organize the ‘proletariat’ 

as ‘all workers’ have met with consistent failure and often earned the animosity and dismissal 

of gender- and nationally-oppressed peoples. 

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

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

and does not draw profit from any kind of capital; whose weal and woe, whose life 

and death, whose sole existence depends on the demand for labor – hence, on the 

changing state of business, on the vagaries of unbridled competition. 

By this definition, for example, workers who invest into a 401k or pension (thus investing 

into and earning a profit from capital) can’t technically be part of the proletariat. In 2012, 

46% of employees in the US participated in such workplace retirement plans while 61% were 

eligible. This alone casts doubt on the typical Marxist line on ‘all workers’ or the whole 

‘working-class’ being the proletariat. 

So what then is the proletariat? 

First of all, the proletariat is a class. A class is a group of people brought together and 

defined by their relationship to other groups within a mode of production. In the case of 

capitalism, classes are defined by their relationship to the accumulation of capital. The 
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proletariat is the class of people whose labor is the source of value, their exploitation being 

the engine and a primary source (along with nature) of capital expansion. 

Not every member of the proletariat need be engaged in wage labor all the time; there exists 

the uniquely capitalist need for ‘a reserve army of labor’ only intermittently supplying formal 

labor-power. Nevertheless, the proletariat consists of a group whose members’ exploited 

labor forms the basis of profit for the class of capital owners, the bourgeoisie. 

Why is the proletariat significant? 

According to orthodox Marxism, the proletariat was structurally, strategically, and 

increasingly subjectively poised to seize the means of production, economically liquidate the 

bourgeoisie, and transform the economy into one based on rational planning and the 

absence of antagonistically divided groups (i.e., classes) in the mode of production. 

While today’s conditions are somewhat different than in Marx’s day, notably the ossification 

of structures of colonialism into imperialist parasitism, the basic significance of the 

proletariat as the exploited class is the same. It has the ability to collectively engage in the 

‘passive action’ of withdrawing its labor from the capitalist system through not simply 

striking, but also by building dual power, anti-hegemonic institutions, and socialist 

economics systems. In doing so the proletariat transforms itself into its own ruling class via 

the resolution of its antagonistic relationship with the bourgeoisie. 

So why are a majority of oppressor nation workers in countries like the United States, Israel, 

and Australia not part of the proletariat? Simply put, they are not exploited. 

Value is based on the quantity of abstract labor-time. Value is described as containing labor-

time in abstract because it is based on a temporal social average, which in today’s world-

economy must include the labor of all workers globally, from the children in African mines, 

to teenage girls in Asian sweatshop workers, to First World and metropole retail workers, to 

highly parasitical ‘surplus’ workers in the sales and finance sectors, among others. 

Exploitation, then, is the supplying of a given quantity of labor within the labor process for a 

lesser amount (in the form of wages and other renumeration) in return. Due to the unequal 

structure of capital accumulation under imperialism, some workers are paid a price (wage) 

for labor-power (concrete labor) which is representationally greater than an equal quantity of 

abstract labor (value). Such a situation can exist only in a system of structural divisions 

among workers and the existence of steep wage scaling. This type of situation, which was 

never investigated by Marx or Engels, is readily apparent today. 

When we say there is no white proletariat, for example, this does not preclude the notion 

that some workers of the white nation might be exploited. Instead, such exploited white 

workers do not themselves constitute a) a stable group with characteristics of a class with b) 

a clear exploited relationship to capital expansion generally c) in such a way that situates 
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them as capable, either structurally, strategically, or subjectively, of overthrowing the rule of 

capital. 

Lenin was the first highly notably revolutionary to remark on the structural trend of the 

embourgeoisification of the working class in imperialist countries and its political 

implications for the proletarian movement: 

As the result of a far-reaching colonial policy the European proletariat has partly 

reached a situation where it is not its work that maintains the whole of society but 

that of the people of the colonies who are practically enslaved… In certain countries 

these circumstances create the material and economic basis for infecting the 

proletariat of one country or another with colonial chauvinism. 

Against the chauvinism of Trotsky (the O.G. of First Worldism), Lenin in the last years of 

his life foresaw the center of gravity of the revolutionary movement heading ‘east’ toward 

the colonized and semi-colonial world comprised of nations oppressed under imperialism. 

This trend of thought was further systematized in the revolutionary foreign policy line in 

Maoist China known as global people’s war, which saw the struggles of Africa, Asia, and 

Latin America as being the foremost threat to US-led imperialism. Both of these lines moved 

toward locating the ‘proletariat’ as the most exploited and oppressed peoples vis-a-vis capital 

accumulation ordered along imperialist lines. 

At the bare minimum, and if we want to resort to the rhetoric of The Communist Manifesto, we 

could consider the proletariat as a class “with nothing to losing but its chains” and “a world 

to win.” That is, the proletariat has no material stake or class interest in the current order 

and every reason to move in support of its own empowerment by overthrowing the ruling 

classes. Yet can this be said of the average First World worker? 

In 2012, the U.S. median income was $15,480. In the same period, the gross world product, 

the monetary measurement of all economic activity, was $71.83 trillion. Divided equally 

among the population, the economic product of the world amounts to around $10,000 per 

person (or approximately $12,400 on the basis of purchasing power parity). 

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

that no amount was invested into the public sector or private investment toward the 

replenishment and expansion of the means of production, most people in the United States 

would see a decline in their material livelihoods as rated by their ability to consume a certain 

quantity of labor. In effect, the median USian would go from having a $15,480 income to all 

USians having an effective income of $12,400, with nothing but individual savings to invest 

for the following year. 

From this, we can see that many First World workers and at least over half of the population 

of the United States have an immediate material interest in preserving the system of global 

inequality. Can this material interest be measured in other ways? In some respects, it can. We 
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only need ask if a system could conceptually be built where all people are brought up to a 

material standard of living equal to today’s First Worlders. Could all people around the world 

have 2,700 calorie diets and waste upwards of a third of their edible food, or would this 

impose insurmountable strain on local and global ecologies? Similarly, could all people live in 

large single family homes, drive personal vehicles 50 miles a day, dedicate huge amounts of 

resources and space toward sterile and unproductive grass yards, burn through personal 

technologies hardware (like phones and computers) almost as quickly as fashions, all without 

accomplishing even wider and more irreversible environmental destruction than we are 

witnessing today? The obvious answer is no. Thus, we can see how many First World 

workers have a material stake in the maintenance of capitalist-imperialism. Their relative 

luxury and privilege, after all, are both dependent on and defined by the exclusion of the 

majority of the working class. 

If we must technically categorize on the basis of economics this section of the workers who 

are clearly not part of the proletariat, we might describe them as a mass petty-bourgeoisie. 

Such workers are ‘petty-bourgeoisie’ in that they are sustained both through the product of 

their own labor and the surplus generated via the exploitation of other workers. Though not 

a class unto itself (and more aptly described as the hanger-on of imperialism), this section 

often has its own independent class interest which is tied to the perpetuation of imperialism 

for its exclusive benefit vis-a-vis other workers. 

Politically, the ‘class consciousness’ of the mass petty-bourgeoisie makes it a mass base of 

both social democracy and fascism. Under times of social peace, the mass working petty-

bourgeoisie plays a role in pacifying oppressed peoples by injecting into their movements 

opportunism and revisionism, by sowing a million tiny lies about capitalist-imperialism and 

the struggle for communism. In times of social antagonism, the mass petty-bourgeoisie 

becomes the front-line defenders of imperialism and among the most fanatic supporters of 

reaction. ‘Nuke them all,’ for example, is not considered a valid perspective by the imperialist 

bourgeoisie. Yet this ultra-reactionary refrain about Third World and sections of formerly 

colonized peoples, if not a direct product of such petty-bourgeois conspicuousness, is 

functionally designed to tap into it. The mass petty bourgeois mentality of social democracy 

and fascism is inherently exclusionary. This comes to the fore when it demands a hand-off 

libertarian approach toward ‘natural citizens’ simultaneous to tighter border security and 

‘tough on crime’ legislation targeting oppressed peoples. Though elements of the mass petty-

bourgeoisie can and must be won over to the side of proletarian revolution, they are not as a 

group natural or consistent allies. 

It is accurate to say that members of this ‘mass-petty bourgeoisie’ who do engage in 

revolutionary work are aiming for revolutionary ‘class suicide.’ That is, they are working to 

negate through conscious struggle the systems of oppression and exploitation from which 

they structurally benefit. This class suicide can only be accomplished through actively siding 

with and advancing the revolutionary struggle of the proletariat at large. Though few and far 
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between, such traitors to oppressive roles have existed throughout history, from the radical 

abolitionist and martyr John Brown to the revolutionary anti-imperialist and political 

prisoner David Gilbert. Despite the valuable contributions of handfuls of such 

‘revolutionary traitors,’ their effective capacity to alone overthrow capitalism is nonexistent. 

Abstractly speaking, it is possible to locate the proletariat in the realm of oppression. 

Oppression is a social relation external to production which nonetheless functions to 

mediate the economic relationship of exploitation. In contemporary society, the three main 

forms of oppression are national, gender, and the generalized hegemony of the worker-

owner relationship. These ‘strands’ of oppression function to ‘tie down’ groups of people 

into subjugated roles thus making exploitation a ‘normal’ reality. Without oppression, 

exploitation could not function on the social and political level. 

When speaking of a modern proletariat, we refer to a group primarily made up of nationally- 

and gender-oppressed sections of the workforce. In consequence, successful proletarian 

struggles tend to touch on, attempt to resolve, and combine the struggles against national, 

gender, and worker oppression. While an individual holding the identity of any or all groups 

vis a vis oppression may not be exploited, on the structural level such oppression tends to 

approximate and mediate exploitation. 

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

In world history generally and through revolution particularly, the proletariat represents the 

collective potential to end capitalism as a system of exploitation and eradicate oppression. 

More importantly, in doing so the proletariat synthesizes the long-term interest of humanity 

at large. This is why the proletarian world-view or consciousness is not simply restricted to 

the ideas and knowledge of the proletariat, but also utilizes the ideas and knowledge of other 

classes to advance its own struggle, and therefore qualitatively advances the furthermost 

interests of human collectivity. In ‘coming into its own’ through liberating itself from 

exploitation by the bourgeoisie, the proletariat encounters and must resolve a whole host of 

contradictions internal and external to various groups. And, while various groups may in one 

way or another be negatively affected by capitalist-imperialism, it is only the modern 

proletariat united in struggle which has the collective capacity to be the leading force in the 

resolution of the various contradictions created and maintained under this mode of 

production. 

In the normative Marxist lexicon, the word proletariat has lost its revolutionary meaning and 

become a convenient term to conceal actual contradictions in favor of a dogmatic and 

chauvinist view supporting privileged ‘workers.’ For Marxism to have significance as a 

superstructural force inspiring revolution, it needs to elaborate a clear and relevant 

understanding of what and who the proletariat – the central collective revolutionary force – 

is in contemporary society. Efforts to obscure or ignore this question have not advanced the 

revolutionary cause in any substantive manner, but have in fact done the opposite. For 
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Marxism to remain relevant, it needs to remain clear that the proletariat is that class in 

society whose exploited labor is a central basis of the expansion of capital, and is not simply 

‘all workers.’ The chauvinistic and lazy application of failed and boring verdicts under the 

guise of ‘Marxism’ will no longer suffice. Instead, when analyzing ‘what is the proletariat,’ we 

should uphold a remark by Lenin and “always try to be as radical as reality itself.” 
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Problems with First Worldism 
Nikolai Brown | 2012 

 

 

First Worldism is a long-standing trend within ‘left-wing’ politics which preferences or 

exaggerates the role of First World workers to the effect of considering them friends or allies 

of revolution. First Worldism is a problem of class analysis. It sees the First World lifestyle 

not as a parasitic one involving the circulation of superprofits extracted from the Third 

World but simply as another form of the condition of economic exploitation. It is the failure 

on the part of nominal radicals to correctly answer the questions, “Who are our enemies? 

Who are our friends?” 

First Worldism, which is often based on sentimentality or dogma, is fundamentally incorrect 

in terms of understanding the world. However, there are also several practical problems with 

the theoretical error. 

In the First World 

The most visible result of First Worldism in the First World is that those engaged in it are 

“spinning their wheels without ever going anywhere.” That is to say the most salient result of 

the work of First Worldist ‘leftists’ in the First World is the marginal existence of a First 

Worldist ‘left.’ Furthermore, as the First World left continues on in a comatose state, with 

occasionally just enough signs of life to give hope to some, reactionary trends and 

movements emanating from the First World have only increased in numbers, size, and 

strength. In essence, while crackerish Trots, crypto-Trots, and Democrats blather on about 

how exploited their First World cohorts are, an increasing number of their First World 

“proletarian” brethren are settling in and accepting (if not supporting) some of the most 

reactionary aspects of First World society. 

Obviously the life of a First Worlder First Worldist is ‘tough.’ As is become clear that the 

First World so-called working class lacks the qualities that it is believed to hold and as 

organizing efforts remain stagnant, the idealism of nascent First Worldism typically gives 

way to frustration and cynicism. One out is extreme opportunism: increasingly tailing the 

mythical First World ‘proletariat’ and settling with its political leadership. Another is receding 

further into one’s own ideas while ignoring the outstanding fact these ideas are as isolated 

and unpopular as ever among those whose class interests they are claimed to represent. 

 



 

10 
 

In the Semi-Periphery and Third World 

The problems of First Worldism in the semi-periphery and Third World are more 

fundamental. In essence, promoting the false understanding that First Worlders are exploited 

under capitalism creates a kind of false consciousness among non-First World actual 

proletarians. First Worldism is dangerous because it promotes capitalism in the semi-

periphery and Third World. By claiming that First Worlders are simply exploited in 

qualitatively different ways, the struggle of oppressed and exploited peoples becomes not for 

national liberation, socialism, and communism, but to build the basis for a similar capitalist 

system and to be ‘exploited like First Worlders.’ First Worldism has an obvious impact in 

that dissuades the masses from staying on the long road of revolutionary struggle. Instead, 

First Worldism in the semi-periphery and Third World steers activity into reactionary class 

collaborationism and/or that which is inspired by the false hope of support from First 

Worlders. While First Worldism generally wishes to see a “bourgeoisie without a proletariat” 

and largely operates with this regard, as long as capitalism exists the exploited labor of work-

worn proletarians will be the basis upon which the rest of society lives. 

The revolution must be one of the Third World-centered proletariat against the system of 

structural theft. It must challenge and defeat not only the “1%” but also the 15-20% of the 

world at large which benefits and reproduces itself through capitalist-imperialist exploitation 

of semi-peripheral and Third World countries. 

Solution to First Worldism 

Revolutionary struggles must be carried on not simply without the First World ‘masses,’ but 

against them. This is because surplus value extracted from the labor of Third Worlders in 

part sustains the living conditions of First Worlders. 

That is not to say that a small percentage of First Worlders will not find dissatisfaction with 

their lives; nor that First Worlders on an individual level will not find cause to side with 

Third World peoples struggle and become genuine allies of revolution. But overall, this is the 

result of alienation or oppression, not exploitation. As such, there is no immediate basis for 

consistent unity between First World-centered net-exploiters and the Third World-centered 

proletariat. The world cannot wait for the First World ‘masses’ to get on board. 

Because of the outstanding problems with First Worldism, i.e., those associated with the 

longstanding failure to correctly answer “Who are our enemies? Who are our friends?,” 

revolutionary movements must reject and struggle against it. No longer can First Worldism 

be allowed to impede revolutionary struggles. 

Now more than ever we must raise our voices, speaking with vigor, clarity and 

comprehensiveness, and drown out the siren song of First Worldism. 
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“Pretending” to be Reactionary 
Amber B. | 2017 

 

 

“We are who we pretend to be, so we must be careful who we pretend to be.” 

— Kurt Vonnegut 

It has been noted by members of the Alt-Right as well as those in the liberal media, the 

strange tendency for the veil of irony to provide a perfect cover for the incubation of ultra-

reactionary ideas. We should be aware of this tendency, and the milieus and habits that 

encourage such conditioning. Richard Spencer himself, in an interview with VICE, noted 

that many of those he had talked to about the “Jewish question” had first began their 

investigation into far-right theories from the perspective of online trolls. They were, 

according to him, reading fascist and national socialist ideologues in order to become more 

familiar with the most inflammatory arguments they could then turn against liberal targets on 

the internet. In the process of a kind of “ironic” investigation into Nazism and the sarcastic 

defense of its principles, many of these would later become Nazis/Fascists/Alt-Right in 

earnest. 

Not merely restricted to those on the Alt-Right, racist/misogynist “humor” has long 

provided a sound foundation for reproduction of dominant reactionary ideology. It is 

through ironic, tongue-in-cheek everyday racism regurgitated by both “left” and right that 

provides for a much more potent and militant acceptance of its precepts. If we say such 

things “ironically” and with an obvious contempt for its implications, we often believe we 

are safe from its effects. However what we see is the opposite: that sense of security allows 

us to reinforce reactionary habits/ideas. It is the acceptance of those “ironic” affirmations of 

racist and misogynist tendency that provide strategic cover for the metastasis of subliminal 

reaction. 

After all, who benefits more from the culture of “ironic” racism, fascism, and misogyny than 

racists, fascists and misogynists? They are free to argue, within the boundaries given by the 

realm of “acceptable” speech, open season to express deeper ideological leanings. Jokes 

resonate with a deeper material reality for many people, and beyond cultivating even more 

bile for those most likely to face harm, there are even broader consequences. For instance, in 

an environment where individuals “ironically” distribute fascist and racist slogans/literature 

and ideas, the acceptability of such discussion is already determined. So long as one frames 

their interest in such texts as fleeting and sarcastic, they are given near-full access to its 
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platform. Such a situation allows for the incubation of genuine fascism, racism and 

misogyny, even where previously it was only “joking.” 

This is not a stretch, since the reaction itself admits that the “ironic” reproduction of 

reactionary ideology has contributed greatly to their success on the battlefield of culture and 

propaganda. Long have misanthropic, social darwinist and racist jabs, delivered in an 

offhand way, resonated with white amerika especially, owing to the wild success of South 

Park and similar trash. The internet has only streamlined the process, with right-wing memes 

contributing quite successfully to the “education” of new crops of reactionaries. One can 

only say “hitler did nothing wrong” so many times before there is an implied belief in such a 

statement. It may have seemed ridiculous at first, but we are currently faced with the 

aftermath of such reckless and reactionary cultural norms, and the fact that such things 

remain acceptable even on the “left” has held back the development of progressive and 

revolutionary thought and formation. It has further alienated the Communist left from the 

oppressed masses, and isolated oppressed people within the movement itself. As 

communists, we comport ourselves accordingly and take seriously the processes of criticism 

and self-criticism. Discipline breeds discipline. Reaction breeds reaction. We do not need 

help accentuating the reactionary tendencies we all carry around with us, least of all through 

the toleration of dispositions hostile to the oppressed masses. Indeed, we criticize these 

tendencies in ourselves and our comrades and propagandize against them. 
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Legionnaires: Defeating the  
“Soldiertariat” Myth 

Amber B. | 2016 
 

 

There is a stubborn faction of the left which still seeks to redeem and organize members of 

the amerikkkan military, ascribing them with the qualities of a revolutionary class. They 

constantly seek to reclaim baby-killers as part of the masses which should be organized for 

the defeat of capitalism, and as such, ward off any defamation of their character. They insist 

that the volunteer forces that fall in line for imperialist warfare abroad and systematic looting 

of entire continents are somehow just as much the “victims” of capitalism in the u.$. as 

those they gun down abroad. One would not, in most cases at least, make these same 

arguments with regards to police in the united $tates. Why the disconnect? 

This misconception generally comes from two baseless assertions:  

(1) the military disproportionately recruits the most impoverished and nationally oppressed 

masses, and (2) the experiences of those in the military tend to produce a proletarian class 

consciousness. These are hefty assumptions, which are entirely inconsistent with what we 

can see from the political tendencies of the military in the past decades. We question the 

validity of these claims, however it is insufficient to stop there; we must investigate the 

assumptions themselves, and how the context of recruitment constructs the consciousness 

of soldiers today. 

The Warrior Aristocracy 

Things have changed in the decades after the inflation of the armed forces through 

conscription during the Vietnam “war” (read: Genocide) and the subsequent defeat and 

deflation. In the transition to a primarily volunteer force, something counterintuitive to the 

first-worldist left occurred. The first-worldist left expected the military to be utilized as some 

kind of refuge for the poor periphery of the united $tates population. However, that is not 

what happened. Especially in the decade after 9/11, the military has transitioned into a gun 

club for amerikkka’s wide-eyed middle-class sons. The imperialist volunteer vengeance force 

that was raised to fight international “terrorism” in the Muslim countries of Iraq and 

Afghanistan (as well as those who were trained to rain missiles on a dozen more) were less 

and less the victims of a “poverty draft” which had been imagined into existence by those 

who remembered the inequities of conscription and service in the 1960s. 
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This has been documented by the neo-conservative Heritage Foundation in their study on 

the recruitment demographics of the united $tates military, which found that only about 10-

11% of the united $tates military recruits come from the poorest quintile (defined as making 

less than $33,000 annually), with a fourth of the military coming from areas whose median 

income is more than $65,000 annually.1 They gathered this information using addresses of 

personnel at the time of recruitment, which has faced much criticism by those who argue for 

the existence of a poverty-draft. What problems do they see with this method? Well, 

according to the Boise Weekly the statistics are unreliable because “[m]any recruits are college 

dropouts who list their last address – their college dorm – when they sign up,” which they 

believe would provide an inflated statistical portrait of average income.2 They assert that this 

is the case without actually presenting any evidence. 

As for the validity of the claim that, by and large, the military is made up of college dropouts 

who use their college residence as their permanent address: that is already a questionable 

assertion. It also raises questions about the kind of people they assume are “forced into the 

military by poverty” who are still equipped with the financial support to move out on their 

own to attend university. Furthermore, their label of “uneducated” seems a hardly fitting 

descriptor for a military which does not accept people without a high school diploma.3 This 

is a deliberate deception; their assertions rarely contain vital evidence and rely on definitions 

of “education” that hardly fit the bill. Even more interestingly, this article assumes that those 

who do not finish college or do not attend must automatically be poor and forced into the 

military for that reason. This assumption is further jeopardized by the fact that most 

amerikans have not earned a college degree. It is true that the Heritage Foundation, being 

quasi-fascist troop-worshippers, have their own motives for promoting a class-

collaborationist and prosperous image of the military, however we judge their study on its 

merits rather than the inconvenience of its results. 

Moving to the question of race in the military, it should not be surprising at this point that it 

is dominated by white people, who hold a numerical majority in every branch. Dealing with 

recruits, the study finds that Black recruits are overrepresented by 4% when compared to the 

overall population of Black youth aged 18-24, while at the same time white recruits are 

overrepresented by 5%. The only notably overrepresented group among recruits are 

Indigenous people, by almost 300% (though still making up only 2% of the total recruits). 

One must question whether these figures imply the armed forces are any less white-

dominated with whites representing a 65% majority among new recruits during the height of 

the Iraq war.4 However the traditional first-worldist claim is that the military 

disproportionately composed of the poor and nationally oppressed who are the primary 

targets for recruiters. This claim is put in further jeopardy by the fact that as a whole, 

 
1 https://www.heritage.org/static/reportimages/360142B8859DD8EDA9D80F008077F3B5.gif 
2 https://m.boiseweekly.com/boise/poor-and-uneducated-like-we-thought/Content?oid=933196 
3 https://www.military.com/join-armed-forces/join-the-military-basic-eligibility.html 
4 https://www.heritage.org/static/reportimages/3E59D41279449CAB99F8C7CF54E02351.gif 
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veterans are half as likely to live in “poverty” by u.$. standards, and in fact have consistently 

higher incomes than non-veterans.5  

However, this does not even recognize or attempt to explain why there is an ongoing 

deflation of the armed forces. This reflects a potentially more revealing trend in the 

development of the armed forces of the imperialist core; a strategic shift in the imperialist 

military program after the double-defeat in Iraq and Afghanistan at the hands of the national 

resistance forces. With the intense mechanization of the military and strategic shifts in its 

campaigns, it has become politically useful to narrow down the military into a highly 

technical force, a force with access to some of the most expensive and destructive 

equipment in the world with which to maintain its military domination. Whereas before it 

seemed that just about anyone was eligible for military service, so long as they fit into very 

loose guidelines, it is now much more difficult to get accepted, with 80% of applicants being 

turned down.6 

Whose Vanguard? 

It would not suffice to simply discredit soldiers purely on a basis of their economic position, 

because doing so fails to adequately deal with their interests and subjectivity as a class. The 

military is not simply another profession, but has its own distinct set of material conditions 

defined by the soldiers’ disciplinary functions as agents of the state, their role in the extended 

reproduction of world capital, and further by the process through which the ideology of the 

institution is imparted to those within it. This corporate unity within the military, the idea of 

each part playing an invaluable role necessary for success, is the basis for the reactionary 

collective mindset they maintain. Along with reinforcing imperialist and ultra-nationalist 

values, this has always made the military and the police the vanguard of fascism throughout 

history. 

The first-worldist left continues to mistakenly consider discontent within the military as a 

chief indicator of openness to revolutionary politics. Furthermore, they suggest that if this 

“path from poverty” is truly the motivator in military service, Communists can and should 

quickly seize upon this discontent in a progressive fashion. However, even if we are to throw 

all of the statistics of the previous section in the garbage and start from left-liberal 

assumptions, we are still hard-pressed to arrive at their conclusions. Soldiers are not inclined, 

except in the case of the tiniest activist minorities and on an individual basis, to reject 

imperialism or settler-colonialism. In fact, we see veteran support for the most aggressive 

forms of imperialism, evidenced by the fact that twice as many veterans voted for Trump 

than for the neocon Clinton.7 With many voters expressing disapproval of the current 

 
5 https://www.va.gov/vetdata/docs/SpecialReports/Profile_of_Veterans_In_Poverty_2014.pdf 
6 https://www.rt.com/usa/158992-military-80-percent-rejection-rate/ 
7 https://www.cnn.com/election/2016/results/exit-polls/national/president 
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trajectory of the united $tates, we can see that the expression of “discontent” among 

veterans is far from progressive. 

Furthermore, regarding this “path out of poverty” thesis we must ask ourselves what this 

“path” entails. What better way to ingrain the core principles of the imperialist society than 

to reward the hard service of “our fighting men and women” with a generally higher 

standard of living? For the lower classes who join the imperialist armed forces, it serves as a 

transitory period wherein they are lifted into a state of greater social and economic mobility. 

This is their “reward” for serving on the frontlines as the workhorses of militant 

imperialism, ingraining a petit bourgeois and fascistic consciousness. Their ideology and 

world outlooks are morphed by this experience, this much is obvious through the 

conservative and ultra-nationalist tendencies of veterans and veteran organizations, and the 

political groups they find themselves increasingly involved with during and after service, 

such as (drumroll) the KKK.8 The discontent of soldiers is expressed in classic “stabbed in 

the back” rhetoric, and is more commonly used as a measure for disciplinary outbursts 

toward those “treacherous” segments of society, rather than toward any progressive anti-war 

policy. 

The few progressive and revolutionary organizations which have historically been made up 

of veterans have necessarily rejected amerikan military interests, and have made up a nearly 

insignificant minority of those who served. Even in the 1960’s and 70’s when organizations 

such as the Vietnam Veterans Against the War (VVAW) were passing out leaflets detailing 

the genocidal crimes of the amerikans in Vietnam, the actual number of veteran supporters 

of the organization famously represented by arch-imperialist John Kerry only numbered 

roughly 30,000 by their own estimates—less than half those soldiers killed in Vietnam, and 

less than .5% of all veterans having served in-country during the Vietnam war.9 10 However 

if we were to turn now to the contemporary examples of veteran peace organizations such as 

the Iraq Veterans Against the War (which also includes those veterans serving in 

Afghanistan) we would see ~2000 members throughout 61 chapters in the united 

$tates.11 What’s more, IVAW cannot claim even an iota of VVAW’s praise, having organized 

many of their activities around ensuring soldiers gain better access to health services 

overseas and even going so far as to front a fundraising campaign to supply soldiers heading 

to Iraq and Afghanistan with better helmets and body armor.12 These campaigns are nothing 

short of imperialist solidarity with the war effort despite whatever “anti-war” rhetoric they 

may be promoting. 

 
8 https://www.vice.com/en_us/article/5gkexq/the-kkk-and-american-veterans-part-1-666 
9 http://www.vvaw.org/about/ 
10 https://www.uswings.com/about-us-wings/vietnam-war-facts/ 
11 https://www.ivaw.org/ 
12 https://wagingnonviolence.org/2016/01/soldiers-stop-believing-war-ivaw/ 
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Even on the most liberal or “left” spectrum, the inclinations of soldiers who have not 

consciously aligned against their national interests have led them to a continued 

endorsement of imperial and colonial occupations. The military has not just been a vital 

component of the historic fascist movements in the imperialist countries, it has also played 

the vanguard role, and often led the insurrectionary push to take on state power. There are 

more examples of this than of military organisations acting in a “progressive” manner. The 

veterans of the Freikorps, Sturmabteilung, Secret Army Organization, Black Shirts, etc. have 

served as the militant vanguard in the struggle for fascism. The class consciousness 

demonstrated most widely among the disenchanted imperialist butchers being that of the 

“legionnaire,” is eloquently described in a fabricated quotation from a Roman soldier’s letter 

that opens Lartéguy’s The Centurions: 

We had been told, on leaving our native soil, that we were going to defend the sacred 

rights conferred on us by so many of our citizens settled overseas, so many years of 

our presence, so many benefits brought by us to populations in need of our 

assistance and our civilization. 

We were able to verify that all this was true, and, because it was true, we did not 

hesitate to shed our quota of blood, to sacrifice our youth and our hopes. We 

regretted nothing, but whereas we over here are inspired by this frame of mind, I am 

told that in Rome factions and conspiracies are rife, that treachery flourishes, and that 

many people in their uncertainty and confusion lend a ready ear to the dire 

temptations of relinquishment and vilify our action. 

I cannot believe that all this is true and yet recent wars have shown how pernicious 

such a state of mind could be and to where it could lead. 

Make haste to reassure me, I beg you, and tell me that our fellow-citizens understand 

us, support us and protect us as we ourselves are protecting the glory of the Empire. 

If it should be otherwise, if we should have to leave our bleached bones on these 

desert sands in vain, then beware of the anger of the Legions! 

Fuck the Troops 

So what is to be done? The first-worldist left has proven unable to mobilize, in a progressive 

way, the mass of veterans (although, “mass” in this context relates to a very small minority 

of the whole amerikan population) and yet would ask that we pity them for their sacrifices. 

This patriotic nonsense does nothing to actually mold an alternative political culture of 

opposition to imperialism, and in fact only reinforces the hegemony of the ruling class. They 

continually ask us to think of soldiers who they claim have only taken up arms for amerika as 

a way out of poverty, but then ask us not to question, first of all, if that assertion is even 

true, and furthermore the logic of paving one’s path out of poverty with the blood of 

occupied peoples. The revolutionary movement should not be relegated to tailing the 
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reactionary demands of those most willing to fight and die in service of imperialism, but 

should rather work to combat the enemies of the world proletariat. The only way for the 

veterans of amerika’s army and colonial occupation forces to mobilize themselves effectively 

against imperialism must inevitably include their own class suicide. 

 

Of course we do not condemn on any moralist basis those who have made the terrible 

mistake of being a foot soldier of imperialism without considering their current class 

outlook. Instead, what is argued here is principally that we must take a proactive and 

aggressive stance toward class enemies and the enemies of the world proletariat. We should 

not give room to the liberal feel-good inclinations of first-worldist sympathies for imperialist 

butchers; instead we give support to those comrades who have betrayed the interests of the 

united $tates and its army in order to fight on the side of the oppressed people of the world 

whom they were enlisted to occupy, murder, and enslave. The contingents of the oppressor 

classes which we break off to fight alongside the world proletariat in the global struggle for 

communism must not become the focus of our revolutionary program, but must align 

themselves under a program of the world proletariat. This is why it is imperative to remind 

ourselves who our enemies are, and why we still say “Fuck the troops!” 
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Socialism in One Settler Colony: 
A Convergence on Whose Land? 

Burn the Tombs | 2016 
 

 

During the upcoming Democratic National Convention in Philadelphia, a coalition of 

nominally left parties will be seeking unity with elements of the white populist wing of the 

Democratic Party currently represented by the Bernie Sanders campaign. Under the banner 

of a “Socialist Convergence,” the political goals of this collection of panel presentations and 

workshops are framed as responses to two guiding questions: “What’s next for the 

movement? How do we make a political revolution in this country?” For many involved, the 

aims of the conference are more concrete. One principal organizer, Tim Horras of Philly 

Socialists, has stated that his hope is for a “liberal-left alliance” to emerge from Socialist 

Convergence in order to pursue a “municipal strategy” together with Socialist Alternative. 

Kshama Sawant of Socialist Alternative has called for the founding of a “party of the 99 

percent” to extend the expiration date Sander’s “political revolution”. 

Socialist Convergence features an array of sponsors from the u.s. nationalist left. Given this, 

and the organizers’ claims that conditions for settler left unity are ripe, it is profitable to take 

a look at who and what is left behind in the name of unity: namely, Indigenous liberation 

and the global proletariat. 

Left Unity On Whose Backs? 

No panel at Socialist Convergence will uphold a principled and comprehensive commitment 

to anti-imperialism as a cornerstone of left unity. Instead, notably, the conference will host a 

number of groupings with objectively Zionist politics as participants. The elevation of the 

sewer socialism of Socialist Alternative as a model for socialist organizing is revealing in this 

regard, and it is certain that this party’s Zionist predilections will not be contested as one of 

the conditions of unity. Indeed, the notion that Israel has a “right to exist” – that is, that a 

white supremacist settler colony has a right to exist – is a value Socialist Alternative shares 

with other sponsors, including the Democratic Socialists of America and the Green Party.   

Socialist Alternative’s white supremacist political line on Palestine demands that the 

colonized, Indigenous Palestinians unite with the parasitic Zionist settlers to oppose the 

Israeli and Arab bourgeoisie, a formula that must flatly deny the reality of settler colonialism 

as a structure in order to claim coherence. Further, Socialist Alternative embraces Israel’s 
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fascistic obsession with national security, legitimating a discourse used to justify genocide, 

stating it is paramount that “the security concerns of the Israeli people [sic]” – colonizers – 

“be taken into account,” and that Zionist opposition to a free Palestine in all of their 

homeland must be honored. Instead, Socialist Alternative defends colonization as an 

inviolate “right” of the settler. 

Through the colonial lenses of Socialist Alternative, “the national consciousness of Israeli 

Jews simply cannot be ignored. Socialist Alternative and the CWI, therefore, defends the 

right of the Israeli people [sic] to have their own state, Israel, alongside an independent 

Palestinian state.” For Socialist Alternative to so delimit the national aspirations of a 

colonized nation due to fretting over the fate of their colonizer is Eurocentrism at its most 

noxious nadir. Those who uphold Palestinian liberation beyond progressive liberal demands 

to “end [only part of] the occupation” will be required to either stay silent, render this an 

area of compromise, or find themselves outflanked. A free Palestine “from the river to the 

sea” and the concomitant destruction of the Zionist settler colony are part and parcel of a 

basic commitment to class struggle and internationalism, but these will assuredly not be a 

plank in any platform to emerge from the Socialist Convergence. 

In light of this abdication, and coupled with the event’s derogation of internationalism and 

sidelining of anti-imperialism, it is clear that any “unity” emerging from this conference will 

be a national chauvinist unity, opposed to the interests of the global proletariat and 

oppressed nations of the Third World. Palestinian liberation is just one emblematic example 

of what such a convergence will leave behind. As Zak Cope and Torkil Lauesen conclude in 

their analytical introduction to Marx and Engels: On Colonies, Industrial Monopoly, and the 

Working Class Movement, “Fighting for higher wages and better living conditions for First 

World workers is reactionary outside of the struggle against imperialism. Government deficit 

spending, expanded welfare measures, and protected industry in the affluent countries are 

not necessarily socialist measures. Those groups, whether ostensibly left-wing or right-wing, 

which act to preserve the inequality of imperialist relations invariably promote national 

chauvinist solutions to problems of unemployment and declining living standards” (p. 52). 

Supporting the creation of a new, narrowly nationalist and social democratic electoral 

formation in the wake of the Sanders campaign is a call for a more “equitable” distribution, 

within the imperialist core, of the spoils of the global transfer of value from the Third World 

to the First World. 

Socialism in One Settler Colony 

From the standpoint of Indigenous peoples the so-called 99% are not simply united 

in their collective indignation, but, more significantly, by their settler status. This is 

Indigenous Land. 

– Sandy Grande 
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Every inch of the settler colonial and imperialist nation now called “the united states of 

america” is stolen land. Specifically, this meeting is to take place on Lenapehoking, the 

Lenni-Lenape nation’s homeland, which was stolen through a series of genocidal frontier 

assaults and ethnic cleansing campaigns. Socialist Convergence does not even acknowledge 

this in their materials, nonetheless deal with its ramifications for communist struggle, as their 

politics and strategic considerations require its denial. A left unity emerging from a coalition 

of liberals, progressives, Greens, social democrats, anarchistic academics, and Cliffites will as 

a matter of course jettison Indigenous liberation and uphold the oppression of Global South 

workers. Without a commitment to decolonization, the restoration and return of Native land 

and sovereignty, what Socialist Convergence seeks is merely socialism in one settler colony – 

or in Fred Ho’s phrasing, a “Manifest Destiny Marxism.” 

Against the settler left characterization of support for the struggle against colonialism as a 

species of “ultraleftism” and an inevitable failure, as all colonizers have historically averred, 

grasping the entwinement of settler colonialism with capitalism and class formation, 

including its embourgeoisiement of the settler “masses” as a material basis for chauvinism, is 

essential in understanding the class dynamics of the settler colony, and thus for revolutionary 

theorizing. Following the insights Enāēmaehkiw Thupaq Kesīqnaeh arrives at in his essential 

intervention “Decolonization is Not a Metaphor,” 

It’s been said before that under imperialism nations become almost as classes, and 

this is true of the situation here on Occupied A’nó:wara Kawè:note. The class 

struggle remains of central importance, however it does not take the form classically 

prophesized by marxists and class struggle anarchists of an antagonistic contest 

between an amorphous multinational ‘proletariat’ at one pole and the bourgeoisie at 

the other. Rather the class-struggle is concentrated within the national-colonial 

question between oppressor nations and oppressed nations. This ‘(inter-

)nationalization’ of the class struggle transforms it into a fight to the death between 

the proletarian, de-classed and other popular elements of the domestic colonies 

against the imperialist nation bourgeoisie and its enriched, bought-off garrison of 

petty-bourgeois settlers. 

If there is to be a left unity that is not reducible to oppressor nation populism, parasitism 

and settlerism, it must be one that is uncompromisingly anti-colonial, anti-imperialist, and 

internationalist in character. The ongoing theft of Native land and attendant genocidal 

assault on Indigenous nations and the super-exploitation of Global South workers constitute 

two foundational bases of the settler nation and its wealth. Those whose politics seek only to 

topple a capitalist settler sovereignty in order to erect a “socialist” settler sovereignty locate 

themselves as the “left” wing of fascism and imperialism. 
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The Socialism Amerika Needs Now 
Amber B. | 2017 

 

 

Against “Democratic Socialism” 

In a somewhat recent article in New Republic entitled “The Socialism America Needs 

Now,” there is a renewed discussion being launched over the future of “socialism” in the 

united $tates, and how one should continue to pursue socialist revolution from within the 

framework offered by the liberal establishment. Naturally, this article rejects Marxist-Leninist 

principles of the proletarian dictatorship and the necessity of international revolution. 

However, in an act of surprising transparency, the author calls for the application of a kind 

of “liberal socialism” in the spirit of the DSA and Bernie Sanders. For the author, this is a 

matter of practicality and the creation of a new economic model that better serves the 

“99%” in amerika, based on the achievements of social democrats in the post-WWII 

western/northern europeans states. 

The majority of what the article has to say is basic left-liberal anti-communism, however 

there are a few points worth analyzing and dispelling for the sake of reaffirming a dedication 

to the communist project. Most interestingly among the author’s points is their indication 

that the economic system that has emerged since the second world war in the united $tates 

and western europe is now no longer compatible with the old communist analysis of 

capitalist society as it has not become post-industrial, lacking a large productive sector, but 

rather has become characterized by the information and service sectors. This point is very 

important, and outlines what has become a primary criticism aimed at communists by those 

pushers of “socialism for the 21st century” in the united $tates and europe, indicating that 

we have become “outmoded” by the development of the 21st century economy. Needless to 

say, that is bullshit. 

The First Worldist and liberal social democratic platform of the DSA and its supporters 

reflects an outright rejection of the need for international revolution, or for communism at 

all. Obviously, they are chauvinists and anti-communists of the first water, but we must 

nevertheless work to disrupt their ridiculous propaganda, and defend and disseminate 

internationalist politics and political economy. If we are to confront the “socialism” that they 

have planned for the united $tates and europe, we must postulate how it is we intend to cope 

with the significant changes to the political geography before us. Otherwise what we are left 

with is the tacitly pro-imperialist elements of the so-called left, which organize almost 

exclusively for the common ownership of Third World surplus, extracted through the 
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imperialist system. This is a project we must oppose, and one against which we must 

formulate a comprehensive program that starts by breaking down that forwarded by pro-

imperialist social democrats. 

The World-Economic Sectors 

When one discusses the makeup of an economy, we are talking about 4 basic sectors of the 

economy: primary, secondary, tertiary and quaternary. To really grasp the development of 

the world economy since the second world war, and thus the criticism that is laid out by the 

author of the aforementioned article, we must truly understand the importance of these 

economic sectors. Further, we must utilize this understanding to map the political and 

economic geography of the world today. This is made even more important in the era of 

imperialism and the international division of labor. 

The primary and secondary sectors are the only two productive sectors, both of which are 

responsible for the direct accumulation of capital in the imperialist metropoles, and are 

conducted primarily in the global south, with the notable exception of the agricultural sector 

in the united $tates and europe. The primary sector is responsible for the extraction of 

natural resources and for agriculture. Traditionally, these activities were not considered 

especially “industrial”, although in the era of imperialism, they have certainly taken on 

industrial scales, significance and relations of production, and remain one of the few spheres 

of capitalist production that, by necessity, must hire productive labor left to the core 

countries. The primary sector ranges from oil extraction, mining, agriculture, logging and so 

on, and represents, by and large, the metabolism of nature into viable industrial inputs. 

The secondary sector, or the manufacturing sector, is increasingly located in the global 

south, and has no restrictions as far as geography, climate or geological conditions, but does 

represent a necessarily physical location where the means of production have been organized by 

capitalist firms. Unlike the primary sector, the secondary sector is entirely exportable, and 

does not necessarily need to go where the raw materials are, and thus the mobility of this 

sector creates favorable conditions for the bourgeoisie in the course of class struggle in the 

globalized world, for if their “own” working classes are too unwieldy, unskilled or expensive, 

the capitalists need only export industry to super-exploited markets, where labor is kept in 

check by crushing poverty and brutal comprador regimes. Additionally, the wages of the 

workers of the core can then be padded with cheap commodities that provide more comfort 

for less money, thereby concealing or even reversing falling wage rates in the core in real 

purchasing power. 

The vast majority of the world’s people are now either employed by the primary or 

secondary sectors, both representing the bedrock upon which all other relations are reliant, 

that is for the support of the tertiary and quaternary sectors that exist largely in the global 

north, which we will discuss momentarily. The primary and secondary sectors produce all 

value present within the capitalist system, around which the latter sectors are built and with 
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which they are maintained. As Eleanor Marx, skillfully paraphrasing her father and mentor, 

once said, “Thus, all classes of society not composed of actual and immediate producers of 

wealth… live upon their respective shares of this surplus-value.” 

At the risk of seeming repetitive, we must be absolutely clear on this: without the primary 

and secondary sectors, the tertiary and quaternary sectors could not exist. Both sectors are 

built upon the foundation of value that is ultimately derived from the productive labor of 

proletarians in the primary and secondary sectors. The tertiary sector is defined by the 

circulation of commodities and value within the system. Commonly known as the “service 

sector” the tertiary sector is built on advertising, services, and overseeing the exchange of 

commodities. It is the tertiary sector, along with the quaternary sector, that has come to 

define the First World economies, that have been transformed into the great marketplaces of 

the world. Within this sector you find firms like Walmart, McDonalds and various marketing 

firms, whose workers do not produce value, but are paid a fraction of the value extracted in 

the sectors whose commodities they circulate. As Marx says, “Since the merchant, as a mere 

agent of circulation, produces neither value nor surplus-value… it follows that the mercantile 

workers employed by him in these same functions cannot directly create surplus-value for 

him.” This sector, like the first two, is defined largely by the physical concentration 

of  circulatory or commodity capital, whose capitalists merely realize surplus produced 

elsewhere. This sector is important to the bourgeois system because it enables the efficient 

transformation of surplus value into profit. 

Finally we have the quaternary sector, or the “information sector.” The quaternary sector is 

relatively new as a distinct and hyper-inflated sector, controlled by the arbitrary recognition 

of proprietary rights over information and software as a commodity in itself. This is by no 

means new, as the rights given to the bourgeoisie for inventions, designs and ideas (patents) 

has existed for longer than the bourgeois system itself, although certainly in a much different 

state. However, with the development of the internet and digital infrastructure, there is now 

an increasing emphasis on the development of new digital monopolies within the First 

World. The peculiar aspect of this sector is the overall lack of physical elements other than 

those locations where work is done and information is stored. Generally what is bought and 

“produced” in the quaternary sector is digital and does not meaningfully contribute to the 

expansion of capital and therefore has a parasitic relationship to the primary and secondary 

sectors, much like merchant/commodity/circulatory capital. Complex financial instruments, 

apps, data management, education, consultation, advertising and many more faux frais 

constitute the quaternary sector. 

The “Information Economy” 

Current in left-liberal discourse, we find the notion of the “information economy”, the 

implication that, rather than producing things, the production of “ideas” and services has 

surpassed industrial production in importance, not just to the core economies, but for the 
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whole world and for all time. The process of transformation of the amerikan economy from 

one predominated by heavy industry and the production of consumer goods into an 

economy predicated on services and “ideas” is a very real one, and although misunderstood, 

should not be written off as if it is not happening. There has been a dramatic reduction of 

industrial work found in the united $tates and in europe, as the practice of “offshoring” has 

become more prevalent as a way of increasing the productive capacity of industries looking 

to penetrate formerly non-industrial economies. The resulting explosion of surplus value 

entering the First World saw the exponential increase in the development of the tertiary and 

quaternary sectors that, besides producing new means of organization, entertainment and 

other use-values, represents a virtual sink of investment that relieves overaccumulation, the 

recurring morbid condition of capitalist production, and is therefore structurally necessary to 

late capitalism. The developments of the late 20th century saw the creation of companies like 

Walmart, commercial centers like malls, and online marketplaces; but also the Silicon Valley 

startup, the gig economy, and the app publishers. 

Due to this shift, the amerikan worker is now predominantly unproductive, and working 

either in the lower service sectors or in the professions, firmly entrenched in the petty 

bourgeoisie. Further, the development of this unproductive geographic marketplace of Third 

World commodities also saw the formation of a new sector of professionals in the inflated 

quaternary sector. This quaternary sector, as previously described, became what the liberals 

began referring to as the “information sector” or the “digital sector” as it relied on the 

existence of the internet to provide for the explosion in demand for services. The 

“products” being devised here are similar in concept to that of an artist’s’ paintings, 

reproduced 1 million times without ever having been put to a press. The nature of the digital 

world, its design and presentation, is one that is almost entirely virtual and without physical 

substance. That is, it requires no machinery to reproduce and no labor time to expand or 

contract production. 

The information categorized and sold, made available or unavailable, compiled and created 

by professionals working for various firms does not provide for the expansion of capital in 

any meaningful sense. Rather, it is a vacuum of capital, wherein the value produced by the 

primarily Third World proletariat is concentrated for the sake of a new emergent digital 

market. The two most important things to note here are: that this new “rentier” sector, 

despite the use of the term “production” and “development” cannot provide for the basic 

needs of human beings (food, shelter, transportation, etc.) nor can it provide for the 

expansion of capital within the current system. Yet, it is still the insistence of liberals that this 

“information economy” is, in fact, the future of the whole capitalist economy. Certainly it is 

for the First World, as it will likely grow to be a great proportion of the economy if 

unchecked and allowed favorable political/economic conditions. However, the very 

foundation of the capitalist economy, due to its need for accumulation and the gratification 

of basic human need, will be the primary and secondary sectors. 
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These, along with those of the tertiary sector, cannot be entirely phased out of the capitalist 

system simply because of the emergence of a new ultra-decadent sector that has now 

captivated the minds of the silicon-valley professionals, busily installing themselves as the 

new technocratic corps of imperial capital. What can happen (and has already to a great 

extent), however, is the development of those decadent heights of imperial capital toward a 

state of near-total domination by the quaternary and tertiary sectors. The mistake of liberals 

here is the belief that this is representative of the whole world economy, or perhaps that is 

the mistake of communists, for believing for a moment that liberals and “democratic 

socialists” would consider the whole world in any context. Nevertheless, while they talk 

about world progress toward a post-industrial economy, what they truly mean is the First 

World development toward a state of total domination of the industrial economies of the 

Third world. For the unproductive First World must, as the unproductive sectors do, depend 

on the value extracted from the Third World. 

A Paradise of Consumption 

For the DSA, however, their notion of socialism does not preclude the continued 

development of the imperialist heights of the economy. In fact, as the article suggests, there 

must be a system of collective benefit for the parasitic strata. They state, quite plainly, that 

there is no resonance in the political landscape of 2017 amerika for slogans like “seize the 

means of production” or “establish the dictatorship of the proletariat” and so forth. They 

point toward the fact that the economic system is just simply not geared toward it anymore, 

a fact that we affirm. However, that does not mean that these are politically irrelevant 

slogans simply because the “golden fifth” of humanity does not consider them practically 

relevant to their circumstances. These slogans remain entirely relevant, and will be 

indefinitely, for a vast majority of the world’s population that does not share in this 

professional, petty bourgeois paradise of consumption. For the global majority, for whom 

we communists are concerned, our slogans have a resonance that remains constant so long 

as the capitalist system remains dominant. 

It is this obfuscation by the DSA and their social-imperialist counterparts that seeks to 

exclude the world majority from this collective paradise of consumption they wish to build. 

That is why their program (if one can call it that) does not preclude the existence of markets, 

and only implies indicative (and not central) planning as a force for the efficient and equal 

allocation of resources among the citizenry in amerika. For them, it is the fact that amerika 

exists right now as a global shopping mall that has inspired political slogans designed to 

increase the amerikan consumptive capacity. Rather than “seize the means of production” as 

a political slogan, outmoded in the First World due to the near-complete lack of such 

productive means, the slogan is now instead “seize the products”—a fittingly petty 

bourgeois demand, that does not immediately analyze from who or where these products 

issue. A more fitting mantra for this “liberal socialism” should be “from each according to 

their ability, to each according to their skin color.” 
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There is a degree to which the DSA and their allies are cognizant of this relationship, or at 

very least must be willfully ignorant of it. After all, this is the reason why their campaigns are 

so painfully amerikan, and why all issues are reduced to national ones. There is the national 

campaign for a 15 dollar minimum wage, and a parasite union, yet there is no demand for a 

global minimum wage. Even by the Socialist Alternative, who totes the achievement of 

having elected an Indian-amerikan candidate to office on a platform of democratic socialism 

in the seattle city council, has remained conveniently silent on the issue of global poverty in 

any productive sense. Rather, they seem determined to write off all attempts to apply an 

international standard to labor regulation and wages as “impractical.” As opposed to their 

highly “practical” demands of the overthrow of capitalism through the election of city 

council members and preservation of market elements. Indeed, whether overtly or covertly, 

the so-called democratic socialists have been quite united in their First World chauvinism, 

with the implicit belief that amerikans should make more than Third World proletarians. 

The Global Division of Labor 

The rejection of the communist project by so-called democratic socialists has come about as 

a response to this change in the First World economy, which they have erroneously 

conflated to a fundamental change within the world economy as a whole. Certainly they have 

continued to give communists the time of day to speak among their gatherings, even 

opportunistically utilizing Lenin and Marx where they feel they can be effectively stripped of 

their ideological content. However the broad base for this petty bourgeois deviation is 

ultimately in staunch opposition to communism, in part because it asserts, against the pink 

opportunists and the petty bourgeois negriists, the absolute identity existing between the 

affluence and vapidity of economic life in the core, and abject misery, productive industry 

and the death-export in the periphery. The First World is the only world that matters to the 

democratic socialists, who have claimed their constituency: the students, teachers, service 

workers and the new technocratic core reared on the “marketplace of ideas” on the internet. 

For amerikans, it would seem reasonable to say that communism is dead, and this would be 

a great defeat if the fate of the world rested even in part on what amerikans say or do. Our 

position is that, for the great majority of the world, and for strategic elements still locked in 

the imperial core, the “old ways” have continued on, paving the way for greater and more 

decadent heights for the DSA and their supporters. The world proletariat still exists in 

agony, and despite the attempts by the ideologues of the quaternary sector, and the right-

deviationists within the “socialist” movement, the lines of struggle are still fundamentally 

drawn over national boundaries, even where borders do not exist de jure. Imperialism is still 

relevant, ineed more so than ever, and it has opted to continue the ruthless exploitation of 

Third World people in order to fund the “retirement” of the productive sectors of the First 

World. So while it may seem that class struggle in the traditional sense has evaporated, it has 

only been displaced; conveniently moved “south” of the border. Entire national economies 
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have now become dominated by the various “sectors” on the productive chain, creating a 

global division of labor. 

As the capitalist system has developed, by way of imperialism, into its modern incarnation, 

with a global division of labor, the movement against capitalism must also be 

internationalized. Therefore the “socialism amerika needs now” is the socialism 

the world needs now, and the program of one cannot contradict that of the other. To reject 

the right-wing platform of the DSA, we must instead propose that any program for socialism 

in the united $tates necessarily includes the dissolution of the united $tates and its imperialist 

system. Further, it must understand and promote the international need for revolution and 

socialism, rather than calling on the bourgeoisie to increase the consumptive capacity of the 

First World, which they are capable of doing at any time, barring extreme crises. Such an 

achievement could certainly be won by the workers of the united $tates, but only at the 

expense of the world proletariat and with no possibility of internationalization. It is, in form 

and in essence, no different than the proposal of Belgian socialists in the early 20th century 

that they nationalize the labor of Congolese slaves.1 

Socialism for the World’s People 

It goes without saying that we must move beyond narrow self-interest embodied in the kind 

of “socialism” extolled by the so-called democratic socialists, and toward something whose 

relevance extends beyond the confines of the First World. It is clear, by their own admission, 

that the primary focus of those who were taken by Bernie Sanders’ campaign and the 

rhetoric of the DSA is merely the more insidious form of “amerika first” chauvinism iterated 

by Donald Trump and his masses of reactionary followers in the white working class. For 

strategic reasons, we do not propose that the two are exactly the same, rather that there is a 

practical symmetry to be drawn between the right-wing populism of the Trump 

administration, and the “socialist” politics of the DSA and Bernie Sanders which focuses 

itself almost entirely on the parasitic popular will of the labor aristocracy and petty 

bourgeoisie. On the international scale, the world would have hardly noticed a difference, 

with the preservation of the colonial occupation of north amerika, and the imperialist 

transfer of value from the global south to the global north. 

Our socialist program is ultimately aimed at the creation of a classless society, and the total 

suppression of the ruling classes to bring about the end of worldwide inequality. Concretely, 

this means the deconstruction of all institutions which reinforce and represent the 

international cartel of ruling classes across the First World, and the humiliation and 

overthrow of their Third World allies. In amerika, this program necessarily includes the 

decolonization, atomization and integration of the settler-colonial state, and the 

disenfranchisement of the former ruling class. Amerika does not need “socialism” in the 

Scandinavian sense, amerika needs to be destroyed, and socialism must come about only 

 
1 Zak Cope, Divided World Divided Class (Montreal: Kersplebedeb, 2012), p. 99. 
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through the worldwide struggle for proletarian liberation. This of course would annoy the 

DSA or the “liberal socialist” author writing in support of them and their sanderite program. 

To them, amerikan patriotism and staunch western-centrism is key to the development of 

socialism: other nations may achieve what we have, but it can never be at the expense of what 

we have. 

But it must come at the expense of what we have, because what we have has come at the 

expense of the world majority, and the proletarian engine of world-revolution. There must 

be a settling of accounts, and although in the “information economy” it has become hard to 

see past one’s own nose, as socialists we must look beyond election cycles and pay raises into 

the (hopefully vast) future of humanity as a whole. The redistribution of wealth must be 

global, and must be undertaken with the explicit goal of bringing about an end to class 

division, not just bringing about superficially “better” conditions to those experienced some 

centuries ago. Our world-socialist program must rely on the activity of the global proletariat 

and strive to bring about a universal class consciousness that can resolve, once and for all, 

the contradictions of imperialism and class society. 
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Imperialism, Not Trump, 
is the Primary Contradiction 

Amber B. | 2018 
 

 

Despite recent traction the left appeared to be gaining in the cultural sphere with its 

inclusion in the opposition to the “fascist” Trump administration, the opposition and its left-

wing have since run into very serious political roadblocks in the form of directionless and 

immaterial calls to “oust” the president and his cohorts. Informal linkages between disparate 

groups of various ideological tendencies has consistently failed to produce any viable path to 

victory for the left, much less any extended plan for what comes afterward. Instead, what it 

has created is a political confusion among revolutionaries as well as well-meaning anti-state 

forces which could potentially serve as allies to the revolutionary movement. In towing the 

line of the opposition, identifying Trump and the particularities of his administration as the 

chief enemies, they have subverted genuine anti-imperialism and wed reformism and anti-

fascism in its place. 

The opposition as a whole has floundered in its inability to propose any concrete method of 

actually removing the Trump administration, and have failed spectacularly to even remove 

Trump himself from office. This may still happen, as a lot now rides on the midterm 

elections, at least in the eyes of the neoliberal opposition, yet the conquest of the house and 

senate looks so far to be an underwhelming success, if it turns out a success at all. Practically 

nobody outside of the democratic party has any reasonable strategy to actually eliminate and 

replace Trump or his administration, and so far even those who have made independent calls 

for his overthrow have no ability or intention to replace his government. 

This is certainly the case with the Revolutionary Communist Party and their mass 

organization “Refuse Fascism” which has made calls for a popular uprising to ostensibly 

force the resignation or removal of Trump and his cabinet. Lacking any capacity or plan to 

build a new order post-Trump, they have given a silent nod to the democratic party to 

resume control in the aftermath of this make-believe revolution. Groups like the RCP and 

Refuse Fascism have been some of the primary contributors to the immense confusion on 

the part of genuine revolutionary leftists, as they and others have fronted a vague “anti-

fascism” as the primary contradiction, and worse, they have labeled Trump the primary 

enemy, as if his removal is equal to a fundamental change in amerikan politics. 



 

31 
 

Most of the opposition is not pushing for any fundamental change in amerikan politics. The 

opposition, by and large, has the unspoken aim of restoring the rulership of the democratic 

party, either through weakening republican control over the executive and both houses, or 

through physically removing them from power through trials and state mechanisms. The 

“left-opposition” has been, and continues to be, wary of this segment, yet the predominate 

tendencies among them have proven useless in challenging the majority. This is primarily the 

fault of exaggerated fears of an authoritarian consolidation of power and a qualitative change 

in material conditions following Trump’s ascension. 

Unprincipled unity under the pretense of “anti-fascism” has compelled members of this left-

opposition to identify general truths of the amerikan state as peculiarities under Trump, such 

as his militarism and rabid anti-immigrant sentiment. In doing so, they have allowed the 

primary enemy of the movement to shift from the amerikan state as a whole, to Trump. 

Those who have not subordinated their goals completely to the opposition’s majority 

position have identified a primary need to defeat Trump, leaving the question of the 

amerikan state as a whole open-ended for the moment. Their justification is that Trump’s 

so-called fascism is an existential threat to the left, that deserves particular attention and the 

widest possible opposition – even if the unity that entails is deleterious to our long-term 

objectives. 

In order to maintain unity with the great majority in opposing Trump, organizations like the 

RCP have smothered important ideological struggle on the question of how and for whom 

he will be overthrown. The RCP has taken the position that not only he, but his entire 

administration, must go. Yet, despite this relatively advanced position in comparison to other 

opposition groups, they have said nothing of how this must take place, and whom it will 

serve. As a result of their inability to lead a coalition capable of taking power directly, they 

leave the responsibility of building a new regime to the only capable political body: the 

democratic party. This is the same path taken by all others at their side, communist and 

socialist, who have suppressed larger questions in favor of small, reformist ones. Rather than 

reinvigorating communist politics, those who have chosen this road instead enlist themselves 

in the unwitting service of the democratic party, and lead others down the path of 

liquidation. 

So while those at the helm of left-opposition have long opposed the democratic party in 

power, they are now inadvertently leaving the field wide open for their return. Their 

approach to unity has put primacy on the overthrow of Trump, with a great deal of disunity 

still remaining on questions of the overthrow of the amerikan state and capitalism-

imperialism. This is the inverse of what should be. Now more than ever, unity must be built 

on questions fundamental to the defeat of amerikan imperialism, even while we operate in 

the auspices of a loose anti-Trump opposition. Rather than focusing critique on those 

elements peculiar to the Trump regime, we should highlight the innumerable ways his 

administration works in perfect continuity with amerikan imperialism in general. That is not 
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to say we should not understand his peculiarities, but that we should not give them primary 

importance when the primary enemy is still amerikan imperialism, not simply Trump. 

We must work to uncover these liquidationist tendencies among the revolutionary faction of 

the left-opposition, and to build greater unity within it on those questions vital to the seizure 

of state power and overthrow of capitalism-imperialism. Meaning that while we criticize 

Trump in his own concrete application of the existing imperialist dogmas, we must put 

primacy on the continuity of his administration with all others. Critique of Trump’s 

militarism alone feeds a reformist understanding of imperialism as policy, and assists the 

democrats in regaining control of the state. While we endorse calls to overthrow Trump, we 

must make clear to all opposition groups that the democratic party shares most all the ills we 

see in the Trump administration, and often more. From the drone program to coups to 

caging children, the democrat regimes, that is to say, amerikan imperialism in general, have 

usually done it first and done it better. This last is more important than ever, as the the 

democrats continue an intensifying rightward shift in the midst of a new looming crisis in 

imperialism, critiquing Trump for overseeing a declining u.$. empire, de-escalation with N. 

Korea, an Assad victory in Syria, and defeat on virtually every front of soft power available 

to the u.$. 

Additionally, we must cut through the obscurantism of certain “anti-fascists” who work to 

confuse the revolutionary movement with claims that Trump’s administration represents a 

qualitatively new fascist threat that begs unprincipled unity with liberals to defeat him. 

Certainly our new predicament, and the looming threat of inter-imperialist war, necessitates 

greater unity among revolutionary forces, this must first and foremost be for the purposes of 

ensuring the defeat of the u.$. in all conflicts and colonial holdings, in and outside north 

amerika, and ultimately of taking power. Trump is only the figurehead of u.$. Empire for the 

moment, and while the power he wields is real, overall control over the direction of 

amerikan imperialism belongs to an authority greater and more general – the whole 

constellation of relations of moribund imperialism, settler and neo-colonialism, and inter-

imperialist rivalry. Unless and until the u.$. state is overthrown, its ruling classes suppressed, 

its sovereignty over captive nations ended, then amerikan imperialism will continue, until 

total victory or total ruin, no matter who is in power. 
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The Verizon Strike: 
The Left Boot of Imperialism 

Joshua Alexander and Sarah Ensslin | 2016 
 

 

In the aftermath of one of the largest union strikes in recent amerikan memory, the First 

Worldist left is enthusiastic in their support for what they see as the militancy of the working 

class. They defend the strike as a resurgence of proletarian labor struggles in the united 

states, claiming that the unity of labor unions is a signal to the First World Communist 

movement that their ascension to “working class” leadership is underway. Though it would 

appear that they have not looked too long or too hard at the discourse of these unionists, or 

at what their demands and histories are, otherwise it may disgust those with principles or a 

conscience. It is well known that the labor history of amerika is riddled with colonial racism 

and its general pro-imperialist stance; so what of the modern revival of union struggles? The 

pro-colonial and pro-imperial element of the First Worldist labor struggle is far from 

weakened (indeed, it is the essence of such struggles), and it would seem that its message is 

unapologetically passed along by the First Worldist left. 

The Imperial Demands of Labor 

Among the demands of the communications workers of amerika (CWA: the union who led 

the strike) they made clear that the principle concern of theirs was the export of high-paying 

amerikan jobs to the Third World. In interviews conducted with the strikers themselves they 

complained of the company’s plan to export “amerikan” jobs overseas, and have made many 

standard nationalist overtures regarding the goals of the strike to preserve the integrity of 

amerikan labor.1 Their demands come not only from an accusatory stance with regards to 

the Third World proletariat colluding with the verizon company to “steal amerikan jobs,” 

but by their own admission they are part of a privileged stratum of workers themselves. In 

fact, the average base salary of the strikers was about $82,000, and when factored along with 

benefits it reaches an average $100,000 or more.2  

These are hardly the “proletarians” that the left has made them out to be, and their cause is 

hardly as noble. We are quite aware of how these workers have come to have such a 

privileged position in the arena of global labor. Their highly inflated wages are the result 

 
1 http://money.cnn.com/2016/04/13/technology/verizon-strike/index.html?iid=EL 
2 http://www.newyorker.com/business/currency/the-verizon-strikers-shrinking-world 
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of the parasitic super-exploitation of Third World workers by the imperialist countries. This 

process, however aware of it they may be, has rarely—if ever—been the focus of their 

political projects. They seem more keen to ignore these conditions in favor of the 

conspiratorial accusations of “job theft” and focus primarily on the effects of capital export 

as it relates to their concept of “offshoring” rather than on the slave-like conditions of Third 

World peoples. When they do mention these conditions, it is always in a tokenizing fashion 

which is both logically inconsistent with their assertions and does little in the way of 

demanding solidarity with them.3 For the amerikan labor aristocracy, they see the super-

exploitation of Third World workers as a challenge to their profession, rather than some 

humanitarian crisis. 

Their Connection to the AFL=CIA 

What is even more telling about the CWA than their wages or rhetoric is their relationship to 

the major labor aristocrat cartel, the AFL-CIO (whom we affectionately term “AFL=CIA”), 

whose pro-imperialist record stretches back decades. The AFL=CIA has a long history to 

answer to, but more than that they have a continued record of collusion with 

imperialism. For example, a vocal supporter of the Verizon workers has been the 

International Brotherhood of Boilermakers, an AFL=CIA union (the same union which lost 

the 1944 James v. Marinship supreme court battle in an attempt at locking out Black 

membership even in closed shops).4 Anyone familiar with the AFL=CIA will know that the 

IBB routinely agitates for increases in military spending including “the need to modernize 

and expand the fleets of the U.S. Coast Guard and the U.S. Navy,” based on the fact that 

many of their members make their livings by producing amerikan weapons utilized in 

imperialist pillage.5 This is just one group of workers which has tied its destiny and 

livelihood to amerikan imperialism. 

The AFL=CIA also unionizes the most reactionary sections of the imperialist apparatus, 

namely the Border Patrol Union and International Union of Police Associations, true 

criminal syndicates in the eyes of progressive humanity responsible for untold suffering for 

the internal colonies in the case of the latter, and terror against refugees and the international 

working class in the case of the former. In fact, even the CWA itself is a junior-contributor 

to the protection of the security forces with a sector that serves over 16,000 local and 

municipal workers employed as deputy sheriffs, probation officers, city and state police, as 

well as county and state correctional officers.6 From top to bottom, it is clear that the 

company kept by the labor aristocrats of the CWA, just like all labor aristocrats in general, is 

wholly rotten and reactionary. 

 
3 https://www.dailykos.com/story/2013/3/3/1191214/-On-Elaine-Chao-and-Racism 
4 http://www.blackpast.org/primarywest/james-v-marinship-1944 
5 https://www.boilermakers.org/resources/commentary/V42N2 
6 http://www.cwa-union.org/about 
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So What Then? 

It is telling that this episode garnered so much support and effort from so-called 

“progressive” (that is not to say anti-imperialist) organizations and individuals while the 

struggles of refugees and victims of imperialist war go unaided, the machinations for further 

imperialist subterfuge and realization of global surplus-value go unopposed. The imperialists 

gain the continued, peaceful operation of their system along with the renewed collaboration 

of the CWA, and more broadly all labor aristocrats, to continue all of the above. 

We will not tell you that there was—or is—one single alternative to the recent pro-

imperialist circus on-which the efforts of progressives could have been better spent. But 

rather any number of things could have been undertaken with as much determination and 

effort. This past week heralded the 6-year anniversary of the solitary incarceration in a men’s 

prison of the heroic Chelsea Manning. Small and sporadic efforts at solidarity with her and 

other political prisoners were eclipsed by the Verizon “strike.” The imperialists continue to 

carry out conspiracies against nations like Venezuela and Brazil, wage imperialist war on 

Syria, Iraq, Libya, Yemen, and otherwise terrorize the world. The imperialist machine 

continues to extract global surplus-value unhindered by any significant strategic internal 

opposition. 

And why? Because, in our estimation, the debilitated north amerikan left relies 

psychologically on petty, assured victories delivered not by their effort in solidarity with 

oppressed peoples, but the machinations of the monopolies mediated by the Democratic 

Party. Such “victories” are in actual fact nothing but defeats. They represent the successful 

integration of supposedly progressive forces into the left boot of imperialism; the 

phenomenon known as opportunism which stabilizes the parasitic social contract, purchases 

peace and further includes the forces of progress as an eager party to their own 

degradation. It is a process which must be understood, critiqued and thoroughly rejected. 
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First Worldism and Revisionism 
RAIM | 2018 

 

 

Fundamental to contemporary discussions of imperialism and anti-imperialism are the First-

Worldist and Third-Worldist tendencies, which have distilled as the magnetic poles around 

which the two-line struggle is fought. However, as is true in all other struggles of political 

line, we must clearly define what these two poles represent in order to focus comrades’ 

understanding of the problem we are faced with. Consciously and unconsciously, this 

struggle has been raging for decades now, but it is a fairly recent development that the terms 

“First-Worldism” and “Third-Worldism” have been used to describe it. In the past, those 

who laid the foundation of the Third-Worldist tendency as it exists today tended to lump the 

rather specific deviation of First World chauvinists into the broad category of “revisionism.” 

Yet, it does not suffice to say that First-Worldism, as a deviation, is simply “revisionist” and 

then move on. There are many tendencies and deviations which inevitably lead down the 

capitalist road and toward the liquidation or fatal interruption of conscious class struggle. It 

is true that First-Worldism pulls the communist movement inexorably toward the liquidation 

of fundamental Marxist principles through a failure to correctly identify the exact nature of 

modern capitalism-imperialism. However, neither First-Worldism nor revisionism are 

monolithic categories. Not all revisionism is equal, and our approach to these mistaken ideas 

and deviations must be built according to their nature. This means that we must first 

understand First-Worldism on a deeper level, not only to counter its rightward pull, but to 

better understand our own position and tasks. 

What is First-Worldism? 

Before we can move forward, we must clearly define First-Worldism, its features, and its 

nuances with respect to the First World communist movement. First-Worldism is a broad 

tendency that undermines the analysis of the labor aristocracy, colonialism and global value 

transfer, and obscures their role in the context of modern capitalism-imperialism. Within this 

tendency are many errors specific to this mode of thinking, all broadly located under the the 

First-Worldist deviationist tendency. For instance, one common error is the notion that the 

labor aristocracy exists as a marginal formation or does not exist at all, and in either case is 

functionally irrelevant to class struggle in the First-World. This error prevents communists 

from correctly analyzing the political geography of class struggle in the First World, and 

leads them to unprincipled alliances with, or liquidation into, labor aristocratic struggles 

under the impression that they are proletarian in character. 
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One example of this erroneous thinking was in the 2016 Verizon telecommunication 

workers’ strike, where the political discourse of many communist organizations, especially 

those in the surrounding area who, rather than engaging critically on the strikers’ demands, 

felt that uncritical and ultimately uninvolved “solidarity” was sufficient. There was neither 

any significant effort made to neutralize reactionary slogans and narrow nationalist 

tendencies, nor to agitate against the AFL=CIA’s stewardship in the strike. Although the 

response to the strike was marred principally by rightist tailism, this deviationist attitude was 

rooted firmly in an opposition to real concrete analysis of demands and conditions stemming 

from a First-Worldist tendency among those involved. A similar tendency is making itself 

felt regarding the recent teachers’ strike in West Virginia. These struggles are allowed to 

continue in the absence of communist intervention and, despite their labor aristocratic 

character, are analyzed as if they are consciously proletarian. 

In both of these situations a serious analysis of the labor aristocracy and the role of global 

value transfer could inform communist intervention in class struggle. The labor aristocracy 

exists, defined by its broad and conscious character imposed by the history of reactionary 

labor bureaucracy, now as a majority sector of the well-paid First World workers. Their 

struggles are not identical to, and are in fact in opposition to, that of the global proletariat on 

the basis of their anti-internationalism. One of the major slogans of the telecom workers’ 

strike was a jingoistic “buy amerikan” slogan that actively called upon people’s disdain for 

foreign telecom workers as a point around which they could unite. Yet, rather than 

challenging these reactionary ideas (which are rooted in a sense of superiority cultivated by 

their class institutions and structural position in the world today) the First-Worldist tendency 

is to double down on these slogans, and to rationalize them as correct and proletarian ideas. 

This issue is further magnified by the overall question of minimum wage struggles, which 

has actively opposed any analysis of global value transfer and its effects on the wages and 

conditions of workers in the First World. The problem is not the demand for higher pay, 

although certainly the embarrassing tailism and right-wing workerism of the First World 

communist movement shines through here, but the fact that the call for higher wages in the 

First World is never pushed to any internationalist conclusion. In fact, quite the opposite. 

Calls for international minimum wages, or active struggles in solidarity with the world’s 

workers are dismissed by these factions, who insist that while a 15 dollar minimum wage in 

the united $tates is reasonable, a 3 or 4 dollar minimum wage worldwide is preposterous. 

They insist that nothing can be done on this matter, despite using the evidence of the 

overwhelming wealth locked up in the First World as a foundational argument for wage 

increases here. This is an error which has reinforced other jingoistic and narrow national 

chauvinist slogans thrown out by the labor aristocrats and their unions. 

Where they are not in outright support of these chauvinist positions, they remain silent on 

them. A notable example is the absolute silence on the majority position of LiUNA 

regarding the Keystone XL pipeline directly attacking the lives and sovereignty of native 
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people—or rather, what pittance of so-called “sovereignty” has been afforded to them—

wherein they claimed that attacks on this project were attacks on workers themselves. We 

would not insinuate that this lead the left to a wide-scale support for the pipeline, it certainly 

did not, however the lack of serious discussion on where these statements were coming from 

was indicative of the general torpor among the First-Worldist tendency in dealing with the 

question of settler-colonialism and the land issue, as well as its relationship to the labor 

aristocracy. In a way, LiUNA was correct. It is outside the capability of the First-Worldist 

imagination that an attack on monopoly capital, and solidarity with native people, could 

possibly be an attack on the workers of the oppressor nation. Which comes upon yet 

another error of the First-Worldist type: the assumption of settler sovereignty, either 

through emotional obscurantism in the form of a “metaphoric” reading of anti-colonial 

authors, or a national-chauvinist position that settlers as a nation have a right to land because 

to deny it would mark us for interminable defeat. 

Correcting First-Worldist Errors 

It is true that we must carefully consider how to connect the disparate struggles in north 

amerika together for the sake of furthering worldwide proletarian revolution, and the 

destruction of imperialism here once and for all. Yet, the default support for settler 

sovereignty as a vehicle for this not only assumes, generally, that the working class possesses 

a proletarian character, but obscures or outright denies all of the complexity of the colonial 

situation in favor of a “simpler” and more traditional approach—one, we must add, that has 

lead consistently to the liquidation of whatever proletarian movements have been assembled 

on this continent into the leagues of the labor aristocracy, and, in the final instance, have 

confronted and frustrated proletarian power throughout the world. 

Although it is true that middling classes can often become allies in class struggle, and this is 

as true for the labor aristocracy as it has been for the petty bourgeoisie and even sections of 

the bourgeoisie historically, we must understand that firstly these do not represent the 

foundation of revolutionary forces, and secondly that our hegemonic infiltration into these 

classes will not come through unconscious and unprincipled alliance, but must be born out 

of a realistic analysis of their conditions and the class basis of their politics. It is a First-

Worldist and ultimately liquidationist error to superficially substitute labor aristocratic class 

interests and politics for proletarian ones, and to reduce our failures to poor attitudes among 

the masses, rather than serious errors of analysis and practice on the part of communists. 

This was the case for the recently deceased “Richmond Struggle” organization, who, noble 

for their attempts at pushing forward proletarian politics, erroneously attributed their 

failure at least in part to “alien ideological trends which as a result of the historic defeat of 

our class are almost universally predominant.” We do not pretend to know the exact 

conditions of their dissolution, however this is a common gripe among communists who 

struggle to build inroads among the working class in the united $tates. They mistakenly 
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believe that much of these chauvinist, reactionary and bourgeois trends among the working 

class are “alien” and have come about as a response to their historic defeats when, to the 

contrary, these are all internal to their class logics. 

This is not an issue of “false consciousness” but consciousness constructed under the 

conditions of labor aristocratic vanguardism in class struggle. Having placed these ideas 

outside the internal logic of the working class, many of these organizations doom themselves 

to further errors concerning the real directing factors of class struggle, succumbing to either 

sectarian isolation or rightist tailism of labor aristocratic leadership. Recognizing the 

presence of the labor aristocracy allows us to make informed determinations on our 

relationship to them in whatever context we find ourselves, and pushes us to seek the “lower 

and deeper” elements of the oppressed masses as a source of strength against the structured 

opposition they face among the labor aristocratic workers and their institutions. Even 

further, we must always concretely push an internationalist strategy against the narrow 

nationalist one currently guiding the First World working class. 

The Task for Third-Worldists 

The reason that we say First-Worldism is not “simply revisionism” is the same reason we do 

not say that Third-Worldism is “simply anti-revisionism.” Third-Worldism is a response to 

First-Worldism, representing a set of principles around which our political bloc must be 

constituted. The Third-Worldist tendency has a history and contemporary political character 

that we cannot claim is all our own. Our Third-Worldism, Maoism (Third-Worldism), 

naturally poses very specific solutions, and a concrete political program of its own. However, 

as far as the broader, revolutionary Third-Worldist tendency is concerned, we find ourselves 

primarily juxtaposed to the First-Worldist deviations weighing down the First World 

communist movement. 

Our resolution on the question of First-Worldist errors is not toward sectarian isolation for 

the sake of “purity” or useless nit-picking. On the contrary, our intentions are toward the 

further systematization of our ideas, and the elucidation of First-Worldism for the sake of 

consolidating an independent political bloc. We must be willing to think strategically, to 

cultivate and align ourselves with those good ideas present within the revolutionary 

movement for the sake of isolating and combating bad and reactionary ideas. There will be 

struggle within this bloc as well as without, as we struggle against all deviations which would 

collapse or frustrate the progress of our movement. However, Third-Worldism, as in the 

common opposition to eurocentric and First-Worldist deviations within the communist 

movement, serves as the basis for our unity on these matters. 

In the context of building the revolutionary center, not all deviations are equal, and we must 

prioritize the non-negotiable elements of our program in establishing a bloc which cannot be 

excluded from the revolutionary communist movement. We must prioritize the 

consolidation of MTWs and other Third-Worldist communists, on principled grounds, with 
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the intention of aiding in establishing a wider revolutionary center with all who can be united 

for the sake of revolution against capitalism-imperialism. Difficult political concessions will 

have to be made, but ultimately we must develop and consolidate our bloc so as to ensure 

the success of our movement, and the permanence of our politics in whatever formations 

arise from it. We cannot strike out in all directions, but work diligently to constantly evaluate 

and reevaluate our friends and enemies in the development of the revolutionary movement. 
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The Necessary Material Conditions 

With the growth of the imperialist system, the labor aristocracy has become more important 

than ever for an understanding of capitalism-imperialism and anti-imperialist politics. Many 

organizations which recognize themselves in the latter are developing and have developed 

political lines regarding this stratum of society. In this essay, we wish to contribute to the 

theoretical work required to come to a fuller understanding of the functions and conditions 

of reproduction of the labor aristocracy. 

To begin our analysis, we will say that the labor aristocracy arises from specific social 

conditions and has not always existed. More specifically, the labor aristocracy is an inevitable 

outcome of the growth of capitalism and its transformation into imperialism, or international 

monopoly capitalism. Capitalism, in order to survive, must maintain its conditions of 

existence: its relations of production. 

For Marxists, the process of production within capitalism, necessary for the continuation of 

human societies (can you think of a society without food?), takes a specific historical form. 

On the one hand, we have workers, on the other, we have capitalists. Workers are free in a 

double sense: they are free from owning means of production, and they are free to sell their 

hands and mind to a capitalist who will employ them. The capitalist, on the other hand, is 

separated from production, but owns the means with which production is carried out. With 

the labor contract, the worker sells his labor-power, his ability to do labor, for a given 

amount of time; however, their labor-power can’t be disembodied from their bodies, which 

are what ends up being commanded by the capitalist in the production process. The worker 

then produces a mass of commodity with a value higher than what he has been remunerated 

with wages; this is the source of profit. In short, without the employment of labor in a 

concrete process of production (here examined abstractly), there can be no value nor profit. 

Understanding the origin of profit is important for a number of reasons. 

Firstly, social inequality is revealed as a necessary prerequisite of capitalism, and not as an 

“unfortunate byproduct”. The dispossessed “lowly” worker must accept a wage for the 

employment of her labor time as she does not possess the means by which to subsist 

without it. The so-called “freedom” she has in the matter of accepting the contract is 

subordinate to the faculties of her material and social body, her objective material 
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conditions. This relationship necessarily reflects upon all the instances of oppression present 

in our contemporary imperialist social order, oppression here being defined as an unequal 

economic, political and ideological where one agent or group of agents holds a position of 

power over the other, often taking a repressive character. 

Secondly, the inequality of material conditions is revealed as a prerequisite for the 

production of new relations of oppression and the maintenance of already existing ones. 

Inequality is a concrete necessity for the reproduction and function of capitalism. In order 

for commodities to be produced there must be some class of persons, dispossessed of 

means of production, which the capitalist class can employ and exploit. This is the unequal 

function required. In order for the worker to return to their place of employment the next 

day it is required that this relationship to the means of production (relative to her social 

existence within the class of workers) must not change. And so therefore the material 

conditions upon which she is required to sell her labor power for a wage must also not be 

radically transformed so that she would be disposed towards otherwise. This is the 

reproductive function of this inequality.1 

Thus we’re forced to speak about the social division of labor within capitalist production as 

the necessary social condition to the labor aristocracy, a historically specific phenomenon. 

The labor aristocracy, in fact, exists within the working class as part of the relative 

population employed in the production and circulation of capital. 

The Social Division of Labor 

In this social division of labor, economic as well as ideological and political factors are at 

play. There are strictly economic characteristics we may appraise in abstraction, e.g. the labor 

contract, but when we’re dealing with the real world there are always political factors which 

help maintain the social division of labor (such as, for instance, law) and ideological factors 

which serve the same purpose (such as workers accepting the property claims of capitalists 

because of a morality they primarily inherit from the system’s ideology). In these aspects of 

the social division of labor, the labor aristocracy finds a function in relation to the whole 

scope of capitalist society. 

The division of labor is not only technical, it doesn’t just concern the physical problems of 

allocating labor to different types of concrete production processes (car manufacturing, 

mineral extraction, etc.). Every different society, be it a slave-holding society like the Roman 

Empire, a feudal one like Europe in the Middle Ages, or a capitalist one like most of the 

world today, must organize the technical division of labor in historically specific ways. In 

other words, every society has to organize its technical division of labor and install 

 
1 It should be mentioned that, when inequality is mentioned, it should not be conflated with the liberal 
concept of “inequality” in regard to bourgeois freedom; that is, inequality of participation or 
representation in capitalist organs of power (e.g. the right to vote, etc.), as this does not speak of the 
intrinsic social and material inequality which transcends the popular frame of bourgeois superstructure. 



43 
 

relationships between people which define the social division of labor, stratifying people into 

classes within a labor process according to the configuration of a class society.2 In capitalist 

society, the proletariat finds the lowest rungs of occupation in the social division of labor, 

usually comprising unskilled, low-paid and mundane employment. Those of petty bourgeois 

standing are found in positions of skilled labor, technicians, and relatively privileged points 

of employment within the labor process. Therefore it becomes clearly observable that the 

broad division of labor within capitalism must be understood principally as a social division 

with the primary function of stratification. The technical production process and its 

characteristics must be understood as secondary, as it is subordinate to the social forces 

which condition them: capital and labor. 

With respect to the theory of the labor aristocracy, it is absolutely integral to understand the 

global social division of labor, as a precondition thereof. If we understand this division as 

merely technical, the possibility of a functioning labor aristocracy disappears and arrive only 

at certain conjunctions of struggle for which labor failures are blamed. Rather, we should 

fully comprehend the labor aristocracy as occupying a relative point in the social order as 

enabled by the division of labor which lends not only base reproductive capacity but also a 

central function in the relations of production. 

So what exactly is this function and how does it relate to the labor aristocracy? 

As stated before, the primary function is stratification in regard to classes in class society. 

However, the same could be said of the formal state apparatuses with respect to suppression 

of a class by another. The difference is that this social division of labor is not directly 

repressive of one class but rather reproduces capitalist social relations in the base; 

specifically, it reproduces what we understand as capitalist relations of production. Relations 

of production being understood as how persons enter into relation with each other in the 

concrete production and reproduction of society.3 These relations of production remain the 

primary determinants of any given mode of production understood concretely; as these 

relations of production seize upon productive forces to form the ‘unity’ of a mode of 

production.4 Thus, in a crude but concise manner of analysis, we might conclude that the 

 
2 Althusser, Louis. 1971. On the Reproduction of Capitalism: Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses. 
Verso Publishing; 2014. p. 34-37. note: the summation of Althusser’s work in the cited selection forms the 
kernel of the work at hand. His fourth section on the chapter entitled “What is a Mode of Production?” 
called ‘The Social Division of Labour is the Reality Behind the Technical Division of Labour: Production, 
Exploitation and the Class Struggle in Production’ might be considered a textual introduction to the 
present essay. Interrogating the social relationships within production and locating this social character of 
technical formations provides the groundwork for any investigation into the labor aristocracy. In specific, 
our duty here is to examine how social relations “radically determine all the seemingly ‘technically’ 
relations of the division and organization of labour” (p. 34). 
3 Ibid., p. 27. Althusser makes use of the relation of agency here in production, “when all the members of 
a social formation are agents of production, or between the agents of production…”. 
4 Ibid., pp. 20-21. note: Althusser utilizes ‘unity’ here in the dialectical sense so that we might draw 
analysis from the thus dynamic relationship the productive forces and relations of production assume. 
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reproduction of these relations of production occupies a great importance within capitalism 

(and all modes of production). 

What does this mean for the labor aristocracy? 

Specifically, that the primary function of the labor aristocracy is the reproduction of 

capitalist social relations through its influence in politics, its ideology and its economic 

standing in a given point of the social division of labor. 

The division of labor, especially understood in its primarily social character, can’t be simply 

reduced to repression and ideology; these alone make us subjectivize consent by explaining it 

away as the product of repression or delusion. In reality, there are no historical examples of 

states surviving solely on civil war (i.e. constant repression of subordinated classes) or 

ideology (i.e. a Huxley-type society where all repression is internal to the individual). 

Tangible concessions imposed by the class struggle also enter into the daily reproduction of 

capitalism. In fact, that is the kernel of social democracy and in general most political 

programs of the capitalist parties. Even fascism benefited sections of the dominated classes 

by reducing unemployment, providing job security, increasing purchasing power, etc.; this 

was at the expense of women and oppressed nationalities, but at the benefit of the white 

male working class, which granted their support to the state. The labor aristocracy is bound 

up with ideological, political, and economic existence, having an objective material privilege 

within the social division of labor. Concretely, this means for them better wages, benefits, 

housing, living conditions, geographical area, etc., the product of concessions granted by 

monopoly capital. 

Where does this posit the material relation of the labor aristocracy? 

While being a strata of wage workers, employed for the production and circulation of capital, 

they maintain a privileged relationship. This most concretely translates into higher wages, 

greater benefits, etc. which generally reflects a higher standard of living enjoyed by this strata 

of labor. All of this serves a concrete purpose in regard to the economy; the amount of value 

flowing into the countries of the First World, where the labor aristocracy is most present, 

has to be realized and the huge amount of commodities acquired by imperialist countries 

must be bought by market agents, hence wages, benefits, etc. become in a sense necessary. 

However, while this economic function exists, the primary purpose of material concessions 

to the labor aristocracy are meant to solidify it within the social division of labor. In this way, 

the material existence of the labor aristocracy is concretely reproduced so that its abstract 

function in regard to reproduction might be extended. This abstract function as well as its 

concrete nuance is a subject we shall return to shortly. 

Up to this point we have only considered the abstract existence of the labor aristocracy 

considered theoretically in regard to capitalism. Although this method of analysis has 

abstracted from concrete developments, specifically in regard to imperialism, it remains 

important as a tool for greater comprehension. First and foremost because it locates the 



45 
 

material and social existence of the labor aristocracy as intrinsic to the reproduction of 

capitalism which grounds our thesis in a fundamental understanding of capitalism, even 

abstract of the transformative history of imperialism. Second, because this analysis, while 

abstract, lends great insight into our concrete and contemporary world. Without even 

examining the labor aristocracy within relation to imperialism, we can observe this same 

strata of workers in oppressed nations where they maintain the same general function. 

Thirdly, we must provide at least some abstract theoretical foundation by which we can build 

upon the previous analysis of Marx, Engels, Lenin etc. on the same subject. However, it 

would seem as though those previous analysis were limited in their reliance on the 

observations of specific phenomena which reduced the labor aristocracy to a question of 

opportunism; although, this too is a subject to address later in the essay. 

Even with the great abstract knowledge we have of the labor aristocracy it would be 

crippling to not examine (and synthesize) the concrete history and experiences of 

imperialism which has transformed our conception of this strata. In doing so we can provide 

a real snapshot of the present social order. 

As articulated before, the necessary social condition of the labor aristocracy remains the 

social division of labor within capitalism. Moreover, this social division of labor conditions, 

reproduces, and provides function to the labor aristocracy. Therefore, it might be concluded 

that a transformation in this social division of labor would necessarily translate to some 

parallel process within the labor aristocracy, or at least how we can conceptualize it. 

Imperialism has done more than cause unending suffering for hundreds of millions 

throughout the world. In fact, imperialism has served a specific process in the maturation of 

capitalism which now dominates the world at nearly every conjunction.5 The principal 

function of imperialism, relative to the production and circulation of capital, required that 

capital be able to circumvent its internal contradictions; in specific, resolving the crisis of 

overaccumulation intrinsic to capital accumulation. This drove imperialist powers around the 

world in the export of capital as well as the concrete destruction and oppression of countless 

peoples.6 However, imperialism is neither static nor limited by our rudimentary 

understanding. Imperialism has dynamically transformed the social landscape of the world 

over the past century leading many to understand the principal contradiction in our 

contemporary social order to be between imperialism and oppressed nations (of course, 

mediated by capital). This unequal yet vastly complex combination of social formations, 

 
5 Lenin, Vladimir. 1916. Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism. “VII: Imperialism as a Special Stage 
of Capitalism.” I use the term ‘maturation’ here to allude to, as Lenin calls the “historical place of this 
stage of capitalism in relation to capitalism in general”. History not in the sense of teology but how we 
observe the transformation of capital as a social relation to circumvent the very internal contradictions it 
delineates. 
6 Ibid. As Lenin outlines in his five points on the ‘features’ of imperialism, the export of capital is definitive 
(as he calls it “exceptional importance”). “(3) the export of capital as distinguished from the export of 
commodities acquires exceptional importance.”. 
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markets, and concentration of monopoly capital describes our contemporary world as one 

dominated by imperialism. Furthermore, this transformation has not left the division of 

labor, within or between nations, untouched. 

The opposite would seem true. Indeed, the process of imperialism and the global 

concentration of capital (observed as a whole) would indicate a certain qualitative 

transformation in the way by which capital is circulated internationally. In particular, there 

has been a development into what I term the ‘global division of labor’.7 

Global Division of Labor 

The global division of labor is a useful approximation of the process by which the oppressor 

nations have been subjugated into an unequal relationship of power, being dominated 

economically, politically and ideologically by imperialist powers. 

For example, from 1990-2002, 53% of the increase in manufactured imports to the US came 

from ‘low-wage nations’ with 58% of total imports in 2006 coming from ‘developing 

countries’.8 In addition, 89% of the world’s ‘trade deficit’ in 2010 was consumed by the 

United States (roughly $1.6 trillion) allowing the imperialist power to “consume without 

paying” and thus affording the monopolists and their allies a disproportionate sum of labor, 

even with regard to differentials in the ‘standard of living’.9 All of this coincides with the 

actual international ‘division’ in the organization of labor processes: specifically the 

concentration of employment in ‘service-providing’ industries into the more affluent 

imperialist centers. From 2002-2012 service industries in the United States experienced 0.7% 

annual compounded growth (in labor) while manufacturing during the same period suffered 

-2.4% annual compounded loss (in labor); this trend is expected to intensify over the next 

ten years as the 2012-2022 projections show 1.2% annual compound growth and -0.5% 

annual compound loss, respectively (although the loss projections on manufacturing might 

be rosier than actuality, as the estimates came on the eve of the ‘rebounding economy’).10 

Some of this might be explained as the rise in the organic composition of capital (OCC); 

however, even this cannot account for the growth of formally proletarian ranks in the 

peripheral regions which in turn act upon the composition of imperialist countries’ labor. It 

would be foolishly analytical to posit such transformations as being the inevitable march of 

the OCC unless we are willing to entirely forget the thesis put forth on imperialism; which is 

 
7 Smith, John. 2010. Imperialism & the Globalisation of Production. University of Scheffield. This cited 
piece is a relatively popular PhD dissertation which draws upon empirical data and ‘world systems’ 
analysis to draw conclusions regarding the globalization of production and so on. The findings presented 
have thus been articulated here in regard to a ‘global division of labor’ as a corollary to this 
‘globalisation’. 
8 Ibid., p. 223. 
9 Cope, Zak. 2013. Divided World Divided Class: Global Political Economy and the Stratification of Labour 
Under Capitalism, p. 321. 
10 United States Department of Labor, United States Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2013. Employment by 
Major Industry Sector. Note: Table used in data collection numbered 2.1. 
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principally a thesis on the exploitative interactions between social formations which 

introduce changing variables into both the exploited and exploiter. 

Now we should not suggest this ‘global division of labor’ with respect to the core regions 

(the growth in service industries) reflects poorly upon the revolutionary potential there (that 

service, retail, etc. workers cannot be revolutionary or so on). Rather, we are describing the 

conditions by which the ‘greater labor aristocracy’ exists as a functional component to a 

whole entirety of labor formation. 

Some might suggest this ‘global division of labor’ can simply be explained by the uneven 

development of capitalism throughout the world due to imperialism (as well as the 

prevalence of semi-feudalism in certain conditions). And while this may be true to some 

extent, limiting the response to only a descriptive account of ‘why’ does not employ the 

Marxist method in any meaningful way. In fact, it would be the bourgeois economists who 

would explain away these phenomena as the mere expression of “opportunity cost” in trade. 

This is the sort of methodology we must reject when attempting to arrive at some 

fundamental understanding of capitalist-imperialism. Instead, we must investigate ‘how’ this 

has occurred and to what extent we can understand these material processes which condition 

our contemporary order. 

Truth is, we can’t account for the uneven development of the world’s national economies 

without understanding their interconnections. The relationship between oppressor and 

oppressed nations form the basis of the economic relationships installed between countries; 

how else could one account for the deplorable destitution of West Africa, without 

recognizing the severe historical importance of imperialism in underdeveloping oppressed 

nations? How can we understand the relationship between imperialist centers and exploited 

nations without prioritizing class struggle as the explanation for historical developments of 

class societies? More specifically, the struggle between capital and labor has assumed a 

concrete existence in the principal contradiction characterized between imperialist and 

oppressed nations. 

In regard to the global division of labor, how does this relate to the labor aristocracy? 

Certainly, the labor aristocracy appears, necessarily, in every social formation of capitalism, 

even within the most exploited contemporary nations. We have demonstrated this abstractly 

and given observation to this truth in our modern era. However, it is important to also 

delineate the development of a globally concentrated labor aristocracy within the imperialist 

centers. This labor aristocracy within the imperialist centers occupies a distinctly 

disproportionate section of the formal working class and therefore historically as well as 

presently exerts its dominance in regard to labor struggles and the relationship between labor 

and capital.11 In this sense we might understand the concentration of labor aristocracy within 

 
11 Cope 2013, pp. 264-270. 
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the core in the same way we understand concentration of the proletariat within the 

periphery. Not simply as a numerical expression of greater magnitude but in its relative size 

and relationship to the whole social formation. This concentration, be it a ‘result’ of wealth 

concentration within the imperialist center, serves a functional purpose within this ‘global 

division of labor’ and imperialism as a totality. In the same way by which the particular labor 

aristocracy grounded in a social division of labor serves to reproduce capital social relations 

the concentration of the international labor aristocracy grounded in a global division of labor 

reproduces imperialist relations toward oppressed nations. This is an instrumental discover 

to the science of historical materialism as it serves to reorient the understanding of class 

struggle in our contemporary order as primarily a struggle between imperialism and the 

oppressed nations. This nuance of a ‘greater labor aristocracy’ provides significant insight 

into the social-chauvinist nature and function of many popular labor programs within the 

core. We should extend, however, that this conceptualization of a ‘greater labor aristocracy’ 

does not suggest some concrete international labor aristocracy one can observe with strictly 

empiricist material specificity or ‘direct access’. Rather, this ‘greater labor aristocracy’ can be 

considered a combination of the distinct labor aristocracies within imperialist nations which 

act in congruence with their respective forms of imperialism. This is important to articulate 

lest we slip into some false understanding of class formation. 

To put it quite simply, the labor aristocracy within the core, specifically the whole of this 

‘greater labor aristocracy’ is maintained through the process of a significant value transfer. 

The process by which value is transferred from one bloc to another via a transposing 

difference, regarding geo-socio magnitude, from where value is created to where it is 

realized. The point of ‘value added’ in this continuum of value transfer might be considered 

the point of super-exploitation, or the point at which the rate of exploitation is higher than 

the average rate of exploitation.12 Although, it is worth noting that this transfer may take 

place without the ‘necessity’ of super-exploitation via unequal trade and currency swap, 

something which Dr. Zak Cope addresses more concisely in his work on the subject.13 In 

whatever form, this value extracted is then realized in the form of super-wages within the 

core or peripheral labor aristocracy. Meaning that this higher strata of the formal working 

class indirectly receives benefits from the super-exploitation and oppression imposed by 

imperialism or the process of capital circulation within their own social formation. 

This is important to note for a few reasons. First, because we must come to intelligible 

comprehension of the way in which the labor aristocracy functions by relation to the labor 

process abstract of the division of labor. Second, this allows us to draw conclusions 

regarding the ‘essence’ of this labor aristocracy without even formally examining its social 

existence. If what we understand to be true is indeed so (regarding the exploitation of value, 

super-exploitation, super-wages, etc.) this would posit a real insight into the features of the 

 
12 Cope 2013, pp. 182-184. 
13 Cope 2013, pp. 327-328. 
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labor aristocracy. Particularly so because some understandings of the labor aristocracy (and 

reactionary strata in the working class as a whole) could be reducible to ‘false consciousness’. 

The idea that this stratum is simply manipulated by the force of false consciousness and 

derives no material inclination from the imposition of capital is simply false. While the 

instructive force of ideology should not be understated (we shall address this later) the 

primary social being of a subject is derived from its social existence in the last instance. And 

even if this case were true, ideology exists materially and therefore is supplanted into 

concrete practices (some being economic). It would be flawed to assume ideology is a 

reflection of social relations rather that ideology might be considered a reflection of how we 

understand our social relations, not as they “really are”.14 This approximation of social 

relations through consciousness in ideology provides a significant space for class struggle in 

the arena of ‘thought’. However this note is only supplementary to the thesis being put forth 

in this essay. What we must understand with great certainty is how the material existence 

(read: material privilege) of the labor aristocracy provides material substance for its social 

and thoroughly political agency. 

Now that we have established the social and material conditions by which the labor 

aristocracy has thrived we must analyze the forms by which it expresses a social existence. 

Meaning, we must make some abstract notes about how the labor aristocracy ‘behaves’ but 

also where about it functions with respect to the whole totality of capitalism. 

Social Existence in Political Agency 

The primary ‘social being’ of the labor aristocracy might be determined from its political 

existence; more specifically, from the political alliance between the labor aristocracy and the 

ruling capitalist class be it the comprador bourgeoisie of the periphery or the monopoly 

capitalists of the imperial centers. 

In fact, it was the political incidences of opportunism among the English working class 

which originally drew notice from Engels to which he wrote Marx: 

The English proletariat is actually becoming more and more bourgeois, so that the 

ultimate aim of this most bourgeois of all nations would appear to be the possession, 

alongside the bourgeoisie, of a bourgeois aristocracy and a bourgeois proletariat. In 

the case of a nation which exploits the entire world this is, of course, justified to 

some extent.15 

It is important to note that the phrase ‘labor aristocracy’ does not appear in any of Engels or 

Marx writings, even those regarding issues of this “bourgeois proletariat”. This can largely be 

attributed to the socio-historical point at which both wrote. Early in the development of 

 
14 Althusser, p. 181. Althusser’s thoughts on the ‘reality’ of ideology, “Ideology represents individuals’ 
imaginary relation to their real conditions of existence”. 
15 Engels, Friedrich. 1858. Marx-Engels Correspondence. 7 October, 1858. 
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capitalism, it was difficult to immediately discern these circulative motions especially before 

imperialism which help to delineate our understanding of the labor aristocracy. Therefore, 

while it is important to understand the historical context of the labor aristocracy in regard to 

Marx and Engels, we must also recognize our current thesis as being valid insofar as a 

scientific rupture from previous undeveloped conceptions of the same notion. The labor 

aristocracy of Marx and Engels was an opportunistic movement among the working class 

towards an alliance with the bourgeoisie in regard to a ‘collective exploitation’ of the ‘entire 

world’. Their notion is inadequate for a number of reasons. First, because it supposes the 

labor aristocracy simply as a movement towards opportunism and reaction not as a solidified 

stratum existing concretely in a class. This reduces the political being of the labor aristocracy 

to simple opportunist politics which misunderstands the real existence and function of this 

strata and confuses it for a ‘false consciousness’. Secondly, the idea that the labor aristocracy 

exists somewhat abstract to the circuit of capital as well as the entirety of social apparatuses 

forbids any concrete theory of how to ‘resolve’ this contradiction. A proper dialectical 

analysis would postulate this transformation of the proletariat into ‘bourgeois proletariat’ or 

the solidification of a labor aristocracy is an internal process of capital circulation not one 

abstracted from it. This fundamental error on the part of Marx and Engels prevented a 

correct understanding on the part of the labor aristocracy and its function within capitalism. 

However, this error is understandable in regard to social context and therefore we should 

posit our conclusions as in line with the original epistemological method of Marx and 

Engels. 

With the development of imperialism the demarcation of this labor aristocracy became more 

visible. The political identity of this strata within bourgeois society sharpened as monopoly 

capital scoured the earth in search of super-profits. Great sections of the working class 

within Europe began to fawn over the political alliance between the privileged workers and 

their ruling classes in hopes to collectively benefit from the national oppression in 

imperialism. Lenin, in his seminal work on imperialism, noted this in particular: 

Imperialism has the tendency to create privileged sections also among the workers, 

and to detach them from the broad masses of the proletariat… the tendency of 

imperialism to split the workers, to strengthen opportunism among them and to 

cause temporary decay in the working-class movement, revealed itself much earlier 

than the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth centuries.16 

He would later make a sharp condemnation of this privileged trend and socialist parties who 

based themselves on such “petty bourgeois conditions” in his speech to the Second 

International: 

The industrial workers cannot fulfill their world-historical mission of emancipating 

mankind from the yoke of capital and from wars if these workers concern themselves 

 
16 Lenin. 1916. “VIII: Parasitism and Decay of Capitalism.” 
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exclusively with their narrow craft, narrow trade interests, and smugly confine 

themselves to care and concern for improving their own, sometimes tolerable, petty 

bourgeois conditions. This is exactly what happens in many advanced countries to the 

“labor aristocracy” which serves as the base of the alleged Socialist parties of the 

Second International.17 

We should note as well that Lenin’s understanding of this labor aristocracy went ‘deeper’ 

than that of his predecessors. In fact, he anticipated what is now understood as a ‘material 

impediment’ of objective conditions due to the growth of this labor aristocracy from the 

processes of imperialism. Meaning precisely that the working class movements of the 

imperialist center are necessarily damaged by the prevalence of this privileged relationship: 

The class of those who own nothing but do not labor either is incapable of 

overthrowing the exploiters. Only the proletarian class, which maintains the whole of 

society, has the power to bring about a successful social revolution. And now we see 

that, as the result of a far-reaching colonial policy the European proletariat has partly 

reached a situation where it is not its work that maintains the whole of society but 

that of the people of the colonies who are practically enslaved… In certain countries 

these circumstances create the material and economic basis for infecting the 

proletariat of one country or another with colonial chauvinism. Of course this may 

perhaps be only a temporary phenomenon, but one must nevertheless clearly 

recognize the evil and understand its causes.18 

While Lenin never lived to see the present state of transnational monopoly capitalism and 

rampant imperialism we might intuitively predict his reaction would not be pleasant. If Lenin 

spoke of a “colonial chauvinism” “infecting” the working class nearly 100 years ago then it’s 

not too much a leap to conclude he would speak quite frankly regarding the pervasiveness of 

the labor aristocracy within the imperialist centers. 

While the idea of a labor aristocracy is certainly not novel within the intellectual history of 

the left our present thesis concerning the function and reproduction of this strata necessarily 

contends a rupture from old forms of thought. Not as though the theoretical foundation for 

the labor aristocracy cannot be delineated within the scope of Marxism rather a more 

nuanced, contemporary, and correct understanding must take into account the relevant 

observations of this era unavailable to previous thinkers. The process by which we 

synthesize new practical knowledge with the correct theory of previous instances gives birth 

to new and more correct theory which in turn guides a correct practice. The principal task at 

hand, at least regarding the labor aristocracy, must be to develop a critical and correct 

analysis drawing from the synthesis of new data with revolutionary theory. 

 
17 Lenin, Vladimir. 1920. “Preliminary Draft Theses on the Agrarian Question for the Second Congress of 
the Communist International.” 
18 Ibid. 1920. “Theses on Fundamental Tasks of the 2nd Congress of the Communist International.” 
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Integral to this new understanding of the labor aristocracy is a thorough comprehension of 

the social ‘being’ of this stratum configured through capital social relations and the ideology 

thereof. 

As mentioned above, the political existence of this privileged section necessarily takes upon a 

definite role. The political alliance between the labor aristocracy and monopoly capital, 

within the core, has formed the basis of imperialist relations legitimized by the active 

acceptance of such actions by the “bourgeois proletariat”. The labor aristocracy, in this 

political sense, functions as a ‘default consent’ to the aggressive and militaristic character of 

imperialism. Whether through public support campaigns, donations, advocacy, elections etc. 

the labor aristocracy remains one of the primary accomplices to the imperialist exploitation 

of the world through the political-ideological state apparatus. This is not to say that the 

proletarian masses (non-labor aristocracy) cannot be socialized into the ranks of imperialist 

footmen. In fact, history has shown that even the most exploited and oppressed working 

elements can be made a subject to the ideology of capital especially in the case of war. 

However, the difference being that the reactionary political expression of the labor 

aristocracy is reproduced materially and primarily at the base through its relationship in the 

social division of labor as well as the realization of value. This solidifies the labor aristocracy 

as a concretely privileged strata of the working class whose basic material interests rest 

alongside that of the bourgeoisie. In contrast, the reactionary political consciousness found 

in some working class elements is largely superstructural, interpellated through the ideology 

of the state or some deviant opportunism. The material relation of the proletarian masses 

does not necessarily posit them in alliance with monopoly capital as it would with the 

privileged labor aristocracy. This is a critical point of departure we must make if we are going 

to understand the faculties which compose the working class as well as its privileged 

elements. 

However, the political-judicial ideological state apparatus is arguably not the principal 

ideological state apparatus nor the point where the labor aristocracy is most ‘alive’. This may 

seem to contradict what was said earlier regarding the political character of the labor 

aristocracy being a primary expression of its social ‘being’. Yet, there should be some 

distinction here between political as a reification of class struggle and contradictions, and 

political as the formal political-ideological state apparatus. When delineating the social 

existence of the labor aristocracy the ‘political’ we speak of is the former in question. At this 

point, we can reflect upon Engel’s comment regarding a “bourgeois proletariat” when 

speaking of this political character. Engels was not implying that this proletarian stratum was 

somehow literally bourgeois or even insofar as being in formal political compliance with 

some bourgeois political party. Rather, he was indicating this group had been made subject 

of bourgeois ideology drawing them into a political alliance with the capitalist class and 

therefore composing the “bourgeois” political character of this actively exploited 

“proletariat”. In the same vein, we are able to explore the political existence of the labor 

aristocracy within ideological state apparatuses besides that of the formal political-
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ideological. For example, the workplace is a strong point of ideological contention within 

capitalism (and arguably all modes of production) giving to its identification as an ideological 

state apparatus. Within the workplace, the division of labor finds its social character in the 

micro-interactions, specifically those ideological instances, between members of the labor 

process. The labor aristocracy usually composes that set of workers who uphold (broad) 

capital ideology and even actively promote it amongst the workers. Even outside of the 

ballot box, the work meeting, or the political campaign, these privileged workers are neck 

deep in their political alliance to the bourgeoisie. They are the interpellated subjects of capital 

working tirelessly to reinforce the social relations which provide their own existence as well 

as the survival of the capitalist mode of production. Furthermore, their concrete relationship 

to the social division of labor reproduced, materially, in their super-wages provides as a 

precondition for their own subsistence (read: privilege) the extension, expansion, and 

domination of capitalism. 

Briefly on their ‘super-wages’, it should be noted the labor aristocracy is not petty bourgeois 

in the technical sense; although, it might be observed much of the labor aristocracy 

particularly in the imperialist centers maintain conditions which might be described as petty 

bourgeois. The super-wages of this labor aristocracy afford them conditions above that of 

the proletarian masses such as (granted, with a degree of variety) home ownership, vehicle 

ownership, retirement funds, better schools and neighborhoods, better working conditions, 

advanced benefits, and in an entirety a qualitatively ‘better’ standard of living. However, the 

labor aristocracy does not participate in the direct exploitation of labor-power nor does it 

own the means or instruments of production. Their privilege and social condition is derived 

from their material relationship to the realization of value not necessarily the exploitation 

thereof. This is how the labor aristocracy is able to maintain conditions often comparable to 

that of petty bourgeoisie while still being employed as a wage laborer. 

Ideology and Social Reproduction: Interpellation as Mediation 

Returning to the original premise of the previous pages, the social ‘being’ of the labor 

aristocracy necessarily reflects its abstract function in the circulation of capital. Abstract in 

the sense that the consciousness of the labor aristocracy is aggregate in relation to its 

concrete social conditions. It is more accurately a reflection of how the labor aristocracy 

conceptualizes this social relation than how it ‘actually’ is. Yet, the social consciousness and 

respective configurations of the labor aristocracy are as varied as they are intricate, 

interconnected, and accumulated. We could spend hours analyzing the economic 

configuration (disproportionate consumption, consumerism etc.), social configuration 

(familial-ideological apparatus, “social conservatism”, heteronormativity, racism, ableism, 

gender politics etc.) and political configuration (electoral consciousness, political-ideological 

apparatus, “civil duty”, etc.). Not to draw away from the depth or importance of such an 

analysis, but the task at hand requires a level of concision to the point which the 
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aforementioned configurations deserve their respective social spaces for analysis. All of 

which might hopefully be addressed in the future. 

The summation provided in the analysis above should provide reason for our classification 

of the labor aristocracy. The classification of the labor aristocracy as a materially solidified 

and privileged strata of the working class whose primary function is the reproduction of 

capital social relations in the capitalist mode of production. Why is the primary function not 

the expansion of value like the rest of the working class? Simply by analyzing the objective 

data available we can discern that the labor aristocracy could not possibly produce all of the 

value it realizes. Therefore, the only function intuitively possible, absent of some 

undiscovered internalized contradiction, would be a reproductive function. And not in the 

concrete sense of reproducing the means or instruments of production (although, some 

labor aristocrats may be employed to such ends) but in the abstract sense of reproducing the 

social relations which drive the capitalist mode of production. Specifically, the relations of 

production wherein the worker enters into production so that she might survive and her 

labor-power exploited to produce value in commodities sold for a profit. This is just one 

instance of the totality of capital production/reproduction which dominates our social 

formation to a near entirety. However, this instance of the relations of production forms the 

microcosm by which we can observe all oppression related to the endless expansion of 

capital and extrapolate this relationship into the whole of class society. 

The process of reproducing specific relations of production is generally understood as a 

function of the ideological state apparatuses. This is fundamentally true. As Althusser 

outlines in his On the Reproduction of Capitalism the process of reproducing certain 

relations of production is supremely important to the longevity and consolidation of 

capitalism; as capitalism cannot continue to exist without the indefinite reproduction of the 

relations of production which determine the mode in the base.19 He indicates that this 

reproductive function with regard to social relations is critical to the maintenance or 

transformation of class society with great focus on the potential of ideology. Some may even 

contend that this insight in regard to ideological state apparatuses (ISA’s) would prevent us 

from considering the labor aristocracy as being reproductive of any social logic. The 

argument being that this function derives from the concrete expression of ideology in 

specific apparatuses which cannot be approximated in the social existence of any given class. 

This is correct to a minor extent. 

Ideology, while being expressed in the ISA’s, is not intrinsic to some metaphysical ‘essence’ 

of the ISA’s. The process is rather more specifically expressed in the struggle taking place 

between the representatives of certain classes at the point of any given ideological state 

 
19 Althusser 1971, pp. 144-147. In describing how relations of production are reproduced he makes the 
claim, “All Ideological State Apparatuses without exception contribute to the same end: the reproduction 
of the relations of production, that is, of capitalist relations of exploitation.” 
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apparatus. This analysis on one hand allows us to dispel some of the rather crude (and 

shallow) determinism on behalf of Althusser by recognizing class struggle as the motor of 

transformation (even in ideology), and on the other hand explain as to how the labor 

aristocracy might assume this role as reproductive agents of capitalism. Consider, for 

example, the capitalist class and the circulation of capital. Can we consider the capitalist class 

as an organic unit the ‘body’ of capitalism? Certainly not. In fact, the capitalist class can 

degrade, transform, fluctuate, or entirely change form (think of ‘collective capitalists’ – 

bodies of cooperatives, etc.) and still capitalism lives on. This is because the ‘essence’ (to be 

crude for a moment) of capitalism lies in the abstract circuit of capital taking upon concrete 

forms: M-C-M’ the basic money-commodity-money (prime) transformation.20 The capitalist 

class serves to “conduct” this process and therefore embodies the command of capital in 

nearly every conceivable instance. However, the capitalist is only a representative of this 

circuit of capital, capital exerts its power onto the ‘living’ world through him.21 In a similar 

way we understand the labor aristocracy. The reproduction of capitalist relations of 

production are not synonymous in a functional sense with the labor aristocracy. Rather, the 

ISA’s are capable of interpellating subjects for this purpose with great liberty. However, in 

the same way that the capitalist serves to represent the circulation of capital, the labor 

aristocrat serves to reproduce the relations of capital; primarily doing so in the base, where 

ideology is truly the most ‘active’. 

With the correct application of dialectics we might also advance our knowledge of the labor 

aristocracy. Specifically in how it relates to other classes and within the working class as a 

whole. The process by which we do so involves understanding the “identity” of an aspect in 

any given contradiction. For example, we can understand the “identity” of the proletariat as 

an aspect in the contradiction with the bourgeoisie, provided we have knowledge of the 

bourgeoisie. We can understand that the antagonistic nature of this contradiction derives, at 

least fundamentally, from the exploitative nature of the bourgeoisie; that this then indicates 

the proletariat must be exploited for the two to be in contradiction (antagonistic). Using the 

same dialectical logic we can understand the labor aristocracy as it relates to the non-labor 

aristocratic proletariat. While the two cannot be in antagonistic contradiction, as the 

condition of resolution does not require the overthrow of one by another, the contradiction 

definitely maintains a real albeit non-antagonistic character. The labor aristocracy, as a social 

whole, desires to maintain its relative privilege to the proletariat as a whole. The proletariat, 

 
20 Rühle, Otto. 1939. Karl Marx’s Capital, “Part 2: The Transformation of Money into Capital; Chapter Four: 
The General Formula for Capital.” Rühle’s abridgement of Capital is one of the best tools we have today in 
understanding the general motion and laws of capital accumulation. 
21 Ibid. Rühle sums this up perfectly: “Thus the conscious representative of this movement the possessor 
of money becomes a capitalist. His person, or rather his pocket, is the point from which the money starts 
and to which it returns. The expansion of value, which is the objective basis or main-spring of the 
circulation, becomes his subjective aim. It functions as capital personified and endowed with 
consciousness and a will.” Although I take aim at his use of ‘conscious’ as certainly the capitalist is likely 
unconscious of his ‘real relations’ in that sense, the statement is true nonetheless. 
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who is non-labor aristocracy, as a social whole, desires to overcome the bourgeoisie. The 

labor aristocracy will not venture greatly by its own accord to upset the relationship of 

classes fearing the abolition of its own relative privilege. This necessarily causes 

contradiction between the two. Yet, we should also understand the contradiction between 

the labor aristocracy and the bourgeoisie (abstract, for this instance) has two natures, one 

which is antagonistic and the other non-antagonistic. On the antagonistic nature, the 

bourgeoisie still stratifies the labor aristocracy in wage labor which necessarily means some 

level of oppression (alienation, repression, what have you) as well as maintains political 

hegemony. This can only be resolved through the overthrow of the bourgeoisie, making the 

nature antagonistic. However, the contradiction also maintains a non-antagonistic nature in 

the relationship to value realization by which the bourgeoisie maintains “control” however 

the labor aristocracy maintains privileged access and a point of negotiation. 

Ideology and Determinism: The Conclusion 

As mentioned earlier, we cannot be deterministic in how we assess the relationship of a class 

to ideology or how ideology moves unless we wish to fall into some revisionism or fatalism 

etc. Throughout the essay we have spoke as though class relationships are static, their nature 

unchanging and wholly determined. This is a failure which is to some extent unavoidable in 

the context of raw political economy. However, it should be noted that the scope of class 

society is dynamic, even in the mode of production all parts are in motion and the 

contradictions, processes, conditions, forces are always changing. While in the abstract sense 

we must understand the function of a strata such as the labor aristocracy, its social, political 

and economic existence (not to entirely separate the three, but different configurations of a 

totality), we should make room for the concrete process of class struggle; the motor of all 

history. The masses must be the source of change if capitalism is to be defeated in a real 

sense of tangible social transformation. This requires that our theory guides the masses into 

a knowledge which empowers them as agents of change; specifically empowering the 

oppressed and exploited peoples whom we have understood as the revolutionary subject. 

Even the labor aristocracy should not be considered a monolithic feature of imperialism, an 

unpenetrable layer of capital logic which can only be circumvented. Recall that the peasantry 

has been a historical ally of the working class in semi-feudal conditions, and the petty and 

even national bourgeois in the instance of national liberation. Despite the relationship to 

capital the petty bourgeois maintains, they too must be drawn into the sphere of the 

proletariat in alliance against monopoly capital if revolution is to be successful. The point of 

this essay is certainly not to address revolutionary praxis, however there is no such thing as 

‘philosophy for the sake of philosophy’ or ‘science for the sake of science’ this illusion of 

objectivity is merely a guise for the infiltration of ideology. The fact remains, the labor 

aristocracy may be ‘won over’ in alliance with the oppressed and exploited against monopoly 

capital if contradictions are handled correctly and the theory behind practice equally as 

correct. The social ‘being’ of the labor aristocracy is certainly determined insofar as its 
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concrete existence and its abstract function as reproductive to capital as a social relation. 

However, this does not imply the political consciousness of the labor aristocracy cannot be 

elevated beyond its social ‘being’ through the power of a proletarian ideology. 

We might conclude the labor aristocracy as a concretely existing strata of the working class 

located both abstractly in the mode of production and concretely in its contemporary 

establishment (especially a disproportionate existence in the imperialist centers). The social 

condition by which this strata subsists can be found in the social division of labor and its 

position therein; as well as its unique relationship to the realization of value. However, we 

cannot consider the labor aristocracy to be petty bourgeois in class composition as it is 

neither owns the means of production, instruments of production, nor exploits labor-power 

in the production of commodities. The labor aristocrat still finds himself well within the 

ranks of wage-laborers despite his often significant but relative privilege. The function of the 

labor aristocracy might be understood as primarily being reproductive of capital social 

relations, specifically relations of production, as it mediates the circulation of bourgeois 

ideology between the ideological state apparatuses and the working class in the base. 
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Formed originally as a result of intense class struggle coupled with the top-heavy 

development of capitalism – and monopoly capitalism more specifically – the labor aristocracy 

has now risen to play a pivotal role in the development of the communist movement, 

especially in the imperialist core. The first mentions of what can be understood as the 

nascent labor aristocracy come from Marx and Engels in their descriptions of the english 

working class through the course of their struggle with the capitalists in britain. Engels 

remarked that through the development of colonial monopoly and the saturation of english 

markets with cheap goods from the colonies, that the situation “had turned the English 

working-class, politically, into the tail of the ‘great Liberal Party,’ the party led by the 

manufacturers.”1 The process he describes, although embryonic in its understanding, was the 

development of a new stratum of workers, sharing more ideologically with the petty 

bourgeoisie than the proletariat. 

Since then, much has changed, although a definite connection exists which binds the historic 

labor aristocracy to the one that now dominates class struggle in the united $tates and the 

First World as a whole. Great histories have been written by important Maoists and Marxist-

Leninists on the history and development of the labor aristocracy in great detail: Che, Cope, 

John Smith, Bromma, Torkil Lauesen and the KAK, etc. This is not something we have an 

interest in repeating here. Their works are long, well-sourced and meticulously researched. In 

broad strokes it is necessary to evaluate this development in brief to establish a base from 

which to move forward in this discussion. 

The labor aristocracy in the united $tates developed as an extension of both internal 

colonialism and their many forays into international imperialism before the conclusion of the 

second world war, but it was certainly at the close of WWII that its lasting character would 

be cemented. Its formalization as a political bloc of significant power came first with the 

development of the bourgeois labor bureaucracies in the form of the large, majorly anti-

communist unions and union federations, principally the American Federation of Labor 

(AFL) and its successor, the AFL-CIO. Despite the role of communists in the Confederation 

of Industrial Organizations (CIO), after the abandonment of communist trade unions to 

 
1 https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1885/03/01.htm 
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participate in the “popular front” with all “pro-democratic” forces in the united $tates, the 

CIO itself served better to atomize communist power than magnify it beyond the explicit 

reigns of communist organizers. This was epitomized with the agreed-upon expulsion of 

communists by the CIO upon its merger with the AFL. 

This labor bureaucracy was an effective means for workers to organize and, often with the 

help of the bourgeois state itself, to break the narrow interests of the manufacturers to gain 

concessions and reforms that were beneficial to the longevity of the bourgeois state and 

social peace, as well as the condition of amerikan workers. The catch here was that these 

benefits were exclusive, monopolized by the white working men in unions that resisted any 

racial integration for decades. Beyond the borders of the united $tates, they also benefited 

directly from amerikan colonial holdings in the Third World, such as the Philippines or 

Puerto Rico, various quasi-colonial ventures into Latin Amerika, and their unique trade 

relations with european colonial empires. Inside the united $tates, not only were the captive 

colonial nations excluded from this monopoly, but it was their labor which fed it, first 

through outright slavery and theft, and then through backward agricultural exploitation and 

industrial super-exploitation. 

Despite the fact that the labor aristocracy developed first in prominence as an extension of 

the labor bureaucracy, the ideological and material conditions of their existence would soon 

be, through the institutions and civil structures of imperialism, expanded in the interests of 

the bourgeoisie. After WWII this process received a boost with the unification of the 

imperialist economies in opposition to communism, as imperialism advanced in new 

directions under the stewardship of the bourgeois state. It is worthwhile to note that while 

social democratic measures were often opposed by individual bourgeois and manufacturers, 

and were struggled against by their attendant representatives in the state, the bourgeois state 

as a whole, representing the long-term interests of the bourgeoisie and financial monopoly, 

pushed forward on those measures. This is, in part, the role of the bourgeois state, to defend 

the long-term interests of the bourgeois system against the short-term intra-class 

contradictions among the bourgeoisie. 

It was in these conditions that we saw the rise of general “consumer class” interests in the 

united $tates, where workers obtained higher wages, guarantees through social programs, 

opportunities to invest, greater mobility and, most of all, extraordinarily cheap commodities 

produced via the divergent conditions in the “developed” west and the “backward” 

economies of the Third World. This process had been in place for a long time, but it was the 

confluence of the strong labor bureaucracy, the new class line of the monopoly capitalists in 

the First World, and the homogenization of western markets that allowed for a unique 

acceleration in the development of this class. Soon even those outside the unions, even those 

opposed to the unions, began to benefit from the political alliance between the labor 

aristocracy and the bourgeoisie. Whether they liked it or not, the ideology of the union 

spread far beyond its roster. 



 

60 
 

Yet the labor bureaucracy was not immortal, and we in the united $tates have seen a great 

decline in both union membership and in the excessive privilege of this bureaucratic layer. 

That is not to say they have become irrelevant, but certainly their political leadership of the 

now organic labor aristocracy has reached an impressive low. The workers, in fact, traded the 

supremacy of this bureaucratic layer for even more short-term benefits, due in part to the 

reality that the labor aristocracy had outgrown its political representation, and with such a 

“gracious” ruling class, the direct leadership of bureaucratic structures seemed to hamper, 

rather than expand their own sovereign interests. This short-sightedness has, more than 

likely, doomed them in the long-term, as they have no unitary political structure with which 

to fight the digestion of their gains. 

First-Worldists often exaggerate the speed with which this is happening, however, as the 

monopoly capitalists and their state still have a vested interest in maintaining the high 

velocity of exchange present in the First World, which requires consumers perhaps more 

than it needs workers. As Dr. Zak Cope explains in Divided World Divided Class, despite the 

First-Worldist claim that wages are stagnating or even shrinking, the relative purchasing 

power of First World workers has in fact risen, if haltingly.2 It is clear that, for now, the 

labor aristocracy is still a stable economic category, although its position as an organized 

class appears weakened by the assaults on its uniform structures and bureaucracy by the 

neoliberal state. We are currently at an interesting juncture, and although the labor 

aristocracy bears its teeth from time to time to defend itself against the most brazen actions 

taken against it by certain factions of the bourgeoisie, it is unclear whether or not its 

organized aspect is capable of resisting a real offensive of the monopoly capitalists – a 

pressing question in the face of a rapidly declining u.$. empire. 

Does the disrepair of the labor aristocracy’s bureaucratic structures provide an opportunity 

to communists in advancing class struggle in the First World? Possibly, but we should 

seriously examine how this should take place. On the one hand, the excessive wealth and 

flexibility of the amerikan economy still hampers the development of any new class 

structures. Globally high wages, low costs in terms of commodities, and a functioning social 

welfare system keeps the night at bay for a vast majority of amerikans. This is undeniable. 

Starvation is virtually nonexistent in the united $tates, homelessness is stable and below 

previous economic highs in amerikan history, and the adjusted poverty line recognizes 

certain “necessities” for amerikan workers that are virtually exclusive to their existence. One 

is likely to consider a refrigerator, cell phone, computer, high-speed internet access, a 

microwave, a television and air-conditioning the foundation of life in amerika, and the 

poverty line is still set above this foundation. On one hand, access to these items do not 

 
2 Cope, Zak. Divided World Divided Class, p. 109. “Thus, between 1970 and 1997, the real price of a food 
basket containing one pound of ground beef, one dozen eggs, three pounds of tomatoes, one dozen 
oranges, one pound of coffee, one pound of beans, half a gallon of milk, five pounds of sugar, one pound 
of bacon, one pound of lettuce, one pound of onions and one pound of bread fell so that it took 26% less 
of the workers’ time to buy it.” 
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preclude dissatisfaction and discontent, even suffering, but they have come at the expense of 

the world, and assure some status within the system, a status whose loss provokes real 

reactions. 

It is even claimed by First-Worldists that while the labor movement exists in such disrepair, 

that the ability to connect immediate struggles of workers to any internationalist demand is 

impossible, or nearly so, and that the main focus should be to repair the labor movement as-

is. Honestly, despite the truth of rampant chauvinism among the amerikan working class 

regarding internationalist demands, the idea that this precludes even the attempt to inject 

internationalism into the workers’ struggles in the united $tates on the basis of its infertility is 

evidence of labor aristocratic and petty bourgeois corruption on the part of those supposed 

communists. Ultimately the only way to break with the labor aristocratic monopoly on class 

struggle is to emphasize internationalism, and while that is difficult, we would dispute the 

notion that it is impossible. To repair the labor movement “as-is” would be simply to enter 

into the service of the labor aristocracy, if one has not already, and work to rebuild the labor 

bureaucracy that strengthens imperialism and suppresses the world proletariat. That is not a 

“starting point” for eventual revolutionary work, but a counterrevolutionary betrayal. 

These retrograde positions, that propose we “infiltrate” the unions, strengthen them and 

saturate them with communist propaganda, refuse to accept the whole history of the 

communist movement in this country and elsewhere. It is not as if they propose this as a 

parallel strategy to the development of internationalist communist organization along the 

fault-lines present in the generally embourgeoisified working class. Unable to contemplate 

the full extent of its corruption, they seek to reinforce it, and advance the reconstruction of 

its reactionary leadership. Perhaps worse are those who, fearing that the labor movement is 

beyond salvage, have moved to exclusively organizing among the petty bourgeoisie 

(particularly students) around politically sour issues of debt and faculty “repression” on 

campuses. Some will occasionally pay lip-service to the existence of a “labor aristocracy” but 

rather than tackling the issue directly, they prefer to remove themselves from the quagmire 

completely. These movements have unsurprisingly gotten nowhere despite supposedly 

“advanced” positions on these questions. 

To build a successful communist movement in the united $tates, we must respond to the 

issue of the labor aristocracy, the relative embourgeoisement of the First World working 

class and the swelling of the petty bourgeoisie through massive enrollments in universities 

and the entry of former workers into self-service or artisanship. We must analyze the 

political deterioration in the imperial core, and the sharpening of contradictions regarding 

the national question, colonialism and patriarchy, as well as the growing lumpenproletariat. 

However, this does not mean we should abandon the struggle between labor and capital 

completely in favor of others. We must prevent the response in the labor aristocracy from 

becoming overwhelming, and leading to the recapture of all institutions relevant to class 

struggle once an offensive begins. To retreat to the petty bourgeoisie, or to accept the 
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leadership of the labor aristocracy, as so many have done, either through failure to properly 

analyze conditions and the prospects for change, or out of undisciplined ideological 

filandery, is a complete betrayal of the world proletariat and the revolution. 

Our response, as a result, must be work doubly against the reconsolidation of the labor 

bureaucracy in sectors where it has been weakened or destroyed, as well as the advance of 

monopoly capitalism in its absence. However, unlike the First-Worldists we cannot suffice in 

reactionary struggles to preserve the privilege of the greater labor aristocracy, rather we must 

displace chauvinist and narrow, self-interested currents with something unapologetically 

internationalist. This does not mean pursuing repugnant political esotericism, but bold, and 

principled political work in accordance with our general ideological line. It means a program 

of political education extending beyond the promise of higher levels of consumption, and 

action which in many cases directly connects the livelihood of workers in amerika with that 

of the global proletariat in the Third World, and the declassed lumpenproletariat existing all 

around them. 

Ultimately, we must push forward the primacy of the struggle against imperialism, and 

develop this kind of class struggle as another front in a multifaceted struggle against 

amerikan empire. In fact, an acute ideological struggle must be waged against those that 

would obscure the class struggle in the united $tates, deceiving others into thinking that 

below the crumbling labor bureaucracy exists the proletariat, unconscious and waiting for 

leadership. This is not the case, rather we see a decadent class, whose political leadership has 

deteriorated but whose material conditions are still potently petty bourgeois. We must 

understand this, and all of our work must undermine and displace the consciousness that has 

risen out of these conditions, and unite all who can be united in a broad front against 

imperialism and for global new democratic revolution and communism. 
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Some Notes on the  
European Labor Aristocracy 

Julie K. | 2018 
 

 

Originating out of the class conflicts in the capitalist economies of the imperialist core of the 

late 19th century, the labor aristocracy has become the most significant variable in 

contemporary class analysis. It is the most important aspect of any serious study of the 

nature and hierarchy of classes in our present world. In its quiet, yet paradigm-changing 

development, the labor aristocracy has succeeded in sneaking past the majority of Marxist 

economists and activists. Although, to the more avid readers of Marxist literature, the labor 

aristocracy is no new phenomenon. It occupies a much more extreme and staving role today. 

From what was originally referred to as part of the vague elite of trade unions in the united 

kingdom, developed in the last few decades into a macabre, nation-spanning, massively 

popular and visible parasite-class. Its existence and its nature, like those of an éminence grise, is, 

in spite of its enormous size and overall impact on the global stratification of labor, a total 

riddle to most – and to those in the imperialist core, who are aware of its existence and 

impact, it is hitherto one of the greatest thorns in the sides of their political work. 

The ultimate aim of this most bourgeois of all nations would appear to be the 

possession, alongside the bourgeoisie, of a bourgeois aristocracy and a bourgeois 

proletariat. In the case of a nation which exploits the entire world this is, of course, 

justified to some extent. 1 

Engels already describes inter alia in this letter to Marx, dated October 1858, the germinating 

labor aristocracy as a result of colonialist developments of the British Empire; the import of 

incredible amounts of raw materials, in turn constant capital, allowed for the bourgeoisie to 

gift the English proletariat a glimpse of the new economic paradigm, the new economic 

status quo in the making by the English bourgeoisie, in which the national class struggle may 

be largely done away with by exterminating their source, their root: national class 

contradictions. This marked the birth of an economic specter that truly haunts the 

development of Marxism up to this day and has continually gained importance within 

Marxist economics. 

 
1 Engels to Marx in London, October 7th 1858, MECW Volume 40, p. 343. 
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What is true in any case, however, is that the phenomenon of the labor aristocracy today is 

absolutely not reducible to the trade-unionist elite, or any other elite within labor organizing, 

which may have been true in the past. Alongside the imperial bourgeoisie and the world 

proletariat, it affects the conditions of class struggle in the whole world. It is necessarily its 

own helmsman, not just an interesting side phenomenon. Notwithstanding their differences, 

we can easily observe a historical red thread starting with the original labor aristocracy and 

ending in the current labor aristocracy – after all, this is the reason we entitle this 

contemporary phenomenon a “labor aristocracy”. 

As a consequence, the development of the modern European labor aristocracy is rooted on 

the original labor aristocracy in England and, as opposed to the amerikan labor aristocracy, 

we can historically see a rather fluid evolution of the original English labor aristocracy into 

the modern one. The original English labor aristocracy founded itself primarily on an excess 

of constant capital that was extracted from the English colonies – a flow of capital that not 

only England enjoyed, that shall be in existence all the way up to the second world war and 

slightly beyond. Yet, it is exactly this era in our history that marks a somewhat indistinct, yet 

noticeable break between the original labor aristocracy and its modern successor. Workers of 

the imperialist core have, since the end of the first world war, found more and more easier 

ways to claim back ever-larger shares in form of concessions from the bourgeoisie of the 

surplus labor they had performed. These demands and claims were, however, only enabled 

in their magnitude, as the extracted capital from the imperial periphery in turn enabled the 

bourgeoisie to pay a certain scale of concessions, without endangering their own living 

standards. In between the second partial inter-imperialist war, the second world war, 

questioned gravely the distribution policies of imperialist spoils up to this point, meaning 

that it was a war fought over imperialist spoils, although the levels of such within the bribery of 

the working classes of the core have by far not reached the levels of the 1980s and today. In 

non-socialist Europe it was the 1950s, after which the path towards the formation of a 

European imperialist economic standard was cleared, unlike in the united states, where it 

took shape almost immediately following the end of the war. The formation of this 

imperialist economic standard has paved the way for the export of capital into the world 

periphery. 

Concurrently, with the avowal of the European nations to imperialism, the workers’ parties 

of these nations distanced or disconnected themselves entirely from their, at least 

traditionally, social-democratic views, and as a consequence assisted with the building of the 

typical European labor bureaucracy standing in the tradition of classic corporatism. As well, 

these parties, in order to fully complete the removal of true, classic social-democratic 

measures – basically anything that could be considered remotely socialist – had drafted new 

party constitutions and programmes that concretized explicit social liberalism. Of such 

programmes, the most famous was most likely the Godesberger Programm of the SPD from 

1959, with which it has removed any and all goals of nationalization of key industries etc. 

This labor bureaucracy, while quite powerful, had in the long run secured the existence of 
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the bourgeois state and “internal peace” by restricting open class struggle with the balancing 

out of workers’ interests with those of the bourgeoisie – a strategy, once more, only possible 

in this form by the existence of vast flows of plundered value in the core economies. The 

creation of this strategy too marks the subordination of the contradiction between the 

bourgeoisie and the proletariat on a national level in Europe to the primary imperialist 

contradiction acting on a global scale. 

It should as well not be forgotten that in the 1950s, plenty of European countries still 

had colonies. The war in Algeria, that ended with Algeria’s independence from France in 

1962, was probably the clearest example of the situation of European colonies in the 

immediate periphery of Europe itself. Yet, the situation of  Europe’s colonies was 

understandably even clearer far from Europe, as could be seen for example with the 

Vietnam war or the “African year” 1960, in which 18 colonies of France, Great Britain, 

Belgium and Italy – in this order: Cameroon, Togo, Madagascar, British Somaliland, the DR 

Congo, Italian Somaliland, the Republic of Dahomey, Niger, Upper Volta, the Ivory 

Coast,Chad, the Central African Republic, the Republic of the Congo, Gabon, Senegal, Mali, 

Nigeria and Mauritania – who had long demanded and fought for their independence, had 

finally gained it. These developments were a few of the many more crucial points that 

marked the change from a colonial economic policy towards a neo-colonial and modern 

imperialist economic policy. A change from the primary exploitation of raw materials, 

constant capital, towards the exploitation of labor power itself, which is ironically quite a bit 

easier to justify in globalized capitalism. 

In either case, the canonization of class struggle, hand in hand with its gradual demise 

through bourgeois concessions, led to the ever-accelerating construction of the consumer 

class – the modern, vulgar term for the labor aristocracy. The possibilities for now-former 

proletarians to invest in capital and, thus, to accumulate, to ensure the entirety of their 

livelihoods through various, often mandatory social programs (or, at the very basic level, 

simply their higher wage levels) are based entirely on the one-sided influx of cheap, finished 

or almost finished commodities, and thus value, from the imperialist periphery. 

With the formation of the European Union and, as part of that, a common European 

currency, the vast expansion of the already existing European domestic market, as well as the 

side-effect of all of these, the Schengen area, has the hegemony of the previously 

heterogenous imperialist forces in Europe optimized itself. The primary interest of the 

imperialist economic project of the European Union, the minimization of the unfolding of 

class contradictions in the European economic area, has been covered broadly. 

And yet, this process is by its nature unstable. Hence why we can see the unfolding of 

various non-primary contradictions on our television screens – riots, marches, protests etc. 

It is quite puzzling for the irrational and imperfect leadership of the imperialist bloc to 

comprehend the origin of their advantages and wealth, especially from a Marxist perspective, 
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although it is only the latter that could prevent such irrationality. Nonetheless, it is no 

epiphany that the capitalists, in their unlimited greed, become their own hangmen. To 

paraphrase Lenin, it is after all the capitalists themselves, who sell us the rope by which they 

are hanged. In the last few years, we have entered a period within this epoch of superiority 

of the imperialist core, in which the imperialist bourgeoisie, as a result of its irrational 

leadership, is not capable of preventing the unfolding of many non-primary contradictions in 

its immediate national surroundings. The representation of the European labor aristocracy 

(qua labor) in the political battlefields of Europe has been ever-decreasing. Simultaneously, 

the primary contradiction between the core and the periphery has intensified once more, 

with the “refugee crisis” serving as both an example and result. Both of these variables have 

led to great tensions in Europe itself and between Europe and the Third World. While the 

former led to an intensifying contradiction between the European labor aristocracy and its 

bourgeoisie, the latter has weakened it. As a result, the ratio of these two contradictions is 

what directs the political situation in Europe. 

Even if these tensions are quite substantial, they could never surmount the primary 

contradiction between the core and the periphery, for if that were the case, it would cease to 

be primary. Indeed, all energy of the few proletarian politics that are left in the core, lies in 

this crisis of an imperialist society, caused by the irrationality and short-sightedness of its 

neoliberal leadership. Therefore, it is not only questionable if leftist policies can be kept in 

place in the core, but also what these left policies will look like. Will they represent truly 

proletarian values, such as are able to not only break the power of the core bourgeoisie, but 

also the international bourgeoisie? Or is it going to succumb to labor-aristocratic politics, 

politics that mirror the proto-strasserist views of many “leftist” parties – even mainstream 

ones – or plain fascism, and thus betray the international proletariat and sell it to the 

bourgeoisie, just like social democracy had done with the European proletariat in the past? 

We hope and plead for the former. For we know that labor-aristocratic politics are politics 

on the back of the international proletariat. They are the politics of the literal “wannabe-

bourgeois”, not of a progressive, socialist humanity. The politics of a stratum that is not 

immortal, and cannot outlive their masters. As is hopefully common knowledge, it is entirely 

impossible to completely hide and suppress the contradiction between core and periphery 

forever – and no later than the point at which the oppressed forces behind this primary 

contradiction have lost their patience, we shall know the worth of core leftism. 
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Class Struggle in the Parasite States 
Torkil Lauesen | 2016 

 

 

There is a world of difference between the class struggles in the “South” and “North”, 

although they are part of the same global system. This difference is due to imperialism, 

which divided the world into an exploited part and an exploiting part. The industrialization 

of the “South” in the past decades, with hundreds of millions of new proletarians has shifted 

the balance of global capitalism and created a new division of labor, wherein the “South” 

mainly produces and the “North” mainly consumes. The capitalist production process itself 

is becoming more and more globalized through the establishment of production chains 

controlled by companies in the “North”, transporting goods produced by the proletariat in 

the “South”, to the consumers in the “North”.  Through these commodities, a stream of 

value flows from “South” to “North” hidden in the cheap prices, created by the low cost of 

labor in the “South”.1  

While this mode of production is integrating neoliberal capitalism and imperialism into one 

globalized capitalism, it divides, at the same time, the global working class and thereby the 

form of class struggle in the “North” and the “South”. In the South, we have an exploited 

proletariat struggling against global capital, often in a framework of a repressive state. A 

classic proletarian class struggle. In the “North”, the situation is much more complex. 

Class Struggle in the Parasite State 

The relatively peaceful form of political struggle in the “North” does not mean that the state 

is an expression of cooperation and reconciliation and that class struggle between capital and 

labor is ended.  The parasite state in the “North” is capitalist. However, it is a particular 

form of capitalist state. The system of government is parliamentary democracy with universal 

suffrage. The state is committed to a welfare system of some kind. There are certainly 

differences in the extent and form of welfare between different states in the “North”, and 

the welfare system has certainly come under pressure from neoliberal policies in the last 

decade, but even liberal and conservative politicians are committed to the welfare of the 

population to some extent. Such a state formation can hardly be described as the 

dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. But, who then has the power in the parasitic state and what 

is the nature of its class struggle? 

 
1 See also: Torkil Lauesen and Zak Cope: “Imperialism and the Transformation of Values into 
Prices.” Monthly Review, Volume 67, Issue 3 (July-August 2015). 
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The state is the organization that class society – out of struggle – creates to safeguard the 

conditions for its mode of production. Just as the absolutist state in the 17th century 

represented a sharing of power between the feudal nobility and the emergent bourgeoisie, 

the modern liberal parliamentary states in the “North” represent a division of power 

between capital and the working class. 

In the modern liberal democratic system, the head of government does not represent the 

exclusive interest of capital nor the working class – but simply the current mode of 

production. The Power (usually) accrues to the government that is best prepared to maintain 

and develop the existing mode of production. 

Marx describes in “The Class Struggles in France” how the bourgeois republic’s constitution 

worked in the 19th century. It is a constitution that, by the universal suffrage, gives political 

power to the classes whose exploitation it guarantees. The constitution thus deprives the 

bourgeoisie its political guarantee so that it can maintain the social power that very same 

constitution approves: 

The comprehensive contradiction of this constitution, however, consists in the 

following: The classes whose social slavery the constitution is to perpetuate – 

proletariat, peasantry, petty bourgeoisie – it puts in possession of political power 

through universal suffrage. And from the class whose old social power it sanctions, 

the bourgeoisie, it withdraws the political guarantees of this power. It forces the 

political rule of the bourgeoisie into democratic conditions, which at every moment 

help the hostile classes to victory and jeopardize the very foundations of bourgeois 

society. From the first group it demands that they should not go forward from 

political to social emancipation; from the others that they should not go back from 

social to political restoration.2 

Contemporary European constitutions function in a similar way. The law guarantees the 

private ownership of the means of production – and thereby the bourgeois economic 

domination and means for global exploitation. However, the constitution, through universal 

suffrage, at the same time makes it necessary for this bourgeoisie – politically – to take 

account of the working class in the “North”. Thus, the constitution “requires” the working 

class not to use its political emancipation (universal suffrage, freedom of expression and to 

organize.) to further the cause of economic emancipation. On the other side, the bourgeoisie 

must be “content” with economic power, and not also demand full political hegemony. 

Therefore, the political struggle is limited to which class or combination of classes, at 

 
2 K. Marx: “The Class Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850,” Part II. From June 1848 to June 13, 1849. 



69 
 

different times, is fit to use the parasite-state’s legal regulatory apparatus to its own benefit –

within the framework of the existing capitalist society, of course.3 

The Limitations of “Northern” Class Struggle 

It is important to understand the nature of the class struggle in the North. It has not ceased 

with the establishment of the parasitic state and the labor aristocracy. The establishment of 

the labor aristocracy itself is a consequence of the class struggle. The working class had to 

fight for its economic progress and political rights – they were not merely giveaways from 

capital. However, the class struggle in the “North” is not capable of breaking the framework 

of capitalism. 

The reason the working class struggle is limited to take place within the framework of 

capitalism is of course imperialism and the establishment of parasitic states. The imperialist 

division of the world into countries with high wage levels and countries with low wages 

solved the economic and political crisis in the mid-nineteenth century. Instead of revolution, 

capitalism continued to develop for 200 more years. Colonialism secured the profit rate, and 

the rising wage levels in the “North” created a growing market that ensured capitalism’s 

steady and necessary extended accumulation. 

This economic dynamic and the development of parliamentarianism in the “North” 

simultaneous created the political framework that could handle the power struggle between 

capital and the working class, in a way that secured capital with a stable platform and social 

peace at home, on which it could develop and maintain imperialist dominance in the 

“South”. 

The Welfare State 

This relatively independent capitalist state, resting on the sharing of power between the 

working class and the bourgeoisie, was consolidated as the working class began to manage its 

social problems within the framework of capitalism. The class struggle between capital and 

the working class in the “North” has gone back and forth. The Labor aristocracy took the 

lead from the late 1950s until the mid-1970s. Capital took the lead in the “golden days” of 

neoliberalism from mid-1970s until today. However, there has not been 

a fundamental difference in the policy, whether it has been liberal or social democratic parties, 

which have been in power in North-west Europe during the last half century. Political 

parties must adapt to the same basic economic policy, to ensure the orderly accumulation of 

capital on a world scale. The parliamentary system plays a role, concerning the form and 

distribution of the spoils from imperialism, but a limited role. The change is mainly the result 

of the global economic and political struggles outside the national parliamentary system. 

 
3 For more on the nature of the parasite state, see: Torkil Lauesen: introduction to “Lenin on Imperialism 
and Opportunism” Kersplebedeb, 2019. [LOOP has published a review of this book, available at 
www.fight4loop.org] 
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Parliaments reflect these changes more than they can control them. Exemplified with the 

Social Democratic welfare policy in the 1960s and early 70s, followed by neoliberalism in the 

next decades. 

The capitalist welfare state developed as a new way for the state to control its population. 

Suppression, in the main, went into the background. Instead, it seeks to unite the people and 

government in a mutually reinforcing symbiosis to the nation. Only national citizens are 

entitled to receive benefits from the state, non-citizens are excluded. It creates a sense of 

common interest between the state and its national citizens, which constitutes the national 

interest. As individuals, we are mentally and physically surrounded and cared for by the 

welfare state in this national context. 

This shift from working class identity into an identity as national citizens did not ease the 

political struggle. This national sentiment in the working class is just as much a problem for 

global capitalism, because it is a hindrance for the development of the transnational state 

structure necessary to ensure a “smooth” accumulation of capital. It is this conflict, which is 

reflected in the current political crises in the EU.4  

One might say that big capital, in the form of neoliberalism and globalization of production, 

has eroded the political/institutional foundations of the worker-capital power-sharing 

agreement: The national parliamentary democracies’ ability to regulated capitalism in the 

interest of the working class. 

In Europe, the working class, often represented by right wing nationalist parties, is trying to 

rebuild this national framework to protect itself from the negative aspect of neoliberal capital 

(immigration, outsourcing, erosion of welfare) while still trying to reap the benefits of global 

capital (cheap goods). Both capital and labor, however, must live with the compromises and 

contradictions that the parasite state arrangement entails. 

From the late 1970s onwards, the welfare state has come under increasing pressure due to 

the development of neoliberalism. The relocation of production to the “South” affects class 

relations in the “North” in a complex way. Low wages in the “South” means cheaper goods 

for the workers in the “North”. The low wage in the “South” also means higher profits for 

capital and thereby an ability to maintain the “social contract” by retaining relatively high 

wages on the “home front” in the “North”. However, since the financial crisis of 2006-2009, 

these high rates of profit are on the decline – partly because of internal competition between 

capitals, which tends to equalize the rate of profit. Relocation to the “South” has becoming 

so common that the trick is not so effective any longer. Partly due to wage-struggles led by 

workers in the “South”. For instance, the average wage of industrial workers in the export 

sector in China was about $ 0.75 per hour in 2005, compared with $2.25 in 2011.5 Finally, it 

is very difficult for capital to dissolve the welfare state due to the parliamentary system. 

 
4 See also Torkil Lauesen: “The EU Crisis.” Anti-Imperialism.org, 23.6.2016. 
5 Merrill Lynch, Bank of America. Quote from Reuters.com. 4.4.2013. 
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Thus, the logical result is the rise of right wing nationalism in order to defend the working 

class privileges in the “North”. 

The Labor Market in the North 

Globalized production is increasingly placing the working class in the “North” and “South” 

in direct competition with each other. It gives capital the chance to increase the pressure on 

the wage level in the “North” – a development that began in the textile industry, but has 

spread to virtually all sectors. We are beginning to see a division of labor in the “North” with 

very different wage levels determined by the global division of labor, as well as legal and 

illegal immigration: 

– Illegal immigrants: They work, for example, as strawberry pickers in Spain, tomato 

pickers in Italy, in the “black economy” in the cleaning sector and restaurants. They 

have the lowest wage level in the “North”. They work to survive and send a little 

money home to the family. They place pressure on the wages of organized and 

unskilled labor. They are outside the welfare system. They are victims of social 

exclusion and racism. 

– Legal immigrants: They can work inside or outside organized labor. They often accept 

lower wages than the “national” workforce accepts, and therefore place the unskilled 

as well as skilled workers wage levels under pressure. They work in construction, 

service, health, transportation, catering, cleaning sector and other jobs that cannot 

easily be moved to the “South”. They too are often victims of racism. 

– Unskilled and skilled workers:  These workers’ wages are under pressure from the 

relocation of industry to the “South”, as well as competition from legal and illegal 

immigration. These workers comprise the entire industrial sector—textiles, 

machinery, electronics, automobile factories, shipbuilding, slaughterhouses and so on. 

The wage level in these sectors have, in recent years, been under pressure and 

typically stagnated or fallen. This phenomenon occurs especially in countries with 

weak trade unions, as for example the United States. This part of the working class is 

drawn towards right wing populist parties. 

– Skilled workers in niche production such as biotechnology, pharmaceutical industry, 

environmental and welfare technology, etc. are still seeing a growth in wages. They 

are the top of the labor aristocracy. However, this is in no way a secure position, as 

these sectors can be outsource to the “South” in the near future. This part of the 

working class is drawn toward “New Labor”—type trend, the neoliberal social 

democracy that desperately tries to combine neoliberalism with the protection of a 

welfare state. 

– The administrative and “creative” class: They work in administration, finance, logistics, 

design, development, branding and marketing of products typically produced in the 
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“South”. This group, in the “North-end” of the global production chain, has 

experienced wage increases in the last decade. They tend to unconditionally support 

continued neoliberal globalization. 

In the next decades I think we will see the development of a more and more polarized labor 

market in the “North” between the parts of the workforce capable of placing themselves in 

attractive positions in the global division of labor, and that part of the working class which 

must compete against the proletariat in the “South”. 

The latter part of the working class will not passively accept this development. Naturally, in 

the years to come, we will see contradictions between this part of the working class in the 

“North” and capital intensify. The structural crisis of capitalism will sharpen this conflict. To 

keep up the rate of profit, capital must put pressure on labor everywhere, “North” and 

“South”. 

In its struggle against capital, the working class in the “North” finds itself in a complex 

situation: On the one hand, neoliberalism is dismantling the welfare state that the working 

class had built up through the 20th century. On the other hand, this neoliberalism is a 

precondition for globalized production, which undergirds the rate of profit, and thereby 

capital’s ability to pay a high wage rate for the necessary work in the “North”, and thus the 

taxes, which allow for the maintenance of the welfare state. 

The labor aristocracy finds itself in a double position in relation to capital. At the global 

level, the working class in “North” thus benefits from the way global capitalism functions. 

But to cash this advantage, the working class must engage in class struggle against capital at 

the national level. The labor aristocracy wishes to preserve capitalism, but in a form that 

continues to ensure them a privileged position. This is becoming more and more difficult. 

To handle this difficult and schizophrenic position, the labor aristocracy has largely 

abandoned the identity of a working class and instead adopted an identity as citizens of a 

privileged nation. Politically, this is reflected in a movement away from social democratic 

and revisionist parties towards right wing national populist parties. This does not at all end 

the conflict with neoliberalism — on the contrary! Right wing nationalism is as much a drag 

on global capital as the old social democracy. It is important to understand the complexity 

and contradictions that the shared power between capital and labor produces in terms of 

strategies of both the contending classes. 

It is also important for us to explain, not only how class struggle in the “North” and “South” 

are different in form and content, but also how they interact. It is our job to explain when 

the class struggle in the “North” between capital and the working class is a division of the 

spoils from the “South”. But, also, when it is possible to develop political struggles in the 

“North” that interact with the class struggle of the “South” in a progressive manner: 

Struggles concerning immigrants and refugees, 
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Struggles against right wing nationalism, 

Struggles against military intervention, 

And even, when possible, to connect trade union struggle in “North” and “South”. 

We cannot just wait for the struggle in the “South” to overthrow global capital. We must not 

de-mobilize people in the “North”, but contribute to the common struggle with the 

proletariat in the South. If our description of the labor aristocracy does not encompass this 

dynamic of national and global class struggle, and our description of the parasitic state does 

not include this element of political struggle, then our understanding of imperialism will lack 

any explanatory power. On the one hand we must take advantage of the contradictions that 

the parasite state creates, and on the other hand be realistic in relation to the limits of the 

class struggle in the parasite states. 



 

74 
 

 

On Global People’s War and 
Global New Democratic Revolution 

Nikolai Brown | 2013 
 

 

Under capitalist-imperialism, in which the exploitation of the proletariat by monopoly capital 

is mediated by the oppression of nations, the path to socialism and communism is through 

global people’s war and global new democratic revolution. The struggle to sever the 

structural ties of capitalist-imperialism and build the subjective forces of proletarian 

revolution are one in the same. The movement for international socialism and communism 

can only successfully emerge through the movement against the international rule of a few 

‘great’ imperialist powers. 

However, before proceeding further into a discussion on revolution (much less a ‘global new 

democratic’ revolution), it is worth asking a few questions. 

First and foremost, what is a revolution? 

Mao Zedong described revolution as “an act of violence by which one class overthrows 

another.” For Marxists, revolutions serves to overthrow the rule of representatives of capital, 

establishing socialism: a period in which, according to Nikolai Bukharin: 

Even after it has been ‘thrown on its back on the ground,’ the bourgeoisie still uses 

what resources remain to it, to go on fighting against the workers; and that, 

ultimately, it relies on international reaction in such a way that the final victory of the 

workers will be possible only when the proletariat has freed the whole world of the 

capitalist rabble and completely suffocated the bourgeoisie. 

Making an explicit connection to the struggle of colonized, exploited peoples against 

imperialism, Lenin also noted that socialist revolution is “not one single act, not one single 

battle on a single front; but a whole epoch of intensified class conflicts, a long series of 

battles on all fronts, i.e., battles around all the problems of economics and politics, which 

can culminate only in the expropriation of the bourgeoisie.” Thus, for Marxists, socialist 

revolutions in particular countries are significant only insofar as they aid in the development 

of a global socialist epoch of victorious struggle against capitalism. 

Beyond abstractions, revolutions typically share causal features: they take place in countries 

racked by imperialist exploitation and maldevelopment; usually follow or accompany 

structural-economic downturns; occur in periods of conflict among forces of international 
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reaction during which the effective and immediate mobilization of counter-revolutionary 

maneuvers is inhibited; and involve heterogeneous coalitions, leading organizations and 

institutions, and the development of an oppositional political culture (Foran). While these 

causal features have historically pertained to individual countries, it is necessary to perceive 

of their existence globally. 

We can synthesize this to say: revolutions are the violent overthrow of one class by another, 

both particularly in the case of single countries and as part of a larger global process; 

proceeding from neo-colonial and colonial areas; usually as part of the context of structural-

economic downturns; during which international sections of reactionary classes are too 

divided among themselves to intervene on an immediate or effective basis; and involve the 

growing oppositional political cultures of diverse coalitions and leading, naturally ascendant, 

revolutionary forces. 

The next question to arise is, what is the class character of such a revolution? Which class or 

classes overthrow which others? 

Drawing partially from authors such as Immanuel Wallerstein and Samir Amin, I would 

argue we are heading for (and are now beginning to witness) a period of intense polarization 

and conflict along with the development of increased inter- and intra-imperialist rivalries. 

This period, which is unfolding now due in part to the inherent contradictions of capitalism 

and in part to world-historic circumstance [which I hope to outline in fuller detail in the 

future] could be described ‘a coming a global civil war.’ It marks a world-historic point of 

bifurcation. Depending on subjective factors, i.e., the respective mobilization of different 

class forces, history may lean toward socialism. Or, another much worse future could evolve 

from the conflict, perhaps Marx’s notion of the ‘common ruin of all contending classes’; or, 

more likely, a sort of neo-tributary system made possible through the advancement of the 

productive forces along with the ‘freezing’ of social hierarchies and classes via the increasing 

devotion of surplus social product toward ruling-class political violence and the maintenance 

of an ideologically conditioned technocratic elite and labor aristocracy. Needless to say, we 

are entering a period of extreme opportunities and dangers, during which the best bet for the 

proletariat is to play full-court with the best possible strategies available. 

Despite these brief descriptions of possible significance of future conflicts, it is more 

important to firmly understand the past and present. The current state of the world involves 

a series of relationships which provide avenues for the transfer of value originating in the 

(super-) exploitation of a global formal and semi-formal work-force. As part of the structure 

of imperialism necessarily maintained through global reactionary violence, surplus value is 

typically produced in the Third World or otherwise by a proletarianized labor force, 

transferred via various mechanisms (including the pricing of commodities such as labor 

power above their value), and realized in the First World by monopolistic and parasitic 

tertiary sectors capital. 
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Thus, instead of the dualistic, faux-Marxist conception of the struggle between the 

bourgeoisie and working classes, there are instead a wide array of classes conforming to 

various economic roles. Included among them are: 

• Direct representatives and holders of finance capital 

• The comprador bourgeoisie of the Third World 

• Bourgeois-nationalist forces of the Third World 

• A section of embourgeoisfied, largely non-productive and hence wholly parasitic 

workers: i.e. the working petty-bourgeoisie or ‘labor aristocracy’; those who derive 

material privilege from the accumulation of capital (from who we might subtract a 

progressive section of petty-bourgeoisie as a strategic social variable) 

• Those nationally oppressed within the First World, including migrants, or those 

otherwise forced into especially oppressive productive relations 

• Those layers of people who form the modern proletariat, i.e., those who receive few 

of the benefits of modern society; their labor used to further perpetuate their own 

economic disenfranchisement and while forming the basis of the capitalist-imperialist 

economy. 

Generally speaking, we can summarize the revolutionary struggle as one waged by the 

modern proletariat and its allies (the progressive national bourgeoisie, the progressive petty-

bourgeoisie, those living under national oppression within the First World) against 

imperialists and their hangers-on (compradors, the parasitic working petty-bourgeoisie). 

Though other contradictions may certainly come into play (and thus be acted upon by these 

opposing sides of class struggle), this forms the basic outline of class forces for the purpose 

of conceiving of revolutionary strategy. 

Following from such an understanding global class dynamics, we can firmly state that 

revolution in the general sense includes the movement to: 

▪ First, develop revolutionary coalitions which overthrow imperialism, thus resolving 

the structural and super-structural contradictions (which give rise to vast inequalities) 

between the productive, exploited Global South – the prison of the global proletariat 

– and the parasitic Global North – the house of finance capital. 

▪ Second, eliminate inherent contradictions which arise from the existence the capitalist 

mode of production, substituting systems of socialism, i.e., the temporary political 

and economic rule of the proletariat. 

▪ Lastly, destroy every vestige associated with capitalism, including alienation, along 

with the very existence classes, nations, and the state. 
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It should be pointed out in all clarity: these tasks flow follow from one another and are made 

possible by the completion of the previous. 

During the supremacy of the proletarian line during the Chinese Cultural Revolution, the 

line of global people’s war and global new democratic revolution as a first stage of socialism 

and communism was partially articulated by Lin Biao in the essay “Long Live the Victory of 

People’s War!” In the chapter on the international significance of Mao’s theory on people’s 

war, Lin first informs the reader about the historical significance of the October and Chinese 

revolutions, the latter carried out by a decades-long people’s war against the Japanese 

imperialists and US-backed Kuomintang ‘nationalists’: 

The Chinese revolution is a continuation of the great October Revolution. The road 

of the October Revolution is the common road for all people’s revolutions. The 

Chinese revolution and the October Revolution have in common the following basic 

characteristics: (1) Both were led by the working class with a Marxist-Leninist party as 

its nucleus. (2) Both were based on the worker-peasant alliance. (3) In both cases 

state power was seized through violent revolution and the dictatorship of the 

proletariat was established. (4) In both cases the socialist system was built after 

victory in the revolution. (5) Both were component parts of the proletarian world 

revolution. 

Going on, Lin outlines the global applicability of people’s war, and thus its world-historic 

significance: 

Many countries and peoples in Asia, Africa and Latin America are now being 

subjected to aggression and enslavement on a serious scale by the imperialists headed 

by the United States and their lackeys. The basic political and economic conditions in 

many of these countries have many similarities to those that prevailed in old China. 

As in China, the peasant question is extremely important in these regions. The 

peasants constitute the main force of the national-democratic revolution against the 

imperialists and their lackeys. In committing aggression against these countries, the 

imperialists usually begin by seizing the big cities and the main lines of 

communication, but they are unable to bring the vast countryside completely under 

their control. The countryside, and the countryside alone, can provide the broad areas 

in which the revolutionaries can maneuver freely. The countryside, and the 

countryside alone, can provide the revolutionary bases from which the revolutionaries 

can go forward to final victory. Precisely for this reason, Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s 

theory of establishing revolutionary base areas in the rural districts and encircling the 

cities from the countryside is attracting more and more attention among the people in 

these regions. 

Taking the entire globe, if North America and Western Europe can be called ‘the 

cities of the world,’ then Asia, Africa and Latin America constitute ‘the rural areas of 
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the world.’ Since World War II, the proletarian revolutionary movement has for 

various reasons been temporarily held back in the North American and West 

European capitalist countries, while the people’s revolutionary movement in Asia, 

Africa and Latin America has been growing vigorously. In a sense, the contemporary 

world revolution also presents a picture of the encirclement of cities by the rural 

areas. In the final analysis, the whole cause of world revolution hinges on the 

revolutionary struggles of the Asian, African and Latin American peoples who make 

up the overwhelming majority of the world’s population. The socialist countries 

should regard it as their internationalist duty to support the people’s revolutionary 

struggles in Asia, Africa and Latin America. 

Reaffirming the Maoist line, Lin explains global people’s war has both a socialist 

character and operates to develop global new democratic revolution: 

Comrade Mao Tse-tung made a correct distinction between the two revolutionary 

stages, i.e., the national-democratic and the socialist revolutions; at the same time he 

correctly and closely linked the two. The national-democratic revolution is the 

necessary preparation for the socialist revolution, and the socialist revolution is the 

inevitable sequel to the national-democratic revolution. There is no Great Wall 

between the two revolutionary stages. But the socialist revolution is only possible 

after the completion of the national-democratic revolution. The more thorough the 

national-democratic revolution, the better the conditions for the socialist revolution. 

The experience of the Chinese revolution shows that the tasks of the national-

democratic revolution can be fulfilled only through long and tortuous struggles. In 

this stage of revolution, imperialism and its lackeys are the principal enemy. In the 

struggle against imperialism and its lackeys, it is necessary to rally all anti-imperialist 

patriotic forces, including the national bourgeoisie and all patriotic personages. All 

those patriotic personages from among the bourgeoisie and other [Third World] 

exploiting classes who join the anti-imperialist struggle play a progressive historical 

role; they are not tolerated by imperialism but welcomed by the proletariat. 

It is very harmful to confuse the two stages, that is, the national-democratic and the 

socialist revolutions. Comrade Mao Tse-tung criticized the wrong idea of 

‘accomplishing both at one stroke,’ and pointed out that this utopian idea could only 

weaken the struggle against imperialism and its lackeys, the most urgent task at that 

time. 

Of course, this idea about the importance of the struggles of exploited countries is not new. 

In 1869, Karl Marx remarked: 

For a long time I believed that it would be possible to overthrow the Irish regime by 

English working class ascendancy… Deeper study has now convinced me of the 

opposite. The English working class will never accomplish anything before it has got 
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rid of Ireland. The lever must be applied in Ireland. That is why the Irish question is 

so important for the social movement in general. 

Some who falsely claim the mantle of Marxism also deride the above viewpoints as ‘stageist.’ 

Ironically, this ‘critique’ is correct: revolutionary Marxists are separated from idealists and 

anarchists by the former’s fundamental understanding that history develops in stages 

according to the dialectical relationship between the base and superstructure of society. In 

the same vein, modern Marxists understand it is only global people’s war and global new 

democratic revolution which can effectively lay the material and socio-historic foundations 

for socialism and communism. 

In order to gain a better grasp on global people’s war, it is necessary to make an analogy to 

the development of people’s war in China. China was a large country with a ‘backwards’ (i.e. 

maldeveloped) economy. There was a vast division between the agrarian countryside and the 

cities, the de facto base for foreign- and domestic-reactionary power. Mao’s forces were able 

to rally the forces of the countryside, notably the peasants which suffered from deep 

oppression, into building armed and civil dual power institutions, which were eventually able 

to dominate and militarily overcome the reactionary forces of the cities while gaining the 

support of a powerful new democratic revolutionary coalition which included members of 

the national bourgeoisie and progressive petty-bourgeoisie. 

A certain parallel exists in regards to the global prospects for revolution. In order to 

overcome international reaction centered in the Global North, it is necessary to organize the 

global countryside, notably those most exploited and oppressed under imperialism, into 

armed oppositional movements and revolutionary states, in tangent with a global new 

democratic revolutionary coalition – a broad united front against imperialism – which 

includes progressive sections of the national bourgeoisie of exploited countries, progressive 

members of the mass petty-bourgeoisie of the First World, and captive oppressed people in 

the First World. 

The global new democratic revolution is foremost anti-imperialist yet fundamentally 

proletarian. It is a “transitional stage between the termination of a colonial, semi colonial, 

and semi-feudal society and the establishment of a socialist society” (Mao) which is only 

possible “because of the leadership of the proletariat,” i.e., the leadership of parties which 

represents the interest of the proletariat (Chen). 

Of course, a global people’s war and global new democratic revolution is only the sum of its 

parts. It necessitates a number of aspects: successful people’s wars and proletarian 

revolutions in individual countries; the development and partial ascendancy of bourgeois 

nationalist ruling-power in individual countries in association with the leadership of the 

international proletariat; the weakening of imperialism through the loss of the labor power 

of the newly liberated global proletariat; and the development of oppositional coalitions of 
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progressive sections of the Global North (oppressed nations, youth, intellectuals, etc) under 

the leadership of the international proletariat. 

Finally, insofar as revolution represents the violent overthrow of one class by another, global 

new democratic revolution represents the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat 

and oppressed nations over the former imperialists and their social and financial lackeys. As 

part of a transition to socialism, global new democratic revolution is a period of ‘settling 

accounts’ between the First and Third World, of redistributing productive capacity and 

ownership, and severing the ties which enable and necessitate massive value transfers from 

the latter to the former. In some cases, unproductive sectors of the economy will be wiped 

away. Formerly parasitical workers will be retrained and conditioned for productive labor. 

Economic space in both the First and Third World will be retrofitted. Trade patterns, 

though centralized to some degree, will cease to offer undervalued imports to the First 

World, resulting the need to further reintegrate productive activities into First World 

economies. No longer able to import undervalued commodities as part of a relationship of 

unequal exchange, production, though centralized, would also become more localized, 

especially for basic items like food. Moreover, some of the basic means of production which 

serve privileged consumption will need to be re-distributed and relocated to the Third World 

to serve the masses. (I.e., one could imagine unnecessary and superfluous restaurant 

equipment being sent to and serving the larger interests of the Third World proletariat; or 

passenger vehicles being recycled into planned intercontinental public transportation.) 

Within the First World, revolutionary coalitions (of the nationally oppressed, other 

progressive local forces, and the international proletariat) would come to political power. In 

conjunction with the international proletariat, oppressed nations in particular would gain 

political administration over the current sovereign territories of settler-imperialist powers. 

The political institutions which currently serve white power would be dissolved and replaced 

by those which suit the strategic interests of the international proletariat. Global people’s war 

and global new democratic revolution demands the national liberation and self-

determination of captive oppressed nations, particular on lands drawn from what is currently 

the sovereign territory of settler-imperialist regimes. 

The process of re-proletarianizing the First World naturally comes into question. The 

process of reforming the consciousness of a billion parasites will no doubt be a protracted, 

arduous process. Certainly the international proletariat needs a revolutionary strata to 

administer over territories currently under the sovereign control of finance capital. Along 

with the further development of revolutionary consciousness among oppressed nations, 

there will exist the need for trained political cadre guided under the leadership of the 

international proletariat. These cadres will in great part, especially at the beginning, be drawn 

from the progressive forces sympathetic and actively supportive of the global new 

democratic revolution. The training of the First World cadres should be conducted among 

the basic masses (i.e., the Third World masses) as part of the beginning of widespread ‘to the 
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countryside’ re-education programs aimed at eradicating bourgeois culture under the full 

weight of proletarian power. 

While global new democratic revolution will break down the rule of monopoly capital along 

with the privileged position of compradors and the working petty-bourgeoisie, it will 

facilitate an end to capitalist productive relations and create the material basis for production 

with serves to effectively and rationally meeting the needs of humanity. Once the social 

fetters of unequal exchange, wage scaling, and the market mechanisms are eradicated, along 

with parasitic and outmoded sectors of the capitalist-imperialist economy (i.e., finance, 

advertising, media, policing, security, military, bureaucratic, sales, retail, etc.), the productive 

energies of the masses can act in an uninterrupted fashion toward fully meeting the 

requirements for its material reproduction and cultural and psychological fulfillment. 

Without the dead weight of parasitic imperialism, including its hangers-on, the masses can 

push history forward in a positive manner: through socialism and toward communism. In 

this manner, global new democratic revolution carried out by global people’s war is the one 

and only path to global socialism and communism. Thus, the immediate aim of the global 

proletariat is the development of global people’s war and the victory of global new 

democratic revolution, setting the stage for the immediate development of socialism. 

Though some may bemoan in infantile self-interest about the pessimistic outlook this sets 

for the First World, the denial of the significance of global class structures indicates both an 

unimaginative dogmatism based on a superficial understanding of Marxism and a tired 

idealism which substitutes voluntarism for historical materialism. Beyond challenging and 

correcting First Worldist errors within the International Communist Movement, it is the job 

of revolutionary Marxists in the First World to work as representatives of the global 

proletariat in order to develop the sort of heterogeneous oppositional coalitions which are 

both part of the global people’s war and new democratic revolution and which can tactically 

and strategically intervene to preempt the forces of international reaction. The main thing 

which Third Worldism changes for practice in the First World is to provide a more accurate 

and strategic conceptual framework for internationalism in localized work. It does not ask 

First World Communists to do less; it asks them to do more and with a more advanced 

understanding the necessity for global people’s war and global new democratic revolution. 

Drawing from Lin: 

In the last analysis, whether one dares to wage a tit-for-tat struggle against armed 

aggression and suppression by the imperialists and their lackeys, whether one dares to 

fight a people’s war against them, means whether one dares to embark on revolution. 

This is the most effective touchstone for distinguishing genuine from fake 

revolutionaries. 

This holds true today. Whether one works to support the aims of the proletariat, whether 

one supports the broad united front against imperialism, global people’s war, and global new 
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democratic revolution, indicates the character of one’s politics. These are the hallmarks 

distinguishing modern revisionism from modern revolutionary Marxism. 

 

Works Cited 

Amin, Samir. (2010). The Law of Worldwide Value. 

Bukharin, Nikolai. (1918). “Anarchy and Scientific Communism.” 

Chen Boda. (1953). Mao Zedong on the Chinese Revolution. 

Foran, John. (2005). Taking Power: On the Origins of Third World Revolutions. 

Lenin, V. I. (1916). “The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations to Self-

Determination.” 

Lin Biao. (1965). “Long Live the Victory of People’s War!” 

Mao Zedong. (1927). “Report on an Investigation of the Peasant Movement in Hunan.” 

Mao Zedong. (1939). “The Chinese Revolution and the Chinese Communist Party.” 

Marx, Karl. (1869). “Letter to Friedrich Engels.” 

Marx, Karl, and Friedrich Engels. (1848). The Communist Manifesto. 

Wallerstein, Immanuel. (2004). World-Systems Analysis: An Introduction. 



 

83 
 

 

Behind Enemy Lines: 
Strategic Theory for Revolutionary Work 

in the Imperialist Core 
Nikolai Brown | 2014 

 

 

Analysis of Classes, Trajectory of Worldwide Revolution,  
and the Problems of First Worldism 

As has been outlined in the work of various Third Worldists and those near it, the world is 

not as simple as the dogmatic ‘Marxist’ understanding of ‘workers vs. bosses.’ Moreover, the 

precise explanation of ‘who are our enemies, who are our friends’ is understood by 

revolutionary Marxists to be of primarily significance. Thus, we are obliged to be more 

precise in our class analysis than rephrasing rhetorical passages from The Communist Manifesto. 

A basic sketch of modern classes (nevertheless, with room for improvement) is laid out in 

my previous essay entitled “On Global People’s War and Global New Democratic 

Revolution”: 

• Direct representatives and holders of finance capital 

• The comprador bourgeoisie of the Third World 

• Bourgeois-nationalist forces of the Third World 

• A section of embourgeoisfied, largely non-productive and hence wholly parasitic 

workers: i.e. the working petty-bourgeoisie or ‘labor aristocracy’; those who derive 

material privilege from the accumulation of capital (from who we might subtract a 

progressive section of petty-bourgeoisie as a strategic social variable) 

• Those nationally oppressed within the First World, including migrants, or those 

otherwise forced into especially oppressive productive relations 

• Those layers of people who form the modern proletariat, i.e., those who receive few 

of the benefits of modern society; their labor used to further perpetuate their own 

economic disenfranchisement while forming the basis of the capitalist-imperialist 

economy. 
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While this is an imperfect sketch of present classes, it does serve as the basis for 

understanding the potential for modern socialism and communism via global people’s war 

and global new democratic revolution. 

This essay, “Behind Enemy Lines,” serves as a necessary companion and sequel to “On 

Global People’s War.” As such, I will not spend much time rehashing issues which were 

primarily discussed in the previous essay. Instead, I hope to outline the specific role of 

revolutionary work in the First World as it relates to the larger trajectory of global people’s 

war and global new democratic revolution. 

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

First, it is worth defining exactly what First Worldism is. First Worldism is a chauvinistic or 

slavish attitude toward the First World-centered embourgeoisifed section of the working 

class. Because First Worldism directly relates to a misunderstanding of political economy and 

global class structure, it is often related to views which are tied to the Theory of the 

Productive Forces and/or idealistic voluntarism. 

The standard First Worldist explanation is that well-paid workers produce more value via the 

utilization of higher organic rates of the composition of capital. This is a sleight of hand: 

using one expression of parasitism to explain another expression. More importantly, it 

dismisses the role of oppression in mediating exploitation and soliciting support for the 

maintenance and protection of capitalist-imperialist social relations. Considering a great 

degree of economic activity in the First World is the circulation of commodities or is 

otherwise tertiary, it is questionable whether a higher rate of constant capital is the particular 

cause of higher wages instead of another symptom of a common phenomenon. 

Furthermore, those industries which are involved in the actual production geared for 

international trade are frequently monopolistic. Otherwise, what might First World workers 

seize as part of a socialist revolution? Espresso machines and deep fryers? Gas stations and 

Walmarts? Lockheed Martin and Amazon warehouses? Perhaps this is the vision of First 

Worldist socialism. But if this is the case, such nominal socialists should admit theirs is (at 

best) a ‘socialism from above’ in relation to the structural international division of labor. 

Internationally and on the level of class struggle by the Third World-centered proletariat, 

First Worldism inadvertently promotes capitalism. If the supposedly ‘exploited’ Amerikan 

owns a single family home, several cars throughout their working lives and retirement years, 

etc., what does that say about the status of liberated workers during 20th century socialism, 

who during their more austere and work-worn lives were formally emancipated from 

exploitative wage-labor? ‘It is easier to struggle to be a well-off worker under capitalism like 

First Worlders than to struggle for revolutionary socialism,’ is the implied message of First 

Worldism. 

Even within the First World, there is no evidence that petty pandering to embourgeoisfied 

workers advances the revolutionary movement. Instead, there has existed a variety of First 
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Worldist sects with minor differences yet which all agree on the necessity of organizing a 

mythical First World ‘proletariat.’ All of these sects are equally insignificant and impotent in 

this task they have laid before themselves. Instead, First Worldism correlates to ideologically 

and practically dismissing the significance of the struggles of exploited and oppressed 

peoples. This, of course, is done for the purpose of accommodating embourgeoisfied 

oppressors who are mistakenly assumed by First Worldists to be the ‘rightful’ proletariat. 

When critiquing First Worldism, we need to make it clear that we are not critiquing the 

revolutionary content of limited work which may be occurring the First World, denying its 

existence, or further potential. Nor are we dismissing any progressive work done by First 

Worldists. 

Rather, it is important we situate such critiques within practical strategies based on the 

central importance of class dynamics for revolution. 

As was expressed in “On Global People’s War”: 

The main thing which Third Worldism changes for practice in the First World is to 

provide a more accurate and strategic conceptual framework for internationalism in 

localized work. It does not ask First World Communists to do less; it asks them to do 

more and with a more advanced understanding the necessity for global people’s war 

and global new democratic revolution. 

Before we can correctly outline a strategy for revolutionary work in the First World, we need 

more than a basic overview of classes in the world-economy, a loose understanding of the 

trajectory of world revolution (global people’s war and global new democratic revolution), 

and a general idea of what not to do (First Worldism). We need a theoretical understanding 

of the relationship between revolutionary work in the Third and First Worlds. 

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

Two variable factors which contribute to the cause and success of revolution include the 

development of an oppositional political culture and the development of a world-systemic 

opening. 

Political cultures of opposition include the institutions, working coalitions, historical 

understandings, and psychological conditionings which become instruments in targeting, 

opposing, and overthrowing an existing set of rulers. A world-systemic opening is a moment 

of hesitation, internal conflict, error, or ineptitude on the part of international imperialist 

forces relating to the best means to stem the success of a particular revolution. Between 

these two variable causal factors of revolution, there are multiple layers of connection. 

A world-systemic opening is largely the product of revolutionary movement generated in 

part by a political culture of opposition. The world-systemic opening, which is typically 
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short-lived if it arises, functions to embolden the oppositional political culture and impel its 

decisive action: the seizure of power. The world-systemic opening also entails the inability of 

capital to mount any immediate, unified, or successful counter-offensive. That is to say: 

revolutionary movements may take place in the context of or generate a world-systemic 

opening; this world systemic-opening is of great importance for the immediate success and 

consolidation of the revolution in a particular country or area. 

The world-system opening which results from and aids one political culture of opposition 

may be the growth and development of oppositional political cultures elsewhere. The best 

example of this was the decolonization of Portugal’s African colonies. After over a decade of 

fighting against independence forces in Mozambique, Angola, and Guinea, a popular-backed 

military coup in 1974 (known as the ‘Carnation Revolution’) overthrew a fascistic regime in 

Portugal and led to the withdrawal of its anti-independence military forces in Africa. 

Another example which is less stark but perhaps more familiar is the political culture of 

opposition which arose the United States in partial response to drawn out aggression against 

Vietnam. Partially as a result of the political culture of opposition in Vietnam, an 

oppositional political culture grew in prominence in the US. This in part caused the US to 

pull out its troops beginning in the early 1970s, leading to the communist military victory in 

1975. 

Oppositional political cultures are also tied together, often inspiring and modeling 

themselves on one another. An upsurge of an oppositional political culture or revolution in 

one place can inspire the development of oppositional political cultures elsewhere. This was 

the case of the Bolshevik Revolution’s influence in immediately popularizing communism 

throughout the world. Likewise, there exists a tendency of unequal influence between 

oppositional political cultures. Insofar as political cultures of opposition exist in the First 

World, they exert disproportionate influence on those in the periphery. This particularly 

results in accommodating theoretical lines and practical measures within the International 

Communist Movement which run counter to the development of revolution. 

In all, between the casual factors of vibrant oppositional political cultures and world-

systemic openings, there exists the potential for a historical dialectic. The development of 

opposition political cultures can influence each other in positive ways, increasingly the 

likelihood of a world-systemic opening and local revolutionary victories, thus qualitatively 

advancing the further potential for development of these and other oppositional political 

cultures. 

The strategy pursued by the Revolutionary Anti-Imperialist Movement is not simply rooted 

in an understanding of class relations and the strategic trajectory of global revolution but 

also within an understanding of the relationship between political cultures of opposition, 

world-systemic openings, and revolution. 
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The Roles of Revolutionary Organizing in the First World 

Within the scope of world revolution, revolutionary work in the First World takes on 

particular characteristics. The traditional work of building an oppositional political culture is 

augmented by the task of building one that strengthens the potential of oppositional political 

cultures elsewhere. Because all efforts at building oppositional cultures inside the First World 

will run up against the structural impediment of a large embourgeoisifed working class, it is 

essential that such efforts at building oppositional culture in the core are strategically situated 

to directly and indirectly contribute to the development of oppositional cultures in the 

periphery. Efforts to build oppositional political cultures here should take place, but only 

with the understanding that their ultimate success depends on the development of a wider 

revolutionary situation. Hence the development of a wider revolutionary situation should be 

a central focus of any oppositional political culture in the imperialist core. 

For Third Worldists, a central question is the manner that oppositional political cultures in 

the imperialist core affect the development and revolutionary success of political cultures in 

the exploited periphery. 

As previously explained, First Worldism is not a principal cause of the lack of revolutionary 

struggles in the First World. However, First Worldism does have consequences. Especially 

when posited as revolutionary ideology, First Worldism has a negative effect on international 

oppositional political cultures and helps stave off revolution generally. Thus, not every 

aspect of oppositional political cultures in the core aids those in the periphery. Some aspects 

of First World ‘revolutionary’ ideology can actually be quite damaging to the international 

revolutionary movement. 

It should be stated outright that a principal aim of the Revolutionary Anti-Imperialist 

Movement is to break the hegemony of First Worldism within the International Communist 

Movement. As a matter of strategy, the best way to do that is to break the hegemony of First 

Worldism within the tiny and otherwise ineffectual First World ‘revolutionary left.’ And, the 

only way we can effectively break the hegemony of First Worldist revisionism is through 

creating, maintaining, and acting on behalf of our own independent political and dual power 

institutions. 

Independent Third Worldist political cultures reference Third Worldist organizational 

structures, working networks, media and other public opinion outlets, historical narratives, 

and world-views. While these are best to be built and maintained independent of First 

Worldist political cultures, they cannot exist in a vacuum. 

Working to break the hegemony of First Worldism does not imply taking an agitational or 

hostile attitude towards all First Worldist forces in the First World. In some cases and on 

some issues, debates should not be avoided. Yet we largely support the unity of different 
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sections of oppositional political cultures in the First World, especially if aids in the breaking 

of First Worldist hegemony. 

‘Breaking the hegemony of First Worldism’ does not imply doing away with First Worldism 

entirely, which would be impossible outside of global new democratic and socialist 

revolution. Breaking the hegemony of First Worldism merely implies doing away with the 

extreme dominance of First Worldist distortions of revolutionary Marxism along with the 

corresponding necessity of raising up Third Worldism as a viable alternative. Yet again, only 

by building up independent Third Worldist political cultures in the First World can we work 

with the wider oppositional political culture in a manner that breaks the ideological 

hegemony of First Worldism and advances the forward momentum of revolution generally. 

When thinking on the larger scale, breaking the hegemony of First Worldism in the First 

World simply implies the development of larger oppositional political cultures with a 

proportionately larger Third Worldist section. Conceptualized in this manner, we can begin 

to narrow in on the sort of activity which can achieve our aims. 

Political Aspects of Revolutionary Work in the First World 

In terms of our everyday work, we want to politicize wider sections of people in a specific 

way, i.e., build public opinion in support of the revolutionary struggles against imperialism 

by the world’s exploited and oppressed. 

The most direct way this is done is through organizing as well as producing and distributing 

agitprop in direct support of revolutionary struggles. 

Rather than opportunistically jumping behind every imperialist-hyped ‘dissident’ movement, 

we should prioritize the promotion of the best existing models of ongoing revolutionary 

struggles. Practically, this means working to increase awareness and support for the ongoing 

people’s wars in India and the Philippines. More generally, it means promoting broader 

support in the First World for the wider development of revolutionary struggles in the Third 

World. 

Building public support for people’s revolutionary movements serves a greater purpose than 

simply supplying moral aid. Within the scope of First World organizing, it helps build the 

epistemological connections regarding the global dimensions of revolution. Likewise, 

building wider awareness and support for existing people’s wars also contributes to building 

wider interest in Maoism. 

Another manner of politicizing people in the First World and building the proportionate 

strength of Third Worldism is through organizing and agitating around the sharpening 

contradictions of imperialism which are naturally capturing the attention of many people. 

Issues like the effects of ecological destruction and militarism, for example, are increasingly 

antagonizing the relationship between embourgeoisfied First Worlders and the imperialist 
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bourgeoisie. It is these sorts of contradictions which Third Worldists should organizing 

around while building public support for a wider revolutionary struggle. 

It is of strategic importance to support the development and unity of national liberation 

consciousness among internally colonized peoples within the imperialist core. Likewise, we 

must draw out the connection between struggles for national liberation and struggles of the 

oppressed peoples at large. Our point on this should be firm: we see no utility in the 

continued existence of the political entities which represent monopoly capital. As such, we 

see no further utility for the ‘United States’ and ‘Canada’ (for example). Instead, we would 

rather see a coalition new revolutionary states representing newly-empowered internal 

colonies act in unity with a larger movement of revolution globally. 

Over time, there is the need to develop dual power institutions. In essence, during any 

revolutionary struggle in which the great mass of a society withdraws its support from the 

system in an oppositional manner, there exists the need to fulfill the daily requirements of 

life. The same institutions, set up to fulfill the requirements of daily and long-term existence 

for the masses engaged in struggle, have the potential to transform into the new regular 

institutions following the overthrow of society. Dual power institutions also enable regular 

contact and the develop of support between the vanguard and masses. 

In revolutionary historiography of occupied Amerika, the most apparent example of dual 

power were ‘Serve the People’ programs put into place by the Black Panther Party for Self-

Defense. Unfortunately, this example is not readily applicable to today’s conditions in the 

US. Johnson’s ‘Great Society’ programs kicked off a range of welfare programs designed to 

undercut such efforts by revolutionaries. In essence, efforts by revolutionaries to do 

‘breakfast programs’ are in competition against school lunch programs, a variety of non-

profits and food banks, churches, food not bombs, and new age cults masquerading as 

Eastern religions. 

Revolutionaries must be more creative when developing future oppositional dual power 

institutions to support the struggle. Nonetheless, such dual power institutions are a key 

element of oppositional political cultures. Especially as the hegemony of First Worldism 

begins to crack and the potential for the development of wider global struggle begins to rise, 

the establishment of such dual power institutions will be of critical importance. 

RAIM and the Necessity of Vanguard Organizing 

In every movement representing a class interest, there is a leading element known as the 

vanguard. In the course of the revolutionary struggle, the ability of a revolutionary vanguard 

to itself become a leading element of the wider oppositional political culture is of dramatic 

significance. Without a strong revolutionary vanguard, oppositional cultures are either 

fractured and weak by this virtue alone or dominated by revisionist and liberal elements 

which serve to hold back the actual revolutionary movement. 
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What makes the vanguard the vanguard? First, it is obviously a relative statement. The 

vanguard acts as the leadership of a wider movement. More specifically, the vanguard 

element is able to organize the mass elements through the influence it wields through dual 

power and other institutions. Requisite to the ability to organize the masses is the ability to 

organize itself. In order to carry out the varying technical and political tasks necessary to 

mobilize larger numbers of people and weather the battle against the exploiting classes, the 

vanguard itself takes on organizational forms with divisions of labor, chains of decision 

making, means of internal and external communication, etc. 

A vanguard is necessary because class interests are not expressed spontaneously. Instead, in 

the course of class struggle, class interests are personified through representative individuals 

who collectively organize with varying degrees of quality and effectiveness to further their 

identified interests. The imperialists and other forces are not busying themselves with idle 

squabble over abstract theories and model choices. Rather, they are organizing to apply 

various strategies and methods to intervene against the potential of rising people’s struggles. 

Revolutionaries must, on a certain level, be even more diligent and ruthless in organizing to 

develop, broaden, and lead forward oppositional political cultures 

Even on the level of organizing a Third Worldist section of oppositional political culture, 

because this will not occur spontaneously, there exists the de facto need for a leading 

element. 

At the most basic level, the vanguard is made up of cadre, or individual committed 

members. The quality of cadre is of crucial significance. In order to develop as a political 

force, we must train ourselves in a variety of skills related to advancing the pressing tasks of 

the revolutionary movement and above all to become ‘organic intellectuals,’ i.e., thinkers tied 

to day to day events in the development of revolutionary struggles. Moreover, we must place 

a special emphasis on recruiting and training new cadre of high quality. 

Of course, the ‘vanguard’ is often thrown around as an empty slogan. RAIM, as it is, does 

not see itself as a vanguard as much as an organization trying to aid the development of 

broader and more advanced oppositional political cultures in the First and Third Worlds. 

Likewise, we aim to engage in the main aspects of revolutionary work in the occupied 

Amerika. We do not see ourselves as special or particularly great leaders. Rather, we see 

various tasks left unfulfilled. We aim to organize as efficiently as possible to carry them out 

to maximum effect. Moreover, in acting politically we are mindful to set a positive example 

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

to their end. 
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Conclusion 

Just as the world is more complicated than ‘workers vs. bosses,’ strategies which address the 

requisites of revolution are more complicated as well. Moreover, not only is revolution still 

possible, it is increasingly necessary for greater sections of people. 

Through understanding both class relations and the interrelation between oppositional 

political cultures, world-systemic openings, and revolution, we aim to actively build a 

movement to contribute to global new democratic revolution, socialism, and communism. 

Guided by revolutionary Marxism, we aim to build a movement for a new world. 

 



 


