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fast because competing against him 
was Landy, the world’s fastest miler. 
It took Landy to bring out the best 
in Bailey. We need this kind of 
friendly competition of ideas and 
struggle in our Party too, and some- 
thing better will emerge. 

“Bourgeois-Democracy” 

New York City 

very class which brought them into 
being, as capitalism has aged and 
as opposing classes have matured. 
From the tactical point of view, 

Marxists have tended to emphasize 
the extremely limited nature of 
bourgeois-democracy. We have first 
of all insisted on the fundamental 
ruling class character of the State 
and its whole system of persuasion 
and compulsion; we have also con- 
centrated upon the avoidance of the 
realities of economic matters in the 
“freedoms” guaranteed by bourgeois- 
democracy. We have also insisted 
that even in the strictly political and 
civil rights areas, bourgeois democ- 
racy is exceedingly partial, because 
of the impact of the capitalist State, 
and of the private ownership of the 
means of production. We have 
stressed, too, its vitiation in terms of 
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racism, and male supremacy, and in 
terms of corruption, deceit, dema- 
goguery, etc. 

More recently, and especially since 
the rise of fascism, the emphasis has 
shifted to the preciousness of bour- 
geois-democratic rights in the strug- 
gle against fascism, and there has 
been a real effort to overcome the 
one-sidedness of the previous posi- 
tion, in the face of new conditions. 

Yet an ambiguity has persisted in 
our position on this question of 
bourgeois-democratic rights; the old 
emphasis on their partial nature re- 
mains—and the truth of their partial 
nature remains. Again, there persists 
the idea of bourgeois-democratic 
tights as means towards the achieve- 
ment of Socialism, but of compara- 
tive unimportance or even irrelev- 
ance once Socialism is achieved. 
There persists an avoidance of com- 
ing te grips with these rights in 
their own terms and a grappling 
with the question of their meaning 
and their values quite apart from the 
role they may play in advancing the 
cause of Socialism. 
The whole problem has been high- 

lighted, of course, by the revelations 
of the XXth Congress relative to 
severe limitations on Socialist democ- 
racy, the development of extreme 
bureaucracy and forms of personal 
tyranny. It is highlighted, too, by 
the tremendous advances of Social- 
ism throughout the world, and by the 
manifest fact that problems of civil 
rights and of parliamentary function- 
ing in socialist systems (in existence 
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and impending) are pressing for 
solution. 

It is my opinion that the manner 
in which we have dealt with the his 
toric appearance of what we have 
called bourgeois-democracy has been 
exceedingly one-sided, and that this 
is an important reason for the diffi. 
culties we are having and have had 
on this question. 
We have, first of all, tended to 

follow bourgeois historians in as 
cribing too much of a passive, or |. 
follow-the-leader role to the masses 
in bourgeois revolutions. We have 
been prone to accept a reading of 
history which sees the “enlightened” 
and the educated and the propertied 
as maneuvering the masses. Cer- 
tainly, we have spoken of concessions 
and reforms, but our general orienta 
tion in this regard has been largely 
to accept the completely subordi- 
nate role of the masses in great 
bourgeois-democratic upheavals, and 
not least in the reading of the 
American Revolution. Such a view 
of history—certainly of American 
history—is false. From the earliest 
period, from the colonial revolts of 
the 17th century, let alone the 
American Revolution, there was a 
much greater degree of creative and 
active participation by the broadest 
masses, many of them unpropertied, 
than historical literature yet makes 
clear. 

In line with this we have tended 
to go along with the bourgeois rer 
dering of American history which}. 
sees it as a relatively uninterrupted}. 
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eries of triumphs, cheaply won, by 
the clever and more or less omnipo- 
tent rich. This accounts for our ex- 
ceedingly one-sided and mechanical 
presentation of the U.S. Constitution 
and the struggle which led to its 
adoption—a presentation which large- 
ly copied the economic determinism 
of Beard; and I cite this as but one 
example. 
We have also tended to go along 

with bourgeois chroniclers in their 
ignoring of a real reactionary tradi- 
tion in American history, against 
which fierce struggle has been neces- 
ary. For example, we tended to ig- 
nore—as do bourgeois commentators 
—the very real danger of a military 

[dictatorship that faced the Found- 
ing Fathers in the 1780’s and the 
fact that in the making of the Con- 

: stitution they consciously sought to 
, [guard against this. We have also 
tended to ignore the danger of a re- 
version to a monarchical form of gov- 
ernment—a very real danger, that is, 
in the 18th century—and the efforts 
of the Fathers to guard against this. 
When we seek to understand the 
“checks-and-balances” system of the 

: Constitution this must be taken into 
account; and if it is taken into ac- 
count then one will not have the 
extremely negative view of this sys- 
tem of checks and balances which 
has hitherto characterized our litera- 
ture. 
Furthermore, we have accepted 
uch too readily the characteriza- 

ion of the basic civil and political 
ights as “bourgeois” democratic. 
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This has inevitably, whatever our 
intentions at different periods, tended 
to convey the idea of depreciating 
the “real” importance of these rights; 
it has also supplied fuel to the fire 
of imperialist ideologists who equate 
capitalism with democracy and insist 
that Marxists do, too, by their term 
“bourgeois-democracy.” These ideok 
ogists are dishonest, of course, in 
this, but there is a kernel of sub 
stance in their caricature which 
makes it appealing and hence useful 
to them. 
The fact of the matter is that to the 

bourgeoisie, from the days of their 
classical political economists, and 
this goes back to the days when the 
bourgeoisie was revolutionary, poli- 
tics was always something that had 
to exclude the masses. In fact, in 
that classic literature, the very word 
“People,” referred to those with 
property; those without property 
were not People. We have not suffi- 
ciently noticed that the best and the 
most radical of the philosophers of 
the early bourgeois epoch—even 
Paine, even Jefferson—viewed gov- 
ernment as a function of the proper- 
tied and its essential duty as the pro- 
tection of that property. We have 
not paid sufficient attention to the 
fact that even the great Voltaire said 
that the masses were stupid and al- 
ways would be and that they 
needed “three things—the yoke, the 
goad, and some hay.” 
The fact is that from the very be- 

ginning there was an acute contra- 
diction between the need of the bour- 
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geoisie for mass support in their 
revolutionary enterprises and the 
willingness of the bourgeoisie to 
adopt programs that would gain such 
support. The fact, further, is that 
this contradiction took active form 
on the part of both components of 
the contradiction. 
When one speaks of bourgeois- 

democratic rights he means the right 
to vote and hold office for all; the 
right to form trade-unions and to 
strike; the right to a free education; 
equality before the law; freedom of 
speech and press and religion; cer- 
tain economic rights in terms of so- 
cial security, health regulations, 
wage-protection legislation, etc. 

These may properly be called bour- 
geois-democratic in that some or all 
of them, to a greater or lesser de- 
gree, can exist or do exist in capi- 
talist societies. But two points must 
be noted: 1) None was given by 
the bourgeoisie; on the contrary 
each was obtained (when and if they 
were obtained) through the most in- 
tense and prolonged mass struggle 
against the bourgeoisie or at least 
against significant elements of the 
bourgeoisie. And 2) each has been 
maintained (if it has been) only 
through eternal and vigorous vigi- 
lance on the part of the masses 
against encroachments by the bour- 
geoisie—encroachments which are 
intensified with fascism, but do not 
begin with fascism. Thus, histori- 
cally, these so-called bourgeois-demo- 
cratic rights have been obtained de- 
spite (to a large degree) the intense 
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opposition of the bourgeoisie; and 
they have been maintained and ex- 
panded despite the very intense op- 
position of the bourgeoisie. 

These freedoms, then, are not of 

capitalism, as the New York Times 
is fond of claiming; historically they 
derive at least as much from the 
struggles of the masses against the 
capitalists as they do from the strug. 
gles of the capitalists against feudal 
lords or slaveowners or colonial over. 
lords. And even in the latter strug. 
gles, the creative, active participation 
by the masses—not simply in term 
of following the lead of the bour. 
geoisie—was decisive. 

Here another problem in historical 
dialectics arises: The fact is tha 
there is a fundamental continuity in 
the struggles of the oppressed and the 
exploited which persists and, as it 
were, transcends particular social 
forms. That is, the struggles of a 
Spartacus, a Wat Tyler, a Nathaniel 
Bacon, a Denmark Vesey, a William 

Sylvis, a Martin Luther King have 
in them a common desire to remove 
the burdens of oppression, to achieve 
some form of human dignity, which 
make of them a unit despite the 
fact that they appear in eras of an- 
cient slavery, medieval feudalism, 
early colonial capitalism, modem 
commercial slavery, and monopoly 
capitalism. In these cases the pro 
grams varied, of course, as the time 
and conditions varied, but in them all 
was a common striving for some 
thing we can call freedom. I don 
mean only varying levels of freedom; 
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I mean that each of them had in 

common a desire for something that 
may be called freedom. 

This brings to the fore the fact 
that Marxism has tended to ignore 
the question of sheer authority, of 
sheer power. Marxism has tended 
to view the reality of authority and 
power in terms of the economic base, 

the material base from whence the 
power and the authority have hith- 
erto sprung. But Marxism has not— 
to my knowledge—sufficiently con- 
cerned itself with the facts of au- 
thority and prestige and power 
which have a logic and an appeal 
of their own. I think this is why 
Marxists have tended to ignore the 
works of such bourgeois scholars 
as C. E. Merriam, H. D. Lasswell, 
G. E. Catlin, Bertrand de Jouvenal, 
and many others who have concen- 
trated on power itself as the key to 
politics. By the way, this appears 
in earlier writings, too, of course, 
notably that of John Adams and 
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James Madison. We may and should 
reject this as idealist and tending to 
ignore or minimize the material and 
class realities of society and of polit- 
ics; but in rejecting the basic theme 
we must not ignore the insight of- 
fered as to the reality of power per 
se, and the influence it exerts over 
people’s activities, quite apart from 
the class or material origins of that 
power. 
Were we to do this it would assist 

in discovering the means of prevent- 
ing such aberrations as the XXth 
Congress reported; it would also give 
added importance to the question 
of civil liberties under any form of 
society—including that of Socialism. 

These are manifestly some frag- 
mentary thoughts provoked in the 
course of an inquiry which it is 
hoped to pursue further. Perhaps 
they will be of some service in 
stimulating additional investigation 
in these very knotty areas of history 
and political theory. 




