























armed funeral march.”3 (This is the same CRS
which the Anti-Defamation League has praised
for its “useful contribution™ to race relations in
southern communities.) Although pressure was
growing in Greensboro for the police and city
officials to explain their failure to stop the Klan,
“within two days, following the arrival of the
CRS ‘conciliators,” the focus of attention shifted
[away from police and city officials] to the
violent rhetoric of the Communist Workers
Party. . .. Increasingly, anyone critical of the
Klan murders or the city’s handling of the event
was linked to the CWP. . ..” 4 The net effect of
this activity was to destroy unity among various
anti-Klan forces, thereby sabotaging a number of
planned marches and crippling future anti-KKK
efforts.

So much for reliance on state authorities.
Given historical facts, the Dimitrov strategy of
the National Anti-Klan Network will backfire:
the left and the working class have already
begun to suffer.

The Dutt Strategy

Generally speaking, a strategy against fascism
which bases itself on Dutt contains at least six
elements:

I.No united front from above. No collab-
oration with any social democratic or liberal
organization.

2. Internationalism. Patriotism only equals
class collaboration.

3. Multiracial unity within organizations. This
differs from the tactic of separate, nationalist
ethnic organizations working together on an
ad hoc basis, Without intra-organizational integra-
tion, the fight against racism is considerably
weakened since minorities remain divided into
their own ethnic enclaves and group ghettos.

4. An illegal underground party organizing in
key industries. If the ruling class does move
toward fascism, parties unprepared for illegal,
secret work will be paralyzed.

5. As the ruling class prepares for war, commu-
nists should prepare for civil war by organizing
within the armed forces.

6. The use of mass force or violence against
fascist squads. This tactic is between the extremes
of adventurism/terrorism and pacifism/avoidance.
Terrorism places no faith in the working class
(hence the reliance on individual adventurism).
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Avoidance and pacifistic united fronts place no
faith in the working class (hence the reliance on
state authorities). The Klan will not go away if we
ignore it. Confronting Klansmen with mass force
impedes the ability of the ruling class to employ
them as terrorists against us. Few organizations
have adopted such a program. One example is
the Committee Against Racism.

Conclusion

In closing, we note several questions and
issues relevant to developing a fuller understanding
ol fascism —questions which we did not have time
to touch on:

1. What is the role of the petty bourgeoisie
and middle strata in the development and operation
of fascism?

2. Does fascism need a mass base?

3. Why has Britain (an imperialist power in
decline) escaped fascism? How does this fact bear
upon R. Palme Dutt’s theory of fascism?

4. What is the theoretical and practical
significance of conceiving of fascism as Bonapart-
ism or as Caesarism?

More important than the above questions,
however, are certain issues central to our argument
which need further clarification. By way of
self-criticism, we recognize that the following
topics need more elaboration:

1. Liberals. Our discussion should differentiate
liberals according to their class bases and political
functions. We need to distinguish among monopoly
capital liberals, liberal intellectuals (policy analysts
and college professors), ACLU types, trade-union
liberals, social democrats and the liberal leadership
ol various ethnic organizations and movements.

2. The NAKN program. We need a more
precise and up-to-date critique of the policies
of the National Anti-Klan Network—especially
its anticommunism, coalitional strategy and
reliance on state authorities.

3. Nationalism. Our essay needs a discussion
of the effects and causes of nationalism within
ethnic organizations and movements.

4. Coalitional Strategy. We should suggest
in concrete terms how to devise coalitional
strategy, given Dutt’s criticism of the United
Front program,

5. The state. We need to clarify how the
bourgeoisie uses the state as its executive commit-
tee. Our essay certainly implies a very instrumental
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conception of the bourgeois state—a view which
some will find too vulgar or simplistic. A complete
discussion would focus on the questions of the
relative autonomy of the state as a distinct entity
within society and the role of bourgeois and
fascist ideologies (as distinct from state coercion)
as causal variables in the development of fascism.
Our neglect of these issues notwithstanding,
we have attempted to offer a contribution to
the question of fascism by indicating that the
proper response to [ascism ultimately rests on
a correct theoretical understanding ol the class
forces which produce fascism. We have hoped to
show that the debate between Dutt and Dimitrov—
essentially one of theory—is no less relevant
today than it was in the 1930's and 1940'. This
debate is furthermore the only way to resolve the
question of tactics. That is why we have proposed

that Dutt's line ol class analysis and militant class
struggle —still sound—should guide us in opposing
the current “right-wing" resurgence. Capitalism,
and not one branch of the capitalist class, remains
the enemy and should therefore be the target of
the left’s political activity.

NOTES
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2. Nicos Poulantzas, Fascism and Dictatorship (London,
New Left Books, 1974), pp. 97-100.
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4. Ibid., pp. 31, 32.
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Comment on "Liberalism and Fascism:

The Dutt Thesis”

Richard Platkin and Charles O’Connell’s
discussion of the “Dutt thesis” is a provocative
analysis of fascism from a committed working
class perspective, and a strong call to direct
action. In opposition to liberal calls for unity
and respect for universal civil rights, they propose
“the use of mass force or violence against fascist
squads™ (i.e., the Klan and the paramilitary
Right) and *. .. no united front from above. No
collaboration with any social democratic or
liberal  organization.” Their position deserves
comment and serious debate because it highlights
the necessary dilemma faced by all Marxists
fighting right-wing repression, whether in Latin
America, lran, the United States or elsewhere in
the capitalist world. On the one hand, the working
class needs allies among the oppressed in a wide,
popularly based struggle against repressive regimes.
On the other hand, the ultimate goal of any
class-conscious struggle is not to restore bourgeois
democracy, but to establish socialist democracy
in the interests of the working class, not the
so-called progressive bourgeoisie, nor the petty
bourgeoisie of bureaucrats and managers.

Historically, liberals have had no difficulty
with this dilemma; they simply deny it. In their
seductive propaganda about unity and democracy
(in their class interests), they liquidate the goal
of  socialism and revolutionary Marxism. Is
there any reason to believe that the anticommunist
liberals of the 1980’s will behave differently from
the German social democrats of the 1920’ and
1930’s or the American liberals during the McCarthy
era? Platkin and O’Connell know the history of
liberals vs. the Left, and they also document the
recent record. However, they tend to eliminate
the other side of the dilemma: the need for unity,
They imply that the U.S. working class can
directly smash the paramilitary Right and march
to socialism without alliances, without even
trying to win over progressives and liberals to the
cause of socialism. Though guilty of idealism and
dogmatism in their application of theory to
concrete practice, they nevertheless contribute to
the Left debate by analyzing the capitalist ties

between liberalism and fascism. Their class

analysis, like Dutt’s, has an important strategic
lesson for the Left today. The Left’s answer to
the rising Right should not be a retreat to the
right —toward an already bankrupt liberalism —but
a movement to the left, a forceful espousal of
socialism and Marxism.

One impressive part of Platkin and O’Connell’s
discussion is the revival of Dutt’s class analysis of
fascism and its application to the United Front
and Popular Front strategies which still dominate
Lelt thinking about anti-Right struggles. According
to the authors, these strategies assume the viability
of an alliance between the working class and the
“progressive bourgeoisie” against the “‘reactionary
bourgeoisie,” the presumed font of [fascism.
Following Dutt, they argue that this strategy is
based on an incorrect class analysis. There is no
good bourgeoisie, no good sector of capitalism.
FFascism is not the policy of one stratum of the
bourgeoisie or the petty bourgeoisie, but the
outcome of finance capital at a stage of decay,
economic crisis and inter-imperialist rivalry.
Although presented rather simplistically, the
direction of such an analysis is classically Marxist —
fascism is viewed as the structural outcome of
capitalism as a whole in the context of world
imperialism.

Platkin and O’Connell also raise the important
question of the relation between liberalism and
fascism within the capitalist system. Here they
build on another part of the Dutt thesis. Dutt
wrote that *“‘the laying bare of the civil war at
the root of class-society, the explosion of all
the illusions of peace and legality—that is, above
all, the historical role of lascism.”1 He meant that
fascism not only undermines the “democratic”
apparatus of liberalism and reformism, it also
exposes the role of liberals and social democrats
in building the statist foundations of fascism and
in weakening the working class through an
institutional web of class collaboration and
anticommunism. In other words, Marxists cannot
depend on liberals in their fight against fascism
and capitalism. Platkin and O’Connell extend
Dutt’s analysis of liberal and fascist ideologies and
they update the recent record of liberals in
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perpetuating racism, terrorism and statism in the
United States.

These basic points are clearly argued. Yet, on
the negative side, there is a degree of dogmatism
in Platkin and O’Connell’s presentation of Dutt’s
theory and its application to the concrete condi-
tions of the United States. No doubt, part of the
problem can be traced to the brief and provisional
character of their analysis. Nevertheless, some of
the problems seem to be built into their method
and approach.

Dogmatism appears in the slight distortion
and narrowing simplification of what Dutt
actually said, a sin of omission. Certainly, Dutt
never proposed an alliance with liberals and
social democrats. Nevertheless, in the preface to
the second edition of his book, written as the
struggle over fascism deepened, he clearly called
for unity: “The supreme task now is to build up
the widest United Front against Fascism and
War. ... The all-inclusive united working-class
front, drawing in its wake the mass of petit-
bourgeois and unorganised clements, requires to
be built up in every country.”?2

We can certainly quarrel about the precise
meaning of “united front”; however, Platkin
and O’Connell ignore the strategic point, wide
unity, the necessary part of the dilemma facing
Marxists struggling for socialism under conditions
of right-wing repression. Today, as Marlene Dixon
argues in her article in this issue of Contemporary
Marxism, the strategic problem is still to find
a way (fronts, for lack of a better term) to
achieve broad unity while preserving the integrity
and autonomy of working class parties and
organizations.

Platkin and O’Connell also ignore, by their
own admission, another aspect of the Dutt
thesis. So cager are they to sharpen the struggle
between worker and capitalist that they ignore
the petty bourgeoisie and middle strata, although
they are central to Dutt’s definition of the social
conditions favoring the growth of fascism. These
conditions include the following:

1) intensification of the economic crisis
and the class struggle;

2) widespread  disillusionment  with
parliamentarism;

3) the existence of a wide petit-
bourgeoisie, intermediate strata, slum
proletariat, and sections of the workers

under capitalist influence;

4) the absence of an independent class-
conscious leadership of the main body of
the working class.3

According to Dutt, the petty bourgeoisie
and intermediate strata have no independent
political role except as allies of either the working
class or the capitalists. They are profoundly
affected by economic crisis and come to the
political stage when the working class has been
weakened by the liberal/social democratic coalition
of labor and capital. Left out politically from this
coalition and resentful of being taxed for the
welfare of the working class (employed and,
especially, unemployed), they can easily be
mobilized by capital against the working class in a
fascist program. All this sounds very familiar and
very modern. Surely, the petty bourgeoisie
cannot be ignored in analyzing the contemporary
situation; they are part of the alliance which the
Reaganites are making today with the so-called
“silent majority.”

Thus, the dogmatic character of Platkin and

_O’Connell’s discussion rests on a simplification

of Dutt’s own theory, which is not itself character-
ized by great subtlety. Their dogmatism is also
traceable to theoreticism, the lack of a concrete
analysis of their central topics, fascism and
liberalism. There are many distinct and different
regional and historical varieties of liberalism and
of right-wing political formations. Reducing
everything to a formulized definition of “lascism,”
the authors too easily assume that classical
fascism has arrived in the United States. Can we
really equate what Bertram Gross calls “friendly
fascism™ with classical fascism? While there is
every reason to share Platkin and O’Connell’s
sense of danger and urgency, we nced to deal with
the situation by having a concrete understanding
of the differences between classical European
fascism and the Right in the United States, to say
nothing of an understanding of the differences
between classical fascism and the many “excep-
tional states” and military dictatorships that have
arisen outside of the most developed centers of
capitalism. We simply cannot derive a concrete
theory and strategy for our times from one
simplified theory of fascism in general.

These criticisms are intended to advance the
analysis which Platkin and O'Connell boldly
propose. Criticisms aside, the strong point of
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their essay needs to be made strongly today, as
many Leftists are tempted to compromise with
the Right. Liberalism is not the solution to
the Right but part of the problem which got us
into the contemporary crisis. Now more than
ever, we need Marxist and not liberal solutions
to problems posed from a Marxist viewpoint, and
that is what Platkin and O’Connell attempt: *the
proper response to fascism ultimately rests on a

correct theoretical understanding of the class
forces which produce fascism.”

NOTES

1. R. Palme Dutt, Fascism and Social Revolution (San
Francisco, Proletarian Publishers, 1974), pp. 302-03.

2. Ibid., p. 14.
3. Ibid., p. 256.




