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THE SECOND TYPE of ar-
gument advanced by those who
disagree with my article is di-
rected to the right of dissent un-
der socialism.

As those who disagree with
me see it, the workingclass fights
tor civil liberties in order to ad-
vance the struggle against cup-
italism. But, according to them,
when the workingelass comes to
power it establishes a socialist
government in which broad civil
liberties are assured for the
masses while the bourgeoisic is
automatically deprived of civil
liberties regardless of what the
actual situation may be.

According to these readers.
the “Marxist-Leninist theorv ol
the state makes this mandatory
vinder all conditions as a matter
ol principle.

But this is not so.

It seems to me that this posi-
tion rests on confused views
about the Marxist-Leninist theo-
ry of the state as well as on
oversimplified conclusions reach-
ed by historical analogy rather
than historical analvsis,

Actuallv, two distinet  even
thongh interrelated questions are
involved,
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THE FIRST QUESTION is a
general theoretical one: can a
socialist democracy he establishi-
ed without automatically restrict-
ing démocracy tor the bomgeoi-
sie as a class? Clearly, it can-
not,

The bourgeoisie as a cluss
enjovs  real  democracy  under
capitalism because it owns the
means of production and coutrols
the machinery ot state, It has
real freedom of speech becanse
it owns all the newspapers. rudio
and television m'l\\'nrfis‘. ete. It
has real freedom ol assembly he-
cause it owns all the halls, meet-
ing places, auditoriums. It las
real political freedom  becanse,
by controlling the repressive ni-
chinerv of state, it enforces its
own system of laws, ensures the
free functioning ol its own po-
litical parties, gnarantees  the
really unrestricted right of its
own franchise, ete.

By contrast, the democracy
which the working class enjovs
is serionsly restricted and  cur-
tailed. The democratic rights to
which it is legallv entitled re-
main Jargely formal. It has the
right to freedom of press hut
it doesn’t have the millions of
dollars which are necessary to
Lanmch even a single daily news-
paper ina given citv, to say
nothing of a chain of newspapers
in all the cities ol the countrv.

It has the right to free specch
and assembly. but it does not
have at its disposal radio and
TV networks, stadiums, andi-
torinms, halls which would bhe
necessary to realize freedom of
speech and assembly,

It has the right to vote but it
cannot exercise this right univer-
sally becaunse of literacy require-
ments, residents requirements,
working. conditions, ete.

It has the right to form po-
litical parties but it camniot se-
cire their free [unctioning be-
cause ol requirements for getting
on the ballot, the gigantic ex-
penses of conducting political
campaigns, ele.

WHEN SOCIALISM is estab-
lished, the bourgcoisie as a class
is deprived of the basic economic
and political pre-conditions for
continuing to enjoy complete de-
mocracy. Its freedom of press is
automatically restricted and cur-
tailed because, it no longer has
unlimited access to stocks of
newsprint or presses; nor does
it have the advertising which it
formerly got from private cor-
porations without which it could
not publish its newspapers on the
scale it does. Its freedom of
speech and assembly is auto-

matically restricted because it no
longer owns the radio and TV
networks, the stadiums, audito-
rivms, halls. Its political free-
dom is automaticaly restricted
hecause the repressive machinery
of state is used by another class,
the working class, to enforce a
different system of laws. different
Functioning of political parties,
cle.

Conversely, the working class
as a class for the first time in
history  enjovs real democracy
becanse it owns and controls the
economic and political pre-re-
quisites for this (the means of
production and the machinery of
slate).

This is the simple meaning of
the Marist proposition that in
a socialist democracy, the bour-
geoisie as a class is put in a
position of inequality in relation
to the working ¢lass. For in a
cliss society real democracy can
exist only for the ruling classes.
There is no such thing as a “pure
democracy™ in which both ex-
ploiting  and  exploited  classes
caually  enjoy democracy,

This is a universal character-
istic ol all socialist  countries
without exception for as long
as a bourgeois class, or its rem-
mantss continues to exist,

Soomuch for the first ques-
Litne,
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THE SECOND question
which is involved is not a mat-
ter ol the general theory of the
state, It hias to do with the
specific: teatures of the transi-
tion Lo socialism in one or an-
other country. It deals with such
concrete questions as: the fran-
chise tor the bourgeoisie, the
exislence ol bourgeois  parties,
the representation of the bour-
geoisie in parliamentary bodies,
the existence of bourgeois news-
Papers, ele,

There is absolutely nothing in
the  general  Marxist-Leninist
theory of the state which makes
it mandatory on the grounds of
principle lor a socialist govern-
ment, without regard to the type
ol resistance  which the bour-
geoisie olers, to automatically
deprive the bourgeoisie of its
franchise, to outlaw all bourgeois
parties, to close down bourgeois
newspapers, to expel bonrgeois
representatives  from parliamen-
tary hodies, ele.

I may or it may not do all
orssome or none of these things
depending on the nature of this
resistance, on whether the bour-
geoisie subordinates itsell to so-
cial law or violates it, whether
the bourgeoisie does or does not
organize eivil war.

That is  what
when he wrote:

“I'he question in which coun-
tries. and in the presence of what
special national features of this
or that capitalism, democracy
for the exploiters will be in-
fringed upon or restricted (whol-
v or in part) is a question of the
special national features of this
or that capitalism, of this or that
revolution. The theorelical gues-
tion is an entirely dilferent one,
viz., is the dictatorship of the
proletariat possible withont in-
fringing democraey for the ex-
ploiting class?”

(Proletarian  Revolution and
hantshy the Renegade. Selected
Works, Vol. VII, p. 13).

LET US TAKE so important
a question as  depriving the
bourgeoisie of the fran-
chise.  Did the Soviet gov-
ernment in 1917 deprive the
bourgevisie of the franchise be-
canse it was a matter of general
principle fowing from the Marx-
ist Leninist theory of the state?
Of course not! It did so only
hbecanse of specific conditions
which existed in that country
alter the October Revolution.

“It should be observed that
the question of depriving the ex-

Lenin  meant

loiters of the franchise is pure-
y a Russian question, and not
a question of the dictatorship of
the proletariat in question. . .."”

“We know the example of the
Paris Commune, we know all
that was said by the founders
of Marxism in connection with
it. On the basis of this material
I examined, for example, the
question of democracy and dic-
tatoorship in my book, “The State
and Revolution,” which 1 wrote
before the October Revolution.
I did not say anything at all
about restricting the franchise.

“And now it must be said
that the question of restricting
the franchise is a specifically na-
tional question and not a gen-
eral question of the dictatorship.
One must study the question of
restricting the franchise in the
light of the specific conditions
of the Russian Revolution and
the specific path of its develop-
ment. This will be doue Liter on
in this pamphlet.

“It would be a mistuke. how-
ever, to guarantee in advance
that the impending proletaian
revolution in Europe will all. or
for the most part. be necessanly
accompanied by the restrictions
of the franchise for the hourgeo-
sie. Perhaps they will. Alter our
experience of the war and of
the Russian Revolution we can
say that it will probablv be so:
but it is not absolutely necessary
for the purpose of realizing the
dictatorship, it is not an essen-
tial symptom of the logical con-
cept, ‘Dictatorship.” it does not
enter as an essential condition in
the historical and cluss coneept
‘dictatorship’.” (All boldface e
Lenin's.—M.W.)

(Proletarian  Revolution  and

Kautsky the Renegade. Se-

lected Works, Vol VI,
pp. 142-3.)
»

SOME readers may suyv: but
this deals “only” with the ques-
tion of the disfranchisement of
the bourgeoisic. It does not deal
specifically with the question of
bourgeois parties or their elected
representatives.

But the franchise for the bour-
geoisie is the central gnestion
which determines  everything
else. If the bourgeoisie is de-
prived of its rights ol lranchise,
it is automatically deprived of
any ability to form a political
party.  What kind of a political
party would it be whose mem-
bers were prohibited from vot-
ing and, hence electing its can-
didates to office?

On the other hand. if the
right of franchise for the bonr-
geoisie is permitled to continue,
then the right of bourgeois po-
litical parties to continue exist-
ing is implicitly recognized. This
remains true even though one or
another specific bourgeois party
may be outlawed if, for example,
it is guilty of overt acts ol vio-
lence against the socialist gov-
ernment,

The right of franchise means
the right to elect or to be elected,
The political struggle to elect or
be elected always takes place on
l:re baslis o{ a program. ,Lml
the political struggle to elect
candidates on d?;ugasis of a pro-
gram constitutes the content of
the work of a political party,
no matter by what name it calls
itself.

@

NEVERTHELESS, let us turn
our attention to the specific
question of the existence of bour-
geois parties. Is the outlawin
of bourgeois political parties ang
the expulsion of their represen-
tatives from elected bodies an
inevitable feature of socialist

Of course not!

Everybody knows that the

(Continued on Page 5)
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