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Japanese economies each time there is a price mncrease
in basic commodities, particularly petroleum, the im-
pact is softened by the increasing value of the cur-
rencies and the payment of dollars (huge amounts Qf
which are in the hands oftherman}{' and Japan In
icular) for the imports of these nations.
parISI.S. im)perialism, however, its hegemony t_hreatened
even within the framework of the m_lperlahst center,
exerts enormous economic and political pressures on
its partners to cut back on their exports to the U._S.
Recognizing both the nature.of the crisis and its
long term impact on the imperialist _center, the cap-
italist countries of Europe, the United States qnd
Japan began a series of studies in 1971 to determine
what changes were needed in ‘_che structural relations
among the imperialist countries and between them
and the rest of the world. A number of suggestions
made during the 1960s were put to the scrutiny o_f
experts and new areas of world economic and‘poh-
tical relations came under study. In 1972, a serles'of
conferences were held in which govqmment, mglustr!al,
and academic experts joined to discuss and identify
the principal policy issues and identify the sources of
friction among the imperialist powers of the center,
now called the Trilateral countries. These conferences
closed in December of 1972 in Col_umbla, Maryland
and paved the way for all the studies that followed.
In July, 1973, David Rockefeller, chairman of the
Chase Manhattan Bank and one of a hand_ful_ of power-
ful capitalists at the helm of U.S. impenghgm, called
the first meeting of the Trilateral Commission. Some
12 areas of study and 14 task force reports were com-
missioned by the Trilateral powers in the areas of the
gobernability of democracy, the oceans, cor_nmodlty
markets, international institutions, trade with com-
munist countries, and the renovation of the inter-
national imperialist system. In all, 14 papers were
published between 1974 and 1975 on these and
other major topics.
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What characterized the Trilateral process was the
common desire, spurred by the U.S. capitalist class,
to establish a new framework for imperialist co-
operation, preferably within the framework of the
Bretton Woods Agreement. Consultations among
the imperialist partners have become common as a
result of the Trilateral process. A certain amount
of coordination of policies is in evidence. But it
cannot be concluded that Kautsky’s ‘“‘ultra-imperial-
ism’> has emerged. Conflicts among the imperialist
powers continue to exist, and. in some instances are
sharpening. The motive force of intercapitalist
competition for markets is still the dominant char-
acteristic of the imperialist system, and is reflected
in national policies within the Trilateral region and
in relations between the center and the periphery.

Leonard Silk, an economics reporter for The
New York Times, writing in the financial section of
the newspaper for January 7, 1979, observes that
“the grand alliance” of the Trilateral countries does
not now. look “so grand as it once did.” He blames
the Swiss, German, and Japanese governments for
“arrogance”” and makes them responsibile for the
policy frictions among the Trilateral countries. These
frictions must, however, include U.S. policies. In 1971
the U.S. unilaterally devalued the dollar in answer to
OPEC price hikes, thereby destabilizing the currencies
of its Trilateral partners who were suddenly faced
with having to pay more for the petroleum of the
Organization of Petroleum Producing Countries.
In 1978, France and Germany decided to create an
European Monetary System, threatening the Bretton
Woods Agreement of 1944 and striking a blow against
U.S. hegemonism in the imperialist camp.

Even cooperation is marked by self interest. When
Germany invested $50 billion marks in 1978 to stabi-
lize the dollar, it did so to prevent the unchecked
increase in the value of its currency. When the U.S.
lent Great Britain §5 billion to stabilize the value of
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I. INTRODUCTION

Beginning in 1971, the central capitalist economies
of Europe, the United States, and Japan, entered a
prolonged period of economic crisis caused by the
rapid collapse in the equilibrium of the imperialist
international monetary system. This system, which
governs payments, loans, interest rates, purchases, and
asset holdings in monies, was organized by the im-
perialist powers at Bretton Woods, New Hampshire in
July, 1944. Since then, the system—which marks the
value of all currencies in terms of U.S. dollars—has
regulated the financial relations of the entire imperialist
world and placed imperialist hegemony in the hands
of U.S. imperialism.

The crisis of this international system of imperialism
has been unevenly distributed. The U.S. has experi-
enced the worst destabilization among the imperialist
countries. But Europe, particularly Germany, and
Japan have not escaped its profound effects. The crisis
has created a new set of antagonisms within the im-
perialist powers, and between these powers and the
emerging capitalist nations of the world which have
been deeply affected by the destabilization of im-
perialist monetary relations.

Within the imperialist world, the search for a new
equilibrium has resulted in the resurgence of protect-
ionist tariff policies, dollar hoarding, and market
scrambles. The result of these antagonisms has been
political and economic pressures applied by one or
another of the imperialist powers on its partners for
greater and freer access to the internal markets of the
other, trade restraints, and the reordering of import-
export relations. The emerging powersin the periphery
of imperialism have turned to the demand for techno-
logy necessary to their industrailization efforts as a
means to developing their own industrial production
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capabilities and the greater share of the world trade
market such production would_lmply. In pressuring
the imperialist center, the peripheral capltallst§ arei
using their newly gained control over the ‘natlorna
resources, preying on the feE}[rs of socialism and
-evolution of the imperialist center. _
leV"?he crisis is further complicated by the growing
success of national liberation strgggles in thg peri-
phery, and the emergence of sop1al1st revolut1on§1ry
government in several resource-rich former polomes.
The impact of all these factors on the crisis of the
international imperialist system tends to prolong what
would otherwise be a complex institutional crisis, qf a
relatively short duration. As a matter of fact, the first
chinks in the international monetary system were
first observed around 1967, and by 1968 a number
of adjustments were being made in the system with
limited amounts of success. That the same system
went into a prolonged crisis in 1971 was due to the
external economic pressures brought about by
political changes in the world. N )
The recognition that such p_ohtlcall ghanges were
now inevitable led the central 1mperlallsﬁ countries,
in particular the United States—still reeling from its
defeat in Viet Nam—to propose the creation qf §ub-
imperialist centers in the periphery of 1mper1ahsrp.
The proposition was for the transfe_r of industrial
technology to “key’ nations in the periphery, located
in strategic geographical areas of the world. These
sub-imperialist powers would, singly or in conjunction
with their sattelite nations, control the1r. region an'd
make the area safe for imperialism. Their economic
relations vis-a-vis the central imperialist powers woul.d
take on a new character, that of gupplymg basic
manufactured goods. The industriahzatlo_n of sub-
imperialist nations would leave the cogntrles_arognd
those new centers in their characteristic historical
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roles of suppliers of raw materials. Some would supply
agricultural produce to the new centers. Together,
the periphery would maintain the central imperialist
powers supplied with the basic necessities and com-
modities, allowing the imperialist countries of Europe,
the United States and Japan to turn their production
to a host of new products.

The proposed accommodation, however, has not yet
worked well. It has recently received a profound set
back in Iran, which was in the process of transforma-
tion into the first major sub-imperialist power. As a
result, the entire policy is currently under review.

The effects of the loss of the once absolute control
over the world’s raw materials on the imperialist
center, monetary destabilization and the growing
political pressures on the imperialist center tend to
deepen the crisis and forces the center to turn in-
creasingly inward in its exploitation of labor in order
to sustain its high profits. In turn, the search for
means of stabilizing the profit margin, which imperial-
ism deems essential to the planning of economic
growth, has led to alternating periods of inflation and
economic recession; high costs of living, monetary
devaluations, cut-backs in production and employ-
ment, internal tightening of fiscal policy, and occa-
sional relaxation of the money supply. None of these
measures have worked over the last nine years.

The crisis, however, is one general to the system
of imperialism. Profits in the imperialist center con-
tinue to grow dramatically, but the real value is
diminished by the monetary devaluation necessary
(in the case of the U.S.) to maintain an unfavorable
trade balance within the lowest possible real costs.
Thus in real terms, profits are not growing significant-
ly in the U.S. This is not the case in Europe and Japan
where the decreasing value of the dollar is forcing
currencies upward in value. Thus, despite the infla-
tionary tendencies which mark the European and
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the pound, it did so to prevent a decline in the
purchasing power of the British worker in a climate
of increasing labor tension and unrest. Japan, like-
wise cut down on its exports of luxury items (cars
and electronic components) to the U.S. to help
balance the U.S. trade deficit with Japan, but in-
creased its investment in manufacturing facilities
within the U.S. to defeat U.S. protectionist measures.

Within these world-wide strains, the mult-national
corporations which govern the capitalist countries
have moved to reorganize the central imperialist
markets. This reorganization was placed before the
Trilateral Commission in 1973. The result was a
book-length study entitled “The Crisis of De-
mocracy,” and identified as Task Force Report
No. 8.

The total output of the Trilateral Commission
studies has been transformed into a set of U.S.
government policies under the James Earl Carter
administration (Carter was a member of the Tri-
lateral Commission, as are many of his top cab-
inet members). The European and Japanese go-
vernments, however, do not seem to have followed
the Trilateral recommendations too closely.

In the next pages we will discuss the present
crisis within the framework of the emergence of
capitalism in Europe, its development into im-
perialism, and U.S. hegemonism in imperialist and
world politics. We will look at certain key features
of the Trilateral Commission; the task force re-
commendations, and the key advocates of a new
imperialist world system under continued U.S.
hegemony.

The importance we attach to this paper in
allowing for an wunderstanding of U.S. and im-
perialist world policies is obvious. The analysis
here presented should serve as a guide to the
development of a movement for the 1980s in the
U.S.; identifying the issues which should receive

R
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priority attention in the area of democratic rights
and the circumstances in which revolutionar};
struggle will be waged.
-M.L.N-
POLITICAL STUDIES SECTION
-1979-
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II. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND TO THE
CURRENT CRISIS

A. The Emergency of Capitalism and Its Trans-
formation Into Imperialism:

The origins of capitalism can be .trqc.ed to the 11q%
uidation of feudalism and its primitive forms o
relations in separate parts of the world. .Eurc(;pealr;
capitalist development, howevqr, outstripped a
others as a result of the exploitation of the American
continent and the massive enslavement of Afnc.ansidlln
the closing decade Olfl thedISth Century, and in the

uries that followed. _

fOu"lfhceegztirlies’[ forms of capitalism can be found in clas-
sical times, but its development was arrested by t'he mzlils-
sive Germanic invasions of the Roman Empire. The
decentralization of the centers of power, the
emergence of religious hegemomsm, the rise Qf wagi
lordism, and the return to subsmtencef farming, _ah
contributed to the emergence of feudahsm.. Bu't wit f
the rise of a mercantile system,.the centralization o

power, the emergence of the city state, and thej ex-
pansion of the market, feudalism gave way to dlrgct
landlord managment of farming, the transformation
of the tenant farmer into a peasant laborer, apd the
rise of a profit system which enab}ed capitalism to
become the dominant factor: This for_m of agrg
cultural and mercantile capitalism arose in Asia an

Africa as well as in Europe and for a time had a more

ven development. .

> IIBelji ivith the colfonization of Amerlcq, the plunc_ler
of huge wealth, and the enslavement first of Na’qve
Americans and then of Africans, European capltzi-
lism-particularly that of France, Great .Brltanz Hol-
land and Belgium-gained great Wealth with which to
expand their primitive industries. Those countries

without a capitalist class, like Spain; and those

whose bourgeoise had not yet managed national
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unification, like the German, lost ground increas-
ingly, and saw the plundered wealth transferred
through purchases to the French, British, Dutch,
and Belgian businessmen and bankers. Another
means for the transfer of wealth to the bourgeoise
came in the form of debts accumulated by the
aristocracy in loans against future gold from the
American continent. Both the Spanish and French
aristocracy accumulated huge debts in this way.

European production and intellectual develop-
ment based on leisure thus had the material basis
on which to progress at a quicker pace than its
Asian counterpart, which received less intellectual
and economic stimulation from the traditional
mercantilist forms.

The colonization of America, at first motivated
by the search for gold and other forms of wealth,
later turned to settler colonization, the enslavement
of the native populations and the development of
agriculture for export to Europe. 'The introduction
of enslaved Africans into the continent made agri-
culture a major generator or wealth, comparable to
mining in importance. Both mining and agriculture
were exclusively in the hands of Europeans who be-
came enormously wealthy. A portion of this wealth
was invested in developing manufacturing and newer
forms of production. From the 16th to the 19th
Centuries, mechanized production first evolved and
then exploded into an industrial revolution which
transformed the world and made capitalism the
dominate economic and political feature of European
society.

In the course of these three centuries, the feudal
remnants and aristocracies were either destroyed or
pushed aside and made subservient to the bour-
geoise in Europe. The American continent itself
became transformed, with a creole class emerging
to eventually seize power in the 19th Century and
creating over 21 separate governments. It was in
the 19th Century that the United States established
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its hegemony over the American continent. '

Imperialism, as the highest stage of capitahsrr_l,
emerged with the expansion of stable bourgeois
governments into world economies beginning in
1870 and continuing in expansion until 1914. At
the start of the first world war, the world had al-
ready been divided into empires and zones of
economic and political influence by the European
powers and the U.S. The First World War was the
result of the entry of Japan, Italy, and Germany
into international competition for empire, and
the clash of their respective interests with each
other and with those of the other imperialist
powers. The end of the war saw the empire of
Austria-Hungary broken into fragments, and the
Asian posessions of Germany transfered largely
to Japan.

Capitalism, at first characterized by the accu-
mulation of wealth and its investment in land,
property and machinery for production, became
characterized in the imperialist stage by the ex-
port of capital, finance, and monopoly of pro-
duction. In this later stage conglomerates, trusts,
and international branches were established. The
ownership of the means of production have be-
come increasingly concentrated in fewer and fewer
hands. One of the characteristics of the finance
aspect of imperialism was the emergence of banks
to finance enterprises at home and abroad, tending
through this process to influence both government
and independent industries through the outstanding
debt and interest on the loan. In the U.S., banking
early on became a principal method for the es-
tablishment of monopolies, and today the prin-
cipal capitalist families in the U.S. are all bankers.

U.S. banks have also played a principal role in the
establishment of U.S. hegemony over the world
market, through the financing of such projects as
railroads, mining, and direct loans to government.
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These loans have not only placed Third World govern-
ments in debt to the U.S. bourgeoise, but have gone
directly into the construction of facilities to increase
the plunder of raw materials and transport them spe-
edily to coastal docks where U.S. ships would pick up
and take back to the U.S. for processing.

An example of the indebtedness of a country is
Brazil, which has a $40 billion debt to the Tri-
lateral countries, principally the U.S., and which
must pay an annual $8 billion in interest and re-
lated charges. Finance capitalists lend monies for war
as well, often financing both sides in a war, but more
often financing an anti-communist government to
such an extent that its success would spell the end of
its independence because of the huge accumulated
debt. Very often, the debtor state—in order to pay
off the loan-must refinance the debt for a longer
period, often at the added burden of granting some
political or material concession to the capitalist
lender.

The developing phase of finance capitalism led to
the establishment of protectorates, captive markets
and military occupation of independent countries.
Together with the established colonial empires,
finance capitalism made of imperialism an agressive
and impersonal global system of plunder of the
world’s wealth.

Imperialism, however, as Lenin pointed out, is do-
omed by its own inherent contradictions. Having absorb-
ed all available markets by 1914, imperialists were
doomed to wars for the redivision of the world’s mar-
kets. For the next three decades, until the end of the
Second World War, imperialist powers fought and
worked against each other for hegemony. The histori-
cal course of imperialism has been the concentration of
wealth and political power in fewer and fewer hands.
This concentration of the world’s wealth and power
has, ironically, also marked the decay of imperialism.

The process may be likened to The Second Law
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of Thermodynamics in which a thing in motion
inperceptibly expends energy as it produces motion.
This loss of energy grows with every effort to main-
tain motion. The greater the motion, the greater
the loss of energy. In the end, the 'thmg collapses
and comes to a halt as the fatigue builds up and the
rey is expended.
en?rﬁ%erialispm today is in i‘ts.final phase of the
expenditure of its energy. I’g is in full and desperate
struggle to maintain its motion in a world which 1s
idly changing. o
rapThg first gmz%jor setback for imperialism was the
Soviet Revolution in Russia. Even as imperialism
passed from several hands to fewer hands, the War
produced the collapse of the Russian Czarist army.
The war, the mass demands for social justice, the
repression of the people, all produced _the con-
ditions which united large number of disaffected
soldiers with the workers and peasants to launph
an uprising against the monarchy. Of all the parties
and organizations which attempted to .prov1de
leadership to that struggle, only the Bolshevik Party
led by Lenin had the program and the theory on
which to base a correct struggle for power. In Octo-
ber, 1917, the first socialist government under the
leadership of a Marxist-Leninist party came to power.
The first base of anti-imperialism was'estabhs_hed
even as imperialism grew and consolidated into
wer hands. . o
fe The principal historical struggle in the capitalist
era has been that between the bourgeoise and t_he
workers. The Russian Revolution marked a major
nhistorical step in that struggle, which always involves
the drive for state power and the ownership .of the
means of production. The advance of socialism In
the world has alwasy been marlged by the Qefeat
of imperialism and the contraction of the imper-
ialist economics, based on the loss of markets.
National Liberation struggles became a phenomenon
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of the 20th Century in Africa and Asia, and were im-
bued with more radical ideology than those of the
previous century in the Americas, largely as a result
of the influences of Marxism-Leninism. Their grow-
ing success in the course of the century has also been
a destabilizing factor in the imperialist economies,
aggravating the process of market contraction by de-
priving imperialism of its absolute control over
markets and raw materials.

Today, the combined successes of socialism and
national liberation in the world have aggravated the
crisis of imperialsm.

B. U.S. Imperialism and Its
Rise to World Hegemony:

In 1886, the world imperialist powers of Great
Britain and France were well under way to global
expansion. Japan was emerging as the Imperialist
power in Asia, and the U.S. held sway over the
American continent. The British Empire, above
all, held a huge portion of the world market be-
cause of its naval might, its colonial posessions,
its military technology, and its industrial capacity.
The U.S. ruling class at this time had many pro-
ponents of an American world empire backed by
military might.

Industrial capitalism in the U.S. established ab-
solute control over the economic life of the country
at the close of the Civil War in 1865. This war was
undertaken by the northern industrialist then in con-
trol of the Republican Party, and whose president
was Abraham Lincoln, to crush the southern landed
aristocracy and landlord capitalists whose wealth
was based on the export of agricultural comodities
and the use of mass slave labor. The war became
inevitable with the development of an agressive
northern industrial economy, the wresting of the
west from the native nations, and the colonization
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of the new territories. The southern states wanted
the new territories to become slave states. But the
north wanted to break the power of the south in
government, and feared that the new states, if they
became slave states, would broaden the power of
the south and prevent the development of indus-
trial capitalism.

Most significant, the south was also a principal
supplier of cotton to the British, and an important
market for English manufactured goods. This was
a market which needed to be brought under hege-
monist control by the industrialists of the north,
and to do this the south had to be broken.

After the war, the south was devastated. In-
dustrialists obtained their hegemonistic aspira-
tions and the country’s new territories were opened
up further to massive immigration from Europe to
populate them with workers and farmers needed
by the capitalists. In 1863 Alaska was purchased
from Russia in what became the opening shot of
the new imperialism of the U.S. bourgeoise. The
end of the Civil War also saw the construction of
the first railroad system linking the Pacific and
Atlantic land mass in 1869. A series of engineer-
ing innovations in 1866, and continuing into the
present, soon allowed U.S. industry to attain a
higher level of quality, efficiency, and volume
than their competitors in Europe.

But the major change in the capitalist’s per-
ception of their imperialist role came in 1896,
when William McKinley became president on the
Republican Party ticket. Until then the principal
debate between imperialists and conservative capi-
talists had been fought around the constitutional
limits to expansionism. The traditionalists argued
that the “founding fathers” had intended the U.S.
to limit itself to the American continent and to stay
out of European politics and rivalries. The imperi-
alists argued that empire was a pre-requisite for
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economic growth, and even the future safety of
the American Republic.

In the course of the Bryan vs McKinley presi-
dential campaign, these concerns were argued in-
tensely, with the imperialists adding the concepts
of.manifest destiny, and the “blessings of civili-
zation,” as duties to be bestowed upon the native
populations of the lands to be colonized.

The ideologues of imperialism were: Theodore
Roosevelt, Henry Cabot Lodge, and Alfred Thaver
Mahan. Roosevelt was the first to attack traditional
U.S. foreign policy, which, according to Charles
and Mary Bear’s Basic History of the United States,
“rested on the proposition that the fundamental
interest of the American .people rested on their
continental opportunities.” This policy had been
originally advanced by George Washington, and
later expanded on by Thomas Jefferson. It was
formally codified in President James Monroe’s
Doctrine.

Rovsevelt, however, advanced the principle that
peace was making the American people “soft,” and
called_ for U.S. entry into the global scramble for
colo_mes as the best insurance for prosperity. Lodge,
a saon.of a wealthy family, argued that the world
was being swallowed by the European imperialist
powers and these threatened both U.S. foreign and
domestic economic and political interests. Mahan
argued that protection for the expanding U.S. mer-
chant fleet required a powerful navy to defend mer-
chant ships and sea lanes used by the U.S. in its
trade. Mahan called for the establishment of far
flung “‘coaling” and naval stations.

Others, such as Albert J. Beveridge argued that
the U.S. produced more than it could consume,
and thus must have new markets “and colonies”
or the American market “would be paralized with
surplus wealth.” A condition of near depression in
the economy in the Democratic administration of
President Grover Cleveland between 1892 and 1898,
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ing labor and political unrest add_ed.to the
?rrllgreirs?n“glyg pro-imperialist sentiment within the
#ling circles. _
Uli/.[crllélilnnlgey’s administration thus presented thelflyst
opportunity to put the new U.S. imperialist po 1t1c§
to work. In 1898 the U.S. anr;exed_ Hawaii an
launched war on Spain. For the f1r§t time the prelzssﬁ
under the leadership of the William Rar_1d0;}>l
Hearst’s publishing empire, played a role 1(rjl ft EJI[
shaping of mass sentiment for the war. The 5?}?
of Spain brought Cuba, Puerto Rico, Gu.am an e
Phillipines into U.S. hands. Local resistance v;;as
overcome through various means. Puertq Rlco_ de-
came an outright colony, Cuba was given in g-
pendence four years later under the Platt Ammend
ment which established a protectorate there an
gave the U.S. the rights of intervention at any time
to secure its interests in Cuba. The Phillipines
were colonized, but promised independance at an
undetermined point in time. Guam came u_ndcler
direct U.S. colonial control_. The U.S., in a.smghe
year had established a rudimentary empire in the
ic and Pacific. .
AﬂIErllnti%g9 the U.S. entered the China market by
obtaining concessions for tr-adc,e, t_“rom the Mandanns
under the “Open Door Pohqy. imposed by the im-
perialist powers of Great Britain, France, Germ%n}sl,
Russia, Japan and the U.S. I{} the },900 tl;e;
sent troops to put down the “Boxer R_ebe hofn in
China which threatened to expel all foreigners from
Chll?la.1900 McKinley was again elected Premde_nt.
But this time the Vice President was the arch[-jlrg-
perialist Theodore Roosevelt who was to prod o
public opinion and the U.‘S. Congress into fu?t ﬁer
expansion. The Roosevelt image had been care udy
built by imperialism through a new mass propaganda
weapon-—the Press. Although he did very little flgh_tmg
in the Spanish-American W_ar, he emerged as a fight-
ing hero of the Cuba campaign.
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He, more than McKinley became the public per-
sonality of imperialism and its morality of national
ism. Roosevelt preached American “honor, virtue
and destiny” in the world. In 1901 McKinley, “the
reluctant imperialist,” was assasinated and Roosevelt
became President. '

In 1904, the U.S. backed a revolt in the Colombian
territory of Panama, installed 3 government, and pro-
mptly annexed the Panama Canal Zone through the
creation of the Panama Canal Company. Under the
cover of this company, the U.S. built the Panama
Canal and established its hegemony in Central Am-
erica. With the consolidation of the Puerto Rican
colony in 1900 under the Foraker Act and Civilian
government, the Panama Canal and the Cuban pro-
tectorate, the U.S. proceeded to the establishment
of a naval and military presence in the Caribbean
and Central America which resulted in a permanent
threat to all of Latin America. In 1907, the US.
sent a naval fleet around the world in a display of
American sea power, stopping at all the U.S. po-
ssessions.

In 1908, plagued by a market glut and economic
recession, the U.S. obtained restrictions in Japanese

immigration into the U.S., and established a pro-
tectorate over Santo Domingo in the guise of pro-
tecting that country from the threat of force by
European powers to whom the Dominican govern-
ment owed money. That same year, and with Roose-
velt’s two-terms in office closing, the Republican
party ran arch-conservative William H. Taft, and
again won the elections.

Imperialist eXpansionism continued. In 1911, a
protectorate was established over Nicaragua under
the latest disguise of Imperialism, called now “Dol-
lar Diplomacy,” and which stated that U.S. inter-
ests lay in protecting their investments wherever
they existed. President Taft said that the purpose
of this policy was: . an effort frankly directed to
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the increase of American trade upon the axiomatic
principle that the government of the United States
shall extend all proper support to every legitimate
and beneficial American enterprise abroad.”

When Woodrow Wilson became President in 1912
under a Democratic administration, imperialism was
so rooted in U.S. politics that although he openly
renounced it, it could not be changed. In 1914 the
U.S. landed the Marines in Santo Domingo, and two
years later occupied the entire country. In 1915, the
U.S. moved into Haiti to crush a revolution and es-
tablish a protectorate over that Latin American
country. In 1914, and again in 1916, the U.S. in-
vaded Mexico to remove a government and advance
its economic claims. Wilson now advanced the im-
perialist design further by claiming that the U.S.
would not recognize the legitimacy of “any govern-
ment” which did not adhere to the principles of
“U.S. Democracy.”

In 1917, with its trade threatened by German sub-
marine warfare against Great Britain, the U.S. inter-
vened in the First World War for the reorganization of
European imperialism, and thus embarked on a pro-
cess of domination which was to bring it into hege-
monism over the world imperialist economies.

C. The Role of The American People
In U.S. Imperialist Expansion.

The relationship of the American masses to U.S.
imperialism since 1898 has fluctuated. In the course
of imperialist expansion and its immediate aftermath,
a period of prosperity has followed in which employ-
ment has gone up, farmers have experienced a boom
in prices and sales, and the people have generally been
dazzled by the excitement of war and political de-
velopments. But great working class and rural up-
heavals have shaken U.S. capitalism and also fun-
ctioned well, checking obvious excesses in internal
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capitalist development and ensuring that the most
glaring contradictions between the bourgeoise and
the working class are ameliorated through legislation
propoganda and social programs.

Most significant of all, however, is the decision of
capitalism in the U.S. to combine reward and re-
pression with great accuracy (carrot and stick po-
licy).

The popular vote for representatives has been one
such tool of rule, allowing local politicans with a
keen nose for issues to represent the people of a
locality in Congress. Public Works programs, the
social utilization of public tax monies, as an adjunct
to private enterprise has been another method. And
response to mass pressure on issues has been still
another. In a period of U.S. imperialist expansion,
these have been key measures for incorporating the
masses into a peaceful domestic stance essential to
the successful pursuit of U.S. imperialist foreign
policy. It seems, therefore, that domestic support,
or at least indifference to imperialism is closely con-
nected to the capacity of the U.S. capitalists to sat-
isfy the demands of its masses, particularly workers.
This appears to be so, particularly when viewed
against the experiences of the War in Viet Nam,
when the escalating costs of war in men and mat-
erials could not be balanced by domestic prosperity
and economic measures, setting off an increasing
display of protests against war. On the other hand,
that these protests did not reach the level of mass
sustained insurrection can be adscribed to the gen-
eral economic prosperity of the U.S. in the course
of the war (and to institution of social programs
(war on poverty) on a mass scale.

Nothing in U.S. history, however, indicates any
permanent attachment of the masses of American
people to U.S. imperialism. But everything indi-
cates that support for the U.S. system is dependent
on what that system can produce for the masses
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of people.

The shutting off of unregulated immigration into
the U.S. has also been a major component of re-
gulating domestic peace and prosperity for U.S.
capitalism. U.S. capitalism was organized on the
basis of unrestricted immigration. First, to popu-
late the country; and second to provide cheap labor
for growing industry. But whenever recession be-
came a policy, and particularly after the U.S. cap-
italists accepted the organization of labor, Immi-
gration was legislated and restricted.

The decision in 1917 to control immigration
also enabled U.S. Capitalism to maintain a general
prosperity growth which served to curb dissent and
labor.

A major ingredient in facilitating public accept-
ance is the extreme control of public institutions
by the capitalist system in the U.S. The press, so-
cial bodies and institutes, associations of profes-
sionals, all have come to serve the interests of capi-
talism in aiding in the shaping of public opinion
and mass support for U.S. imperialist policies.

The inability of the U.S. working class to or-
ganize around a party tied to its own class interests
corresponds to the seriousness with which the U.S.
capitalists have viewed the emergence of such a
party. The policy of the U.S. bourgeoise has his-
torically been linked to diverting and fragmenting
efforts at the consolidation of a working class
conciousness. To this end, concession and repres-
sion are tied to propaganda of an anti-communist
nature, pacifism within the class, and alternative
reform movements for social rectification. On
occasion, the capitalist class has even supported
the development of antagonistic left groups to
counter-weight the threat of Marxist-Leninist ex-
tended influence.

The judicial system, domestic intelligence, police
and informants have also been used as tools of re-
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pression and regulations of dissent.

D. U.S. Imperialist World Power
After the Two World Wars.

When European imperialist powers, and Japan,
went to war in 1914, it was for the reorganization of
imperialism. The late entry of Germany into nation-
hood left it without a significant share of world em-
pire and trade. Its entry into the colonization of what
France, England and Japan (also a latecomer) con-
sidered their spheres of hegemony brought conflict
to Europe. The response to a German-Turkish-and
Austro-Hungarian alliance, was the creation of an-
other alliance between Great Britain, France, Im-
perial Russia, Japan, and Italy. The U.S. remained
aloof from these preparations for war and continued
to expand its trade with both sides, claiming neu-
trality. As the war progressed, however, Germany’s
interest lay in a complete blockade of its European
enemies, and thus launched submarine warfare on
ships trading with Britain and France. The U.S.
trade became sufficiently affected for it to join in
war on Germany in 1917.

The reorganization of imperialism which followed
the surrender of Germany and its allies in 1918 saw
the birth of many nations carved out of Austria-
Hungary, the establishment of new protectorates
over the former German holdings, and the expansion
of imperialism of Japan. Germany wound up with
a huge war debt of France and Great Britain in war
materials supplied by U.S. capitalism, and credits
for the war.

The collapse of the world capitalist balance, and
the recession which followed in the U.S., however,
brought about a general collapse of the capitalist
economies beginning in 1921 and aggravating in the
Great Depression of 1929.

In the U.S., recession brought massive unemploy-
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ment and the use of armed force to crush labor
protests. But by 1932, when the Democrats elected
Franklin Delano Roosevelt to the presidency, capi-
talism was ready to reverse their policy.

The Roosevelt administration instituted ‘“The
New Deal’® a massive public work program based
on the use of public monies to generate employment
and stimulate production. Congress pressured busi-
ness to increase spending, and offered it incentives;
such as the acquisition of farm lands devastated by
the depression and now reorganized as Agri-busi-
nesses owned by U.S. corporations, and a gurantee
on bank loans and default through the use of public
funds. Labor was also restricted and was rewarded
with a minimum wage and fixed working hours,
collective bargaining was instituted. To facilitate
the new domestic policy, the capitalists under
Roosevelt created a number of “‘super agencies.”
Among these were: The Agricultural Adjustment
Agency, Federal Relief Administration, the Nat-
ional Industrial Recovery Administration, The
National Labor Relations Board, the Social Se-
curity Administration, and others fostered on state
and city governments to meet particular needs in
a given area.

A Security and Exchange Commission reorganized
the stock market, a Committee for Industrial Or-
ganization was formed to provide direction for
labor, the Federal Administrative Reorganization
Act provided for the reorganization of government,
and the prohibition against the consumption of
alcoholic beverages was repealed. The results were
gratifying to U.S. capitalism.

According to William E. Leuchtenburg in his
book: Franklyn D. Roosevelt and The New Deal,
by May, 1936, the New York Times Index of Busi-
ness Activity had climbed 100 per cent for the first
time since 1930. “Corporation profit sheets which
showed a $2 billion deficit in 1933, ran $5 billion in
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the black in 1936.” The takeover of vacated farm-
lands by Agri-business also was profitable. “From the
flrst.quarter of 1933 to the third quarter of 1936
net income of farm operators almost quadrupled g
Leuchtenburg says that when he heard the news abo{)t
the recovery and bright business prospects forthe
future, the reformer Alf Landon “gave up the election
as lost.’.’ Roosevelt won by a landslide, and the New
Yor1.< Times commented that if Roosevelt were to say
a kind word about man-eating sharks, the public
would probably agree.

. The Roosevelt administration came in at the same
time that German capitalism decided to back Adolph
Hitler and the Nazi Party as a means of implementing
its plan for the recovery of German imperialism. The
choice of Fascism was thus a new political option open
to capitalism for internal dominance. Fascism is an
1nter}sely ideological form of -capitalist thought
tend_mg to the mobilization of an entire society for,
the 1r_nplementation of imperialist policies. It was no
surprise then that German fascism has a broader ap-
peaI. beyond its borders. In almost every country
fasagm found ideological proponents and movements.
But it was also a threat to other imperialist nations in
that it represented a German Fifth Column (support-
ers of Nazi Germany). A form of fascism took power
in Italy even earlier, but it lacked the organization of
the German Nazi variety.

Fascism appropriated parts of the class demands of
workers, land reform and expropriations of trusts and
corporations, but it never meant to carry them out.
Instead, it pacted with the monopoly capitalists for
the' restoration of Germany through the revitalization
o_f its mass production, Germany sought the coloniza-
tion .of Eastern Europe and the Low Countries
(Belglu.m, The Netherlands), as well as the Scandinavian
countries to the north. It launched an aggressive
forelgp policy aimed at the reconquest of markets
and finally when it was blocked by the competiné
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European imperialist powers, resorted to war.

Japan was likewise bent on expansion. After the
First World War it inherited a portion of the small
German Asian Colonies, but soon found that its
export was a first step, but therafter it too saw it-
self blocked by British, French and U.S. interests.
The U.S. particularly felt threatened by Japanese
expansionism because it had orand designs for eco-
nomic expansion in Asia. ‘

It is interesting to note that in this period of
rising U.S. imperialism and hegemony the Roosevelt
administration rejected a French proposal for an
international trade and monetary system on the pre-
mise that it would hurt U.S. pricing. Roosevelt also
rejected the lowering of tariffs, and called for each
nation to pursue its own economic interests. The
Germans hailed the decision.

Another facet of the global picture in which the
U.S. imperialists found themselves was the rise of the
Soviet Union. After the revolution of October, 19.17,
the Russian people were able to begin the construction
of socialism. Led by an able Communist Party and
workers councils (soviets) capable of defending the
revolution against counter-revolutionary attempts
and expeditionary forces of imperialism, the Soviet
Union launched a major reconstruction of the eco-
nomy. The ideology of Marxism-Leninism also had
its adherents internationally, and capitalists saw the
communist ideology as the major danger to 1ts aspir-
ations and even survival.

The Soviet-German Pact signed by Hitler and
Stalin and promising non-agression in war, ended
imperialism’s expectations that they could maneuver
Germany into a war with the Soviet Union while
escaping entanglement.

In the midst of this situation, the U.S. sought
to extend its trade in the world on terms favora‘_ble
to it. In Latin America, the U.S. continued its policy
of intervention through the “Good Neighbor Po-
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licy.” Under Roosevelt the U.S. refused to recognize
the Grau San Martin governiment in Cuba which came
to power in 1933 in the overthrow of the Machado
dictatorship. A year later, in 1934, the Grau San
Martin government fell. The U.S., however, no longer
intervened militarily. It now had sufficient economic
control over Latin America to force the collapse of
any government by subversion. In 1934, following an
official announcement that the U.S. would no longer
intervene militarily in Latin America, the U.S. Ma-
rines withdrew from Haiti. This policy, however, was
temporarily discarded in 1965, when 15,000 U.S.
Marines invaded the Dominican Republic to defeat
the revolutionary forces and install a puppet govern-
ment. .

On his triumph in 1936, Roosevelt openly ad-
vocated war with Germany and Japan as an inevit-
ability. In Chicago, on October, 1937, he warned
that the U.S. would not escape involvement in the
coming war, initiating a campaign against the iso-
lationist tendency. That same year, the Roosevelt
Administration launched an offensive against the
Nationalist Party of Puerto Rico (1936) in an effort
to destroy the independence movement in the col-
ony. By 1939, U.S. foreign and national policy had
coalesced around a war policy in Asia for U.S. im-
perialist expansion, and a domestic and colonial re-
form policy to secure mass support for the coming
war.

Beginning in 1940, the U.S. began an aggressive
number of maneuvers aimed at provoking Japan.
[t stepped up active support for British and French
colonial intersts in Asia, supplied advisors and arms
to Chinese nationalist forces, and threatened Japan
with economic sanctions if it continued its imper-
alist expansion. On January 27, 1941, U.S. Am-
bassador to Japan Joseph Grew warned Roosevelt
that Japan was ‘“‘planning a surprise attack on Pearl
Harbor.” The U.S. promptly removed several new
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aircraft carriers from Hawaii, but deliberately do-
cked the main portion of its Pacific Fleet there.
On December 7, 1941, Japan attacked the U.S.
at Pearl Harbor and the war was on.

The Second World War mobilized the masses
of the American people as never before. Within a
year of Pearl Harbor the U.S. was on the offensive
in both Europe and Asia. Once again Europe and
Japan were shattered by war. Only the U.S. re-
mained untouched. At war’s end in 1945, the U.S.
emerged as the single most powerful nation in the
world, with vast gold and monetary reserves, an
active and aggressive economy, and a foreign pthy
geared to hegemonism and imperialist expansion.

E. The Truman Doctrine, The Marshall Plan
and U.S. Imperialist Hegemony.

The U.S. strategy for hegemonism after the war
was based on the Bretton Woods Agreement, and
the supposition that neither Europe, the Soviet
Union, or Japan could emerge as rivals to U.S. im-
perialism. It held the reins to an international mo-
netary system, a World Bank, a vigorous industrial
production system, military and political might,
and internal stability. .

But the Second World War, and the economic
and political collapse of the central European po-
wers and Japan also set in motion the colonial
world over which these imperialisms had ruled.
National liberation and wars for national liber-
ation became characteristic of Asia and Africa,
transforming these countries into free sovereign
states which had to be dealt with within a new frame-
work.

Additionally, as the Soviet Armies rolled over the
Germans, Communist Parties in the liberated coun-
tries of Eastern Europe seized power. The arrival of
Soviet and Imperialist armies in Berlin, saw the two
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rival ideological blocks face to face.

The success of socialism in the course of the war,
and the certainty of imperialism that communism
stood to gain economic and political ground in the
post-war world led to the decision by imperialism
to impose a cold war (ideological war, war of
nerves and economic and political pressures) on
socialism. First, the imperialists began the recon-
struction of the three-fourths of Germany they
occupied without the wusual consultations--they
created a German currency, a government drafted
from the remnants of the Nazi and conservative
business sectors, and moved toward the creation
of a Federal Democratic Republic.

The Cold War also saw U.S. military assistance
to Turkish and Greek capitalists and monarchists
in their civil war against communist revolutionaries
supported by the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia. In
extending intervention to those two countries, U.S.
Imperialism issued the Truman Doctrine. In 1947,
President Harry S. Truman announced from Congress
that ““‘at the present moment of history nearly every
nation must choose between two alternative ways of
life.” imperialism and socialism. He then announced
a $350 million emergency grant to Turkey and
Greece. The U.S. Cold War strategy called for the
military and political alliances in Europe, Asia, and
the middle-eastern states bordering the Soviet Union.
The bases for this agressive stance were to be Japan
in Asia, Western Europe, and the near-eastern states
of Iran, the Arab Republics, and the Southeast Asian
states occupied by French, British and Dutch imperi-
alisms.

To facilitate the function of the new strategy, the
U.S. in 1947 created the Marshall Plan, pumping
billions of dollars ($341 billion) into the reorganized
economies of Europe and Japan to reconstruct in-
dustry and the economic infrastructures of these
countries. To stimulate the new industry, the U.S.
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encouraged imports and made massive transfers of
technology to Europe and Japan. Germany and
Japan in particular experienced rapid growth. Japan,
for example, registered an economic growth rate of
9.3 per cent between 1953 and 1958. By 1963 the
rate of growth climbed to 16.3 per cent, and by
1969 Japan had achieved a gross national product
of $174.2 billion, and a per capita income of
$1,335.

Great Britain and France, however, had built
their recovery on empire. But by 1947, their Af-
rican and Asian colonies were rising, and trouble
was brewing in the British colonies of the Caribbean.
Viet Nam declared independence in 1945, and--
encouraged by China’s successful revolution in
1949--waged an increasingly aggressive war against
growing French colonial troops. In 1950, the U.S.
began large scale military equipment delivery to the
French in Indo-China and at the same time inter-
vened in the Korean Civil War with troops. In 1953,
Korea was fought to a stalemate with China, and in
1954 the French settled for a division of Viet Nam
into North and South, withdrawing from the whole
of Indo-China. The U.S. thereafter stepped into the
Viet Nam and Indo-Chinese vacuum of colonialism.

Britain, on the other hand, quickly decolonized
most of its empire, preferring settlements to re-
volution. The exception was Malaya where it fought
to defeat a communist national liberation struggle,
and Kenya where they were defeated by a national-
ist movement. Decolonization and national liber-
ation placed severe strains on the economies of both
France and Britain. France, however, began to ex-
perience a recovery in 1958 with the creation of the
European Economic Community (Common Mar-
ket) and the restoration of trade with many of the
former colonies.

The creation of the Common Market in 1957 was
a major step in the recovery of European capitalism,

——_
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and--although never admitted to--a blow to U.S.
hegemonism. France, West Germany, Italy, Belgium,
The Netherlands, and Luxemburg agreed to elimin-
ate trade barriers between their countries, allowing
goods to move about freely as they do in a single
state. This enabled European products to compete
advantageously with U.S. goods in Europe, which
were subject to tariffs. At the same time, the E.C.C.
agreed to subsidize agriculture and increase pro-
duction for export at prices cheaper than those of
the U.S. The result of all this was a growth of 168
per cent between 1958 and 1964 for the E.C.C.
By extending ‘‘associate membership” to former
colonies, and integrating Great Britain into the
community, the E.C.C. ‘balance of trade became
extremely favorable. Additionally, its access to
U.S. markets began to produce huge surpluses of
U.S. dollars, and this strengthened the E.C.C.
currencies. Japan also amassed huge amounts of
dollars.

Thus the Cold War and national liberation stru-
ggles radically transformed U.S. hegemonist plans
for the post-war period. U.S. economic policies in
Europe and Japan created the conditions for the
emergence of competing economies.

This new competition among capitalist states
and blocs of states for a share of the world mar-
ket, and the accumulation of monetary surpluses
(in dollars) by Europe and Japan, were to combine
with the rising tide of national liberation struggle
in the world, and U.S. efforts to contain them
through direct economic, political and military
intervention, to further weaken U.S. hegemonism.
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III. FOUNDATIONS OF THE CURRENT CRISIS
AND THE TRILATERAL COMMISSION RESPONSE

A. Foundations of the Crisis.

The economic order of post World War II Europe,
Japan and the United States was founded on an inter-
national imperialist agreement to reorganizé econ-
omic policies, trade, tariffs, and the internatio_nal
monetary system within a framework of cooperation,
mutual monetary support, and U.S. hegemonism.
This agreement was codified at Bretton Woods in
1944 and was broadened to include Germany and
Japan after 1945.

The Key to the stability of the monetary system,
the capitalist recovery of Europe and Japan, and
trade tariffs, was the establishment of two insti-
tutions organized by U.S. imperialism-the Inter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF) and the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and Development
(now known as the World Bank). The IMF became
the depository of imperialist money quotas from
which member nations could draw to meet the in-
ternal economic and political needs. The World
Bank made loans at fixed interest rates for eco-
nomic and political needs. The World Bank made
loans at fixed interest rates for economic expan-
sion and the creation of economic infra-structures.
Both of these tools, which were key in European
recovery and the reconstruction of Japan after
1945, were based on the economic power and
stability of the U.S. _

In 1945, the U.S. emerged from the war as the
only stable imperialist state in the world. It owned
40 per cent of the entire world income. It had the
only stable monetary system, and controlled the
gold on which the value of the dollar was based,
arbitrarily holding the value of the metal at $35
per ounce. Because of this, the international mone-
tary system of imperialism, based on the U.S. dollar,
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became strong and stable. This stability was further
guaranteed by a series of political and military pacts
among the imperialist powers through which the U.S.
euaranteed their existence against the encroachments
of socialist revolutionaries.

To guarantee the prosperity of Europe and Japan
so that they would serve as frontline states against
socialism, the U.S. assumed the role of world police-
man for imperialism, creating a network of world-
wide front line states against socialism in Europe,
the Middel East and Asia, and embarking on war
in Korea to establish a beach head there against
China in 1950.

With the recovery and stabilization of Europe,
the U.S. created the military North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) to assume responsibility for
the defense of the area. Later, it created similar
military blocs in the Middle East and Asia.

The economic and political recovery of Europe
and Japan, however, resulted in economic com-
petitors for the U.S. in the world market. In 1957,
several European capitalist states joined in the
European Economic Community Pact (Common
Market). Japan’s imports of U.S. technology allowed
it to begin manufacture of consumer articles at a
cheaper cost. The competition of Europe and Japan
soon led to huge accumulations of U.S. dollars by
Japanese and European banks and to a deficit in the
balance of payments (payments for purchases and
outstanding debts) for the U.S. Later, it began to
produce a deficit for the U.S. in its balance of trade
(buying more than is sold) with its European and
Japanese competitors.

The problem lay in the very system the U.S. had
created for its hegemonism within the world imperi-
alist system. Part of the Bretton Woods agreement,
and the subsequent General Agreement on Trade and
Tariffs (GATT) produced a policy of low tariffs and
almost unrestricted trade among the imperialist
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countries and Third World countries embarked on
capitalism. This system at first favored the U.S.
But with cheaper labor and the development of
industry, Germany and Japan in particular soon
were in a position to export goods to the U.S. and
the rest of BEurope and the Third World. They
sought payments in dollars, which they 'amassed
instead of converting into gold. Continuing U:S.
prosperity at first, embroilment in the War in Viet
Nam, and the internal problems resulting from
that war and the demands of the opressg:d peoplps,
created a new set of economic conditions which
U.S. mishandled.

theFirst, the War in Viet Nam drained the U.S.
economy of hundred of billions of dollars, or more
than it recovered from the war boom. Second, a
domestic policy of bribery (War on querty) of the
masses to generate internal peace led it to huge in-
ternal expenditures—first for bribery and then for
repression. To resolve the enduring dqllar short-
ages, the Lyndon B. Johnson Democratic Admini-
stration printed more money than it actually had
gold reserves for. ‘

Following the stagnation in Vietnam, Europe and
Japan began to seek partial conversion ot_" dollars
into gold, revealing that the U.S. cou!d r}ot in effect
pay what it owed. In 1968, U.S. 'capltalilsm came to
the realization that unless reforms in the mterngtlongl
system were made, the monetary system of imperi-
alism would collapse as a result of a general collapse
of the dollar. ‘

As early as 1966, the Trilateral countries had re-
alized that the international monetary system cre-
ated at Bretton Woods was in trouble. In that year,
the E.C.C. and the U.S. agreed (France was absent
in protest over policies) to create a new type of
monetary asset. Discussions over .the next two years
produced an agreement on Special Drawing Rights
(SDRs) by which monetary exhanges between the
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imperial powers would no longer involve transfer of
gold, but instead be limited to transfer of each
other’s currencies. These exchanges would be handl-
ed through the International Monetary Fund as ag-
reed at Bretton Woods, and they believed that the
result would be the stabilization of the U.S. dollar.

In 1969, a further step was taken by making the
SDRs independent of the gold system. To parallel
the gold standard of money, a $§10 billion SDR fund
was created in the IMF to be used in the payments.
But the creation of the SDR system did not halt the
U.S. dollar drain. In fact, in 1969, the total number
of U.S. dollars held by German and Japanese banks
exceeded the gold reserves of the U.S.

The Nixon administration, which came to power
in 1968, at first did nothing to solve the U.S. mone-
tary crisis, although U.S. economists do not believe
anything could have been done right away. In 1971,
however, the Nixon administration took a first step
in solving the critical monetary issue of the U.S. It
devalued the U.S. dollar and eliminated its con-
vertibility into gold. This devaluation forced the
currencies of the E.C.C. countries to increase in
value against the dollar, and at the same time guar-
anteed internal stability for the U.S. by guarantee-
ing that its gold reserves would not be depleted
further. A similiar, but unresolved crisis in the
British pound sterling in 1931 had brought about
the collapse of the British monetary system and
plunged that country into a severe depression, hav-
ing ripple-like effects throughout the world and in-
tensifying depression in other countries. The Inter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF) reacted to the Nixon
measures by validation of the U.S. move, although
Europe and Japan continued to reserve the right to
amass dollars, and France refused to recognize any
but the gold standard for the international mone-
tary system.

The net effects of the devaluation of the dollar
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the liquidation of dollar convertibility to gold was
to decrease the value of foreign dollar assets and
make the products of the U.S. more competitive
with those of Europe and Japan. It also had an in-
teresting side effect-it made raw materials cheaper
to buy using the U.S. dollars. The U.S. also moved
to protect its internal market through a number of
agreements forced on Europe and Japan, whereby
these countries would limit their exports to the U.S.
Imperialism was now engaged in a limited form of
economic warfare within the Trilateral Center.

The collapse of the international monetary system
based on the value of the U.S. dollar, created in 1971
a crisis of economic stability in the imperialist world.
U.S. and the IMF measures on SDRs and the dollar
temporarily checked the pressures on the monetary
system. Additionally, the U.S. opted for an end to
the War in Viet Nam and the Anti-poverty program
at home was severly curtailed, creating an internal
measure of economic savings. This action was accom-
panied by a severe repression of dissent and radical
sectors. Europe and Japan adjusted to the new situ-
ation, now marked by inflation resulting from the
float of the U.S. dollar and the increased exploi-
tation of the internal imperialist market.

Gold now became a floation speculative com-
modity. By 1972 the capitalist world’s gross na-
tional product had risen 7 per cent annually, from
the 3.4 per cent the previous year. Imperialism
continued, through the IMF, to seek a new mone-
tary arrangement.

This growth and monetary reorganization was
suddenly jolted by the decision of the Arab states
early in 1973 to raise the price of petroleum four-
fold and effect an embargo against nations trading
with Israel. The price of the raw energy source
suddenly rose from $1.45 a barrel to about $2.25.
The economic impact of this move was to produce
a new run on the dollar, intensify inflationary pre-

Page 35

ssures on the imperialist economies, and bring to a
halt any further reform of the international mone-
tary system for fear that change would take imperi-
ulism_ into an unstable and unknown realm of mone-
tary insecurity.

The U.S. response to the petroleum price in-
crease was the further devaluation of the U.S. dollar,
which in effect made the price increases practically
negligible in cost to U.S. capitalists. This devaluation,
however, intensified the pressures on the European
and Japanese currencies which went up in value
against the dollar and so resulted in Europe and
_Japan having to pay more for petroleum. It also
icreased inflationary pressures within the imperi-
alist world, and profoundly shocked the economies
of the developing countries tied to the imperialist
world trade system.

According to John H. Lichtblau, executive direc-
tor of the Petroleum Industry Research Foundation,
writing in the New York Times Op Ed Page for De-
cember, 24, 1978, the OPEC price hikes were “a good
thing”. He argued that ““the resulting money transfers
were not beyond the ability of the international finan-
cial system to manage.” He argued that in looking for
?:he reasons to the post-1973 economic slowdown in the
imperialist world, OPEC must be viewed as only one
of ““many factors contributing’ to the economic situa-
tion. He pointed out that the prevailing growth rates in
the imperialist countries “‘are not so low as to threaten
their political or economic stability.” OPEC price in-
creases in a sense were a boon to U.S. imperialist
stability. First, by further devaluation and European
and Japanese currency up-valuation, the U.S. in
gffect paid the same for petroleum as before the
increases. Second, the transfers of monies from
Europe and Japan were predominantly in Dollars;
since it now became cheaper to pay with them.
This caused a decrease in Trilateral rivals holdings
of U.S. currency and a shift to the Arab countries,
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Iran, and Venezuela, who now turned the dollars
over to the U.S. in exchange for aircraft, small
scale technology for their micro-economies, and
in the purchase of luxury items and construction.
In effect, the U.S. benefited directly from the
price increases. The increased value of the Yen and
Mark also impacted the European and Japanese ex-
port market, by making their export products more
expensive and U.S. exports more price competitive.

But this only explains the dynamics of inter-
imperialist rivalries and the emerging capitalist
countries in the periphery of imperialism. The
crisis of imperialism is significantly more complex.
Imperialism in the 1970’s was characterized by
interlinked systems of multinational corporations,
international banks, Trilateral political and mone-
tary agreements, the multinational military pacts
and spheres of common interest. When the U.S.
devalued the dollar, the European Economic Com-
munity (particularly Germany) and Japan moved
to support the stability of the dollar by investing
Marks and Yens on it through their banking sys-
tems. This was a protective measure, but also an
indication of interdependence. The devaluation
of the dollar also tended to promote the real value
of the European and Japanese monies, making them
more desirable currencies in international trade.
Devaluation of the dollar further fed inflation in
the U.S. as now more dollars were required to buy
less—a factor of intense impact in the domestic pop-
ulation and internal policy of U.S. imperialism.

But just as important was the fact that while the
U.S. devaluation continued to cause difficulties for
the U.S., Europe and Japan were able to turn their
inflationary crisis around, and in the case of Ger-
many and Japan, actually produce surpluses (of
$21 billion and $18 billion respectfuly) in world
trade—including a favorable trade balance with the
U.S., which had a deficit of $83 billion—-in 1978.
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Thus the major characteristic of the economic
crisis of imperialism in the 1970°s has been its im-
pact on U.S. imperialist hegemonism and economic
stability. This has been further enhanced by set-
backs to that hegemonism in Asia, Africa and the
near-east, and by the increased demands of peri-
pheral capitalist countries for a greater share of the
technology of production, and the profit.

B. Net Effects of the International Crisis
on the U.S. Working Class.

The impact of the collapse of the international
monetary system on U.S. economic policies, its
setbacks in the world political arena, the growing
limitations to its hegemonism, has brought about
an equally intense internal crisis.

First, the devaluation of the dollar unleashed an
inflationary climb which cut deeply into the pur-
chasing power of the U.S. worker and struck par-
ticularly harsh at the minorities. Second, capit-
alists intensified the grip over the internal economy
by inflationary measures (price increases, wage
freezes, etc.) aimed at increasing the return of pro-
fits on industrially produced goods. Massive price
increases in food stuff and commodities for manu-
facture, and higher costs for luxury items (app-
liances, etc.), however, also produced a decline in
purchasing and unplanned consumption by the
workers and oppressed peoples. The U.S. govern-
ment-—-a tool of capitalism for the use of tax monies,
among other things—-) stepped in with the Food
Stamps program to alleviate the growing hunger
among the poor. Business, however, moved in the
direction of recession (cutbacks in industrial pro-
duction), creating massive unemployment of wor-
kers. By 1975, more than 12 per cent of the labor
force was unemployed. The capitalist strategists,
dissatisifed with unemployment benefit and food
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stamp drains on the public monies, sought com-
pensation by budgetary reform of the structures
of government and its programs. Faced by re-
bellious cities and states, capitalism decided to
black mail them.

By using Federal aid to states, and state and
municipal debts to banks, the capitalists forced
their supervision onto state and city government
in large cities where social program and other
government spending was highly dependent on
Federal outlays of tax monies. This step led to a
depression of the city economies as thousands were
laid off the municipal employment rolls, and com-
munity programs were shut down.

In New York City, for example, where muni-
cipal, state and federal expenditures were greatest,
capitalism enforced a superstructure of financiers
and bankers on government to effect monetary
fiscalization. In effect, such superstructures as the
Municipal Assistance Corporation (popularly known
as Big M.A.C.). and the Emergency Financial Con-
trol Board (EFCB) at the state level, cut deeply in-
to the budgets while squeezing Washington for
loans to the cities so that they could pay the banks
for outstanding loans. These payments of public
monies to the banks were used to replace losses in
foreign payments and create a surplus for inter-
nal investment.

In 1976, with the world crisis of imperialism
still unresolved, capitalism in the U.S. turned to
expansion in production and modest price controls
to relieve unemployment and increase consumption.
Increased international drains on the dollar, however,
kept the inflationary spiral going as the U.S. declined,
partly in response to the expansion of production
and because of the Federal Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act (CETA). The dollar’s con-
tinued devaluation in 1977, however, maintained
the inflationary spiral, U.S. economic growth in 1978
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amounted to only 4.2 per cent, and with a corres-
ponding growth in unemployment of about 7.5 per
cent. Private forecasts by U.S. Banking researchers
predict a strong possibility of a recession. Thus U.S.
economic planning, failing to stabilize capitalism
with expansion, is now returning to a slowdown of
the economy.

In 1978, also, Japan’s trade balance showed a
surplus of $18.3 billion, causing concern in the
U.S. that despite promises to the contrary, the
Japanese would not act favorably to the U.S. in-
terest in balancing its trade, which showed a defi-
cit of $10 billion with Japan. Germany’s trade
balance was favorable by $21.0 billion. Both
countries used their huge dollar surpluses to pur-
chase raw materials in the Third World.

Continuing inflation hit 9 per cent in the U.S.
in 1978, the highest since the sharp spiral of 1974,
cutting deeper into the purchasing power of the
U.S. worker and intensifying the economic diffi-
culties of the poor.

Neither the U.S. worker, nor the oppressed
peoples have mounted significant mass protests,
contrary to leftist populist and Trotskyite expec-
tations. Although labor strikes in the coal and
trucking industries have been serious and mili-
tant, generally, labor has gone along with the
bourgeoisified leadership of the unions in accept-
ing minor raises in new contracts. The profits pro-
duced on the savings of the costs of labor supposedly
would be used by business for expansion, but this
will not be the case in 1979. The projected slow-
down is aimed at cutting down production, re-
ducing labor costs and social services, increasing
unemployment and force a decline in consumption.

The principal factor in the containment of the
masses of workers and oppressed peoples in the U.S.
is rooted in the capitalist domination of labor in
the present era, and in the absence of a unified
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party of labor capable of giving direction to the
rank-and-file and the oppressed masses.

Additionally, it seems that the era of economic
prosperity for the working class in the 1960s allowed
for enough material gains by the individual families
so as to go beyond expectations. These gains brought
enough satisfaction so that when the crunch came.in
the 1970s the average family could dip into savings
or otherwise tighten their belts secure in their ability
to at least maintain what they had acquired. This
limited satisfaction of rising expectations weighs
heavily in favor of inaction.

But inflation and recession tendencies in the U.S.
economy cannot continue to be prolonged, as they
appear to, without the masses making new demands
upon government and business.

The decade of the 1980s will, if the crisis con-
tinues (and it appears it will) produce massive de-
mands by the American people and increased re-
pression by the U.S. government. It remains to be
seen whether it will also produce a Marxist-Leninist
center to give direction to the struggle.

C. Net Effects of the Crisis in Puerto Rico.

The impact of the U.S. crisis in Puerto Rico has
been significantly greater than in the U.S.; its char-
acteristics and approach a halfway point between
that of the poor countries in the developing world,
and that of the internal U.S. itself.

The U.S. international monetary crisis struck
Puerto Rico at the same time as the U.S. manu-
facturing industry was in the process of massive
shifts to Asia and other parts of the world. Thus
from the very onset of the crisis, Puerto Rico was
already undergoing its own colonial economic crisis.
The additional impact of the new crisis resulted in
massive lay offs and shutdowns, bringing about a
transformation in public forms of protests from
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those of an ideological independence nature to
that of an economist labor content. Puerto Rico
in the 1970s has thus been characterized by labor
unrest (even Vieques and Culebra must be seen
within this context). This fact explains why masses
of workers who voted the Partido Nuevo Progresista
and Partido Popular Democratico tickets are now
the most militant demonstrators in strikes and pic-
ket lines.

U.S. Public works and welfare programs were ex-
tended to Puerto Rico in the same measure as they
were in the U.S. in the 1970s. This has had an ame-
liorative effect on the population as a whole and
has served to tie the masses to government in the
traditional forms characteristic of colonialism;
dependence on government handouts, political
conservatism and fear of change, and the growth
of a scarcity mentality tied to subsistence forms
of security. Thus on the one hand you have strikes
and demonstrations spured by a pro-independence
leadership, and on the other you have a profound
fear of change in government.

The crisis is further aggravated by the nature of
Puerto Rico’s particular colonial characteristics.
Historically, colonies have been defined as under-
developed agricultural fiefs of the imperalist state
with a small percentage of industrial workers. In
Africa, Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean,
European colonialism produced a system of ex-
ploitation of natural resources, maintenance of
the masses in a backward stage of development,
and the selective empowerment of Jandlords and
creoles for civil service and government in the colo-
ny. The ratio of industry to agriculture was over-
whelmingly in favor of the maintenance of the
masses in a feudal peasant hold, with the working
class in the colony rarely exceeding 20 percent of
the work-age population.

In Puerto Rico, however, the U.S. has developed
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today a highly industrialized colonial economy
which in many ways mirrors the economies of the
independent neo-colonies in the high concentration
of production industry and declining agricultural
production.

Puerto Rico huas been subject to all the changes
in the world capitalist political and economic sys-
tem. but without the beneftit of formal indepen-
dence. At the time when colonialism was the prin-
cipal feature of imperialist domination, Puerto
Rico was an agricultural fief of the U.S. sugar in-
dustry. Its Nationalist Party movement for inde-
pendence paralleled that of other colonial coun-
tries seeking independence after the First World
War. In 1940, the U.S. effected a transition which
allowed Puerto Rico to develop the political-struct-
ural and industrial features of neo-colonial states
and emerging capitalist countries in the periphery
of imperialism, but denied it the formal state po-
wers that permitted the formerly-colonial land-
lord bourgeoise to amass capital and effect its
autonomous capitalist development. In Puerto
Rico, this class made the transition from land-
lord to industrial capitalism as an appendix to the
colonial exploitation.

Puerto Rico thus made the transition from a
predominantly agricultural colony to an industrial
colony without national liberation, at a time when
national liberation was the dominant feature of the
post Second World War change in the political re-
lations in the world. U.S. colonialism has shown it-
self, consequently, to be highly adaptable and in-
telligent in Puerto Rico.

The very features of the post-war colonialism
in Puerto Rico defines the forms of the present
struggle. Clearly, it is not an agrarian struggle of
masses of peasants, but an urban struggle of masses of
workers. Because of this, Puerto Rico’s struggle
for national liberation is necessarily a struggle for
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the transformation of the social relations of labor—
a struggle of the working class for socialism. And
yet, because national liberation has not been achi-
eved, it is still a struggle with features that could yet
correspond to the real aspirations of the liberal sectors
of the national capitalist class, which may aspire to
ownership of the means of production if the con-
tinuing crisis of U.S. imperialism proves unable to
maintain their level of prosperity.

It is reasonable to consider that as basic commodi-
ties (copper, petroleum, nickel, gold, etc.) are shown
to have great capital value in Puerto Rico, a tendency
of capitalist national self-assertion will emerge in con-
tradiction with the colonial structures and desires of
imperialism. This, however, is not necessarily so and
is dependent on how the contradictions between the
imperialists and the colonized bourgeoise are resolved
or not resolved—and because the native colonial bour-
geoise may fail to identify the source of capital neces-
sary for their appropiation of these commodities.

The present crisis presents the classes in Puerto
Rico with a set of antagonisms vis-a-vis the capitalists
of the U.S. The prosperity of the native bourgeoise
is undermined in the present crisis by threatening to
wipe away their gains and the social basis on which
their chimerical power rests. This generates demands
on the part of that bourgeoise in the colony for econ-
omic security in the form of additional investments
from the U.S. metropolis, and for increased govern-
ment grants with which to pacify the colony. The
working class demands more purchasing power, jobs
and security. The U.S. capitalist, on the other hand,
cannot allow for a colony that does not produce
quantitative profits—even if that colony has a funda-
mental military value. U.S. military interests in the
technological revolution of warfare have also reduced
the needs for extra-continental bases, and in any case,
neo-colonialism would still allow for such an arrange-
ment in Puerto Rico or elsewhere in the Caribbean.
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Against this basic economic, political and military
reality, the determining factors for change in general
are to be found in the labor struggle and ultimately in
the strategic and tactical capabilities of the independ-
ence movement. Labor’s tendency in economic crisis
is to fight economist battles, unless a working class
party of profound ideological content emerges to
educate, train and lead it into the struggle for power.

The only ideological movement with this potential
is the independence movement, which at present times
has been transformed into a predominantly socialist
movement of varying hues. If the independence move-
ment truly is the determining factor in leading the
laboring masses from economism to state power, then
it is the strategic factor which will determine the
future of Puerto Rico. Its sophistication, its quality
of cadre, its political and military vision, will then be
the factors determining its capacity to lead the masses
into independence and socialism—both of which are
passible at one and the same time due to the predomin-
ance of the proletariat in the capitalist relations of
production and labor.

It is an inescapable conclusion that the U.S. im-
perialists are completely aware of this fact and have
thus developed alternatives to the present colonial
status. One such alternative is the ideologization of
the statehood and popular democratic party appar-
atus. Statehood, currently enthroned, is in reality
nothing more than the scarecrow of imperialism in
Puerto Rico. This is so because what determines the
colonial relations is fundamentally economic and the
U.S. is not about to absorb a colony which is a drain
on an already critical U.S. monetary and political
structure. But the ideology of statehood has an im-
pact on the masses of the Puerto Rican people and
on the colonial parties and organizations (and that in-
cludes all sectors of the independence movement).
This impact takes the form of the mobilization of
public opinion to support the continuation and de-
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velopment of ties to the U.S. and break the impact of
independentism on the public conciousness, provide
a cover for repression, economic austerity, and in-
creases exploitation of the working class without
generating a public conciousness of colonialism.

The Popular Democratic Party, long the monopo-
list of ideology, but more recently bankrupt, is in
the process of the recreation of an ideology whose
definition will inevitably be an evolved colony—
evolved into a ‘““free-association” within the colonial
framework (this takes the shape of greater guberna-
mental autonomy, but continuation of economic
colonial relations). This ideologized Popularism conti-
nues to be the desirable center for U.S. imperialism,
and may be heavily pushed in 1980 in response to the
isolation of the Statehood party from the working
class. It is the alternative of capitalism for continued
colonial domination in a colonial crisis.

The U.S. also has a vital interest in controlling the
political development of the independence movement
and the policy options. As the crisis of imperialism
deepens, its control is even more desirable to the U.S.
ruling class. Consequently, the legitimization of the
progmatic reform sectors (the P.I.P and P.S.P.) of the
independence movement plays an increasingly impor-
tant role in U.S. domination. Within the independence
movement the determining factor in liberation will
be, in the 1980s, the revolutionary sectors and their
capacity to achieve a strategic and tactical plan for
winning independence and socialism, and for leading
the working class up the road of Peoples’ war.

The balance of forces (not necessarily numerical)
and the totality of mass and armed actions will be the
factors determining the changes of policy in U.S.
ruling circles toward independence. The forces of re-
volution must grow and must lead, and they must
generate actions to continually undermine the
economic bases of the exploitation of Puerto Rico.
The relationship of revolution in Puerto Rico and the
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deepening internal crisis of imperialism will be the
determining critical aspects of independence and
socialism in the 1980s.

Meanwhile, Puerto Rico stands on the periphery
of U.S. political and economic preoccupations. The
international monetary crisis, the Middle-East, Iran,
South Africa, and many other matters (including its
internal economic and political stability) currently
take precedence in U.S. foreign policy and domestic
thinking. The U.S. consequently directs its attention
to Puerto Rico only in relation to the crisis which the
Puerto Rican independence movement generates.

Economic crisis in Puerto Rico will become the all
pervasive and prinicpal economic feature of the 1980s
and thus presents an excellent opportunity for politi-
cal development of the base of the labor sector. The
student sector, unable to find jobs, will also go into
motion and will look for a leadership which corres-
ponds to economic rather than traditional student
rights interests. The dissatisfaction of the intelligentsia
presents the independence movement with an opport-
unity to transform this sector into a large vocal and
rationalizing supporter of change.

D. The Trilateral Commission.

As imperialism heads into the 1980s it is evident
that the reorganization of the international monetary
system is only one aspect of crisis. In effect, with U.S.
imperialism as its head, the Trilateral imperialists seek
a total global reorganization of the world on a scale
surpassing the Bretton Woods Agreement of 1944,

The principal features of the problems to be
resolved are many, the most outstanding of whiph
are; the transfer of technology to developing countries
with a sub-imperialist role potential, the creation
of a dependent world economy (to inclgde the
socialist countries in which Trilateral imperiahsrr_l will
continue to predominate, the liquidation of politically
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embarassing and economically anachronistic modes
of domination, the establishment of a new capitalist
monetary system, the development of reform of new
or existing conflict-resolution institutions and insti-
tutes for political and economic shaping of world
government opinion, (such as the IMF and the World
Bank), the pacification of the oceans (mining, fish-
ings, military use, etc.) the control of nuclear arm-
aments, the expansion of trade relations with Com-
munist countries, etc.

All of these areas are subjects of study by the
Trilateral countries, and position papers, research
documents, and institutional suggestions have now
been made over a period of 13 years. In fact, capi-
talist social scientists saw as early as 1965 that the
international monetary system was going to col-
lapse, and the principles of ‘“‘Peaceful coexistence,”
originally suggested to the French Government by
a political scientist (Fenelon) in 1967 as the best
relationship between two powerful states desiring
to maintain a power balance, was rediscovered by
U.S. imperialists as early as 1947.

But with the collapse of the U.S. dollar within
the international monetary system in 1971, its
arbitrary devaluation, and the protectionist increase
in tariff on foreign goods at U.S. docks, the crisis
caught the U.S. imperialist in a grip and they moved
quickly to define the basis of the collapse and the
measures that should be taken to reverse the sit-
uation,

The Trilateral Commission that eventually em-
erged in 1973 to deal with the common interests
of the U.S. and Europe and Japan sought not only
the resolution of the crisis (there are continuing
summit meetings at least twice a year to deal with
that), but sought a new world order for the 1980s
and beyond—or at least until the year 2000.

In “The Crisis of the Trilateral and Latin Am-
erica,” Aldo Ferrer, a Mexican economist writing
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in Comercio Exterior for July, 1978, states: ‘“‘the
ties, increasingly close, between the external and
internal politics of the principal countries and the
international payments, are one of the dominant
traits of the new situation.” Because this is so fun-
damental to modern imperialism, the heads of go-
vernment of the Common Market in Europe, the
leading capitalists of the U.S. and Japan came to a
meeting in 1973 to discuss the monetary and trade
problems and the needed changes in the world sys-
tem of monopoly capital and imperialist control,
The meeting was convoked and headed by David
Rockefeller of the Chase Manhattan Bank, and one
of the two leaders of U.S, capitalism. At that first
meeting, it was agreed that a Trilateral Commission,
and a number of studies into problem areas, and to
complete recommendations for action by -the Tri-
lateral Commission was (partially) as follows:

Leading North American members: I.S. Abel,
President U.S. Steel Workers of America; David
M. Abshire, Chairman, Georgetown University
Center for Strategic and International Studies;
John B. Anderson, member U.S. House of Re-
presentatives; J. Paul Austin, Chairman, Coca Cola
Company; George Ball, former State Department
official and Senior Partner at Lehman Brothers;
W. Michael Blumenthal, Chairman, Bendix Corp-
oration and now Treasury secretary; Harold Brown,
then President of the California Institute of Tech-
nology and now Defense secretary; James Earl
Carter, former governor of Georgia and now Pres-
ident of the U.S.; and a host of other likeminded

persons. The director of the Trilateral was, and

continues to be Zbigniew Brzezinski, now also
President Carter’s top expert on Foreign Policy
and officially Presidential Advisor. The compar-
ative list of members for Japan and Europe in-
clude the Presidents of FIAT, Royal Dutch Petro-
leum, Barclays Bank, and labor leaders, professors,
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legislators, etc. The Japanese contingent included
the heads of Kansai Electric, Mitsubishi Corpor-
ation, Kyodo News Service, Bank of Tokyo, SONY
Corporation, and a host of labor and intellectual
persons at the top of their fields.

This commission is presided by an executive
committee strictly in the hands of the capitalist
themselves (David Rockefeller, for example) and
including a small selection of labor leaders and
professors close to the sources of power.

The resulting studies by the Task Force of ex-
perts identified and mobilized by the Trilateral
Commission, were numbered Task Force Reports
1 through 14, averaging about 14 pages in length,
with the exception of Task Force Report No. 8
which was 211 pages long and was published in
book form.

The reports, in numbered order, are: 1. Toward
a Renovated World Monetary System (1973), 2.
The Crisis of International Cooperation (1973),
3. A Turning Point in North-South Economic Re-
lations (1974), 4. Directions for World Trade In
the 1970s (1974), 5. Energy: The Imperative for
a Trilateral Approach (1974), 6. Energy: A Stra-
tegy for International Action (1974), 7. OPEC,
the Trilateral World, and the Developing Coun-
tries: New Arrangements for Cooperation, 1976-
1980 (1975), 8. The Crisis of Democracy (1975),
9. A New Regime for the Oceans (1976), 10. Seek-
ing New Accommodation in World Commodity
Markets (1976), 11. The Reform of International
Institutions (1976), 12. The Problem of Interna-
tional Consultations (1976), 13. Collaboration
with Communist Countries in Managing Global
Problems: An Examination of Options (1976),
14, Toward a Renovated International System
(1977).

Both the mobilization of capitalist leadership
and expert resources, as well as the broadness
and specifically of areas covered by the Trilateral
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Commission indicate the depth of reorganization
proposed by imperialism in response to the com-
plex relations which are evolving in the world today.

The fundamental economic framework for the
Trilateral Commision continues to be Keynesian
economics, the predominant capitalist system of
regulatory economic policies whereby capitalist
growth is made possible in direct relationship to
its ability to generate consumption. Marginally,
however, a ‘“‘monetarist theory,” emphasizing the
predominance of monetary policies in the equili-
brium of capitalism is also present in these studies
and is even favored in several Task Force reports.

The proposed renovation of the international
monetary system, based as it is on the continued
underpining of the U.S. dollar as the basic money,
has not worked. For it to have worked depended
heavily on the continuing stabilization of the dol-
lar. But U.S. capitalism has seen fit to allow it to
devaluate—a deliberate policy which continues to
this date—as a means to fight the U.S. trade de-
ficit and balance of payment. The Common Mar-
ket countries, faced with this and other protect-
ionist measures by the U.S., began their own fis-
calization of the European monetary system on
January 1, 1979. Under a European Economic
Stability plan, the Common Market countries
will first seek to control the fluctuations of their
respective currencies vis-vis each other and then
organize an FEuropean Federal Reserve System,
under the name of the European Monetary Sys-
tem (EMS). The EMS expects that its first two
years of operations will lead to financial stability,
independent of the fluctuations of the dollar, by
curbing sudden changes in the currency, and lower-
ing inflation rates.

The main threat posed by this measure to U.S.
economic hegemony is that in removing the dollar
as the basic currency on which those of Europe rest,
they also remove U.S. hegemony and political in-
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fluence over European -capitalism. According to
Paul Lewis in The New York Times, December I,
1978, Paris Diplomatic observers, a term usually
reserved in the North American press to describe
U.S. foreign policy officials, “the system (EMS)
could have more far reaching economic and po-
litical implications fro Europe and the United
States. Internationally, Europe’s interest in cre-
ating its own monetary system stems from its
growing disillusion with the world existing dol-
lar-based system, which is also one of the pillars
of American global power. A successful EMS,
officials believe, would reduce Europe’s depen-
dence on the dollar and limit American influence
abroad.”

The U.S. is also concerned that the EMS, a step
of the same magnitude as that which led to the
creation of the Common Market in 1957, will al-
so lead to European independence in foreign po-
licy, trade agreements and security—all of which
not only threaten U.S. hegemony, but also would
tend to reduce the U.S. to being just one of sev-
eral imperialist systems in competition for the world
market.

The proposition for the reform of the interna-
tional monetary system under U.S. tutelage, pro-
posed as the First report of the Trilateral Com-
mission, seems to have been speedily discarded in
practice—although not in theory—by the Trilateral
Partners of the U.S. in Europe and Japan as they
continue to amass and trade in dollars. Although
the Japanese and German responses to the mone-
tary question has been hidden, and they are the
keys to U.S. problems, based on documented un-
ilateral measures, it is to be supposed that they
will not go along with the Trilateral proposition,
but will seek to establish the Yen (the Japanese
currency) and the Mark as independent monetary
systems, in Asia and Europe. Although the size
of the Japanese economy, for example, is only
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one half that of the U.S., and even when it is
totally dependent on imports for its petroleum
and other basic metal resources, the Japanese
have maneuvered a headstart in the China ex-
ports marked guaranteed to give them new huge
surpluses in the economy. Japan is currently en-
gaged in the building of a macro-economic (eco-
nomic infra-structure) system for China, as well
as supplying electronic, industrial and mining
equipment—all of it financed through the Japanese
Export-Import Bank. It is also upgrading the Chin-
ese industrial capacity to produce steel.

The Japanese have also declined to follow the
U.S. guideline calling on it to expand imports and
curb exports to help the U.S. balance its trade de-
ficit. Although the Japanese have recently pur-
chased 21 tankers and car carrier-ships worth $340
million, it refused to boost its economic growth
rate by seven per cent or more to cut down its
colossal balance of payments surplus with the U.S.
of $13 billion in 1978.

The Second Trilateral Theme of the crisis of
international . cooperation has not been resolved
in favor or Trilateral Cooperation plans either fund-
amentally because protectionism is a very strong
counterweight to imperialist cooperation. Unilat-
eral U.S. actions to protect its market and its for-
eign trade has been met by like moves in the Com-
mon Market and Japan. It is worth noting that
Japan and most European countries have made
independent decisions concerning recognition of
China, expansion of trade with the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe, and economic and political
relations with their former colonies in the Third
World. It is worthwhile also remembering Lenin’s
argument with Kautsky. Kautsky had written in
1915 that an epoch of ‘“ultra-imperialism” would
follow monopoly and finance imperialism. Lenin
responded in December of that same year that
“There is no doubt that the development (of im-
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perialism) is going in the direction of a single world
trust that will swallow up all enterprises and all
states without exception. But the development in this
direction is proceeding under such stress, with such
a tempo, with such contradictions, conflicts and con-
vulsions—not only economical, but also political,
national, etc., etc.—that before a single world trust
will be reached, before the respective national fin-
ance capitals will have fored a world union of
‘altra-imperialism,” imperialism will inevitable ex-
plode, capitalism will turn into its opposite.”

This was written as part of Lenin’s introduc-
tion to a source book on Imperialism written in
1915 by Nicolai Bukharin, entitled: “Imperialism
and World Economy.”

The development for an imperialist strategy on
North-South relations (North applying to the dev-
eloped capitalist countries and South to the develop-
ing and under-developed countries and the subject
of Task Force Report No. 3 is currently on trial.
Trilateral imperialism proposes allowing the de-
velopment of a number of sub-imperialist countries
in strategic areas of the world. In Latin America,
it originally envisioned that those countries would
be Venezuela and Brazil (the study was made in
1973-74), because they met the basic criteria for
sub-imperialism. This criteria is that such candi-
dates must be wealthy in at least one of the basic
strategic raw materials—petroleum metals, or crops
capable of producing large national incomes, such as
wheat. The country must also have at least the po-
tential know how to transform these resources into
capital assets, have a stable “democratic government”
and be willing and able to play a strategic role in the
proposed imperialist new world order. Brazil, how-
ever, has since gone its own way on foreign policy,
recognizing the Neto government in Angola, and
making overtures to Africa, independent of U.S.
and European interests. It is also embarked on a
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nuclear program and economic development which
seeks to transform the Brazilian economy into an
industrial competitive capitalist system in the Am-
ericas and the Third World. It currently sells jet
planes to Africa, machine tools in Great Britain,
appliances in Nigeria, tractors in Turkey, and tex-
tiles to the U.S. In 1977, it exported more indus-
trial products than agricultural goods for the first
time. Its gross national product for 1977 was $167
billion, eighth largest among the Western countries.
Its major weakness is a $40 billion public and pri-
vate debt to the Trilateral countries, which pays
an 38 billion annual interest and service charge. In
the last year the U.S. has begun a number of over-
tures to Mexico, which has a $30 billion foreign
debt, and whose petroleum wealth is now consid-
ered second to that of Saudi Arabia. Mexico may
replace Iran as supplier of petroleum to Israel and
South Africa, should Iran close its exports to those
countries.

Venezuela, although continuing to play a role
in U.S. foreign policy, is not at all assured. It has
consistently advocated petroleum price increases,
and has often sided with the Third World on issues
of economic and political independence. But it is
yet to be seen whether it will pursue an indepen-
dent foreign policy, particularly when its balance
of payments deficit in 1978 reached a record high
of §1.7 billion, its foreign debt increase.

In Africa the U.S. favors South African supre-
macist economic interest. Its support of the White
minority is absolute. It is within this context that
it also support the South African dependency of
Zimbabwe (Rhodesia and Namibia). Its strategic
military and commercial location makes of South
Africa a pivotal country for U.S. foreign policy.
Further north, the U.S. is a strong backer of
Zaire and the reactionary government of Presi-
dent Mobutu Sese Seko. But its longrange in-
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terest is in wealthy Nigeria, which could -easily
become the first world economic power in the
African continent. Much of U.S. foreign strategy
for Africa is dependent on its Nigeria Policy. In the
cases of South Africa, Rhodesia and Nigeria, Great
Britain has been the intermediary imperialist state.
In Zaire, it is Belgium. As of this date, no other
sub-imperialist state has emerged to complement
South Africa.

The U.S. and Trilateral policy is mixed, and some-
times contradictory in the Middle East. No uniform
policy on sub-imperialism in this area exists, although
the U.S. has clearly demonstrated the viability of
Zionist Isreal and Monarchist Iran. At this time, with
Iran’s government clearly in trouble, the U.S. is active-
ly seeking an alternative in India or Pakistan.

Asian sub-imperialism must have the approval of
Japan, whcih does not appear too eager for competi-
tion. Candidates here are The Phillippines, Indonesia,
and Thailand. The Taiwan option was recently sur-
rendered by the U.S. in normalizing its relations with
China.

[t can be said that to date the sub-imperialist strategy
as a political tool for imperialist hegemony is far from
materializing as a forged weapon. It has all the untest-
ed and untried potential of a plan which will take de-
cades to be implemented if at all.

The other principal aspect of the North-South
relations is one of trade. The Trilateral countries want
to reach an agreement for the continued export of
capital to the developing and under-developed coun-
tries, on a two-tier principle.

Trade with the developing countries, particularly
those closest to the sub-imperialist level, would be
reorganized around a trade agreement similar to that
organized for European-American trade relations, and
codified in the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT). This would constitute the selective
lowering of barriers to the entry into both North-
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South countries of particular goods deemed mutually
beneficial, and exports of goods essential to each other.

The Trilateral North-South relations between the
imperialist countries and the underdeveloped countries
is one of the export of capital and selective industry
in exchange for the available raw materials of interest
to the Trilateral countries. That the Trilateral nations
are speaking of formalized and “mutually beneficial”
agreements on trade and investment is a departure
from the high pressure tactics of the past in which
the accumulated national debt of the underdeveloped
country has been strictly used to force it to supply
raw materials. Now, the proposition centers on the
capitalist development of key countries and their
plunder of their neighbors’ resources.

Direction for World Trade in the 1970s’, published
in 1974, centers mostly on what can be categorized as
stop-gap measures, indicating the areas of both growth
problems and opportunities. The energy strategy,
which occupies three reports (Nos. 5, 6, and 7) center
on the much publicized alternatives in research,
economy, savings, pressures and agreements, and the
impact of OPEC on the Trilateral economy, themes
repeated in other documents later on, and subject of
? niew report on alternatives to the uses pf petroleum
uels.

The Crisis of Democracy (N.8), which is 211 pages
long, is the only book length report for the Trilateral.
It centers on the question of governability in Europe,
Japan and the U.S., with a side glance at the Canadian
situation.

The basic premise of the report is that the democra-
tic expectations of the masses of people in the “Demo-
cratic’ countries cannot and should not be met. The
expectations of the masses and the inability of the
system to satisfy them, the study states creates a
three-sided challenge to government in three broad
areas.

The first such set of challenges observed in the



Page 57

report are called ““contextual challengers.” These are
said to emerge from the external environments, and
not from the internal conditions of the Trilateral states.
“Changes in the international distribution of economic,
political and in the relations both among the Trilateral
societies and between them and the Second and Third
Worlds™ are the essence of the contextual challenges.

These challenges are said to pose a greater threat to
the U.S. than to any of the Trilateral nations, because
the U.S. has ‘“‘the most active foreign policy of any
democratic country,” and “is far more vulnerable to
defeats in that area than other democratic govern-
ments, which attempting less, also risk less. Given the
relative decline in its military, economic and political
influence, the United States is more likely to face
serious military or diplomatic reversal during the
coming years than at any previous time in history.”

The problems to be faced are stated to be inflation,
commodity shortages, international monetary stability,
the management of economic interdependence, and
collective military security.

But the Task Force Report also states that the con-
textual challenges by themselves would simply pose
“major issues of policy and institutional innovation
in the best of circumstances. They arise, however, at a
time when democratic governments are also confronted
with other serious problems stemming from the social
evolution and political dynamics of their own societies”’

Thus, the efforts of the Trilaterial Commission to
tackle world problems and secure imperialism in a
changing world, cannot be achieved without the sol-
ution to the problems posed by the masses of people
to the very existence of capitalism in the Trilaterial
countries themselves. Of all the Trilateral countries,
the one most seriously threatened is the United
States. This is essentially the posing of the problem
in “The Cirsis of Democracy.”

Identifying the forces threatening capitalism in the
Trilateral Countries, the reportidentifies “intellectuals
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and related groups” who are poeple “who wield the
power of the spoken and written word.”” These intel-
lectuals and related groups, the report says, “devote
themselves to the derogation of leadership, the chal-
lenging of authority, and the unmasking and delegiti-
mization of established institutions.” Another force is
the “‘broader changes in social values,” which should
be understood in the context of the Marxist defini-
tion of consiousness, and into which the Task Force
report lump diverse sectors, including religious sects.
This change in the value system is said to be most
pervasive among the youth, and “‘is presumably related
to the relative affluence in which most groups in the Trila-
teral societies came to share during the economic expan-
sion of the 1960s. The new values may not survive reces-
sion and resource shortages. But if they do, they pose
an additional new problem for democratic government
in terms of its ability to mobilize its citizens for the a-
chievement of social and political goals and to impose dis-
cipline and sacrifice upon its citizens in order to achieve
those goals.”

But the greatest challenge of all, the report con-
cludes, are the ‘“‘intrinsic challenges,”” which are those
arising from the functioning of democracy, and which
gives rise to forces and tendencies which ““if uncheked
by some outside agency, will eventually lead to the
undermining of democracy.” Accordingly, ‘‘the more
democratic a system is, indeed, the more likely it is
to be endangered by intrinsic challenges.”

The lesson to be drawn by government is, according
to the report, the ‘““The demands on democratic
government grow, while the capacity of democratic
government stagnates.”

The most important part of the report for usis that
dealing with the U.S. This section was written by one
of the Scions of the U.S. capitalist aristocracy,
Samuel Huntington, editor of Foreign Policy and
member of the Council of Foreign Relations (CFR)
and the International Institute of Strategic Studies.

To understand the importance of Huntington’s re-
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commendations, however, we need some background.
Samuel Phillips Huntington was born in New York
City on April 18, 1927. He studied at Yale, University
of Chicago, and Harvard, where he obtained his doc-
torate in 1951 at age 24. He taught at Harvard, where
he still is, while also working for the Brookings Insti-
tute. He has been associated in a directing capacity
with the Columbia Institute of War and Peace Studies,
the Harvard Center for International Affairs, the
Stanford Center for Advanced Study in Behavioral
Sciences, is a concultant to numerous government
agencies, was Chairman of the Council of Vietnamese
Studies-South East Asia Development Advisory
Group, member of the Presidential Task Force on
International Development between 1969-1970 (Nixon
administration), has written several books (one of
them coauthored by Trilateral Commission chairman
Zbigniew Brzezinski), is the editor and founder of
Foreign Policy Magazine and Changing Pattern of
Military Politics.

Huntington states that the intrinsic (internal)
challenges faced by U.S. capitalist democracy can-
not be cured without reducing democracy to manage-
able proportions. One such way is the establishment
of a more authoritarian policy in government response
to mass and group demands—always deciding whether
the demands should be satisfied in part or in whole
on the basis of what is good for government (capi-
talism). He argues that government in a democracy
cannot represent all the people, but only those who can
contribute to the welfare and stability of the system
(the capitalist class): and who have a stake in the
system. He says that marginal groups, such as Blacks
and other oppressed people, present “a danger of
overloading the political system with demands which
extend the functions and undermine authority.”
He argues that U.S. democracy is ‘“‘more a treat to
itself in the United States, than it is in either Europe
or Japan where there still exist residual inheritances

Page 60

of traditions and aristocratic values.” Huntington
claims that political authority in the U.S. is never
strong because of the commitments it has built into
itself to the masses of people over the years and is
particularly weak in periods of intense commitments
to ““democratic and egalitarian ideals.” The role of
Huntington in U.S. policy may be seen in the do-
mestic programs of the Nixon, Ford, and now Carter
administrations—with their callous disregard of wel-
fare of the masses of people.

The Task Force Report of Europe and Japan, al-
though less overtly fascist, also reached like conclu-
sions. It is interesting to note that at the time that the
policy of “benign neglect” of Black people, and the
subsequent brutal repression of dissidents in the U.S.
began to be implemented, Huntington was a high level
government consultant in the Nixon administration.
There is no doubt, based on his analysis for the Tri-
lateral Commission, that he was a principal architect
of that repression. On this basis alone, it may be per-
ceived that this is a concrete U.S. internal policy
option again for the decade of the 1980s, either out-
side or" within the framework of the Trilateral Com-
mission.
~ The Trilateral “Oceans Policy”” Task Force Report
i1s possibly the most liberal of the entire Trilateral
output of documents. It proposes that any interna-
tional agreement on the uses of the sea be supervised
by the United Nations, particularly where territorial
conflicts exist because of overlapping claims, even
when the U.S. alone has the potential and the techno-
logy to mine the oceans of the world.

The study covering the world commodity market,
although an independent task force report, cannot
be divorced from other economic and North-South
relations projections. First, because basic commodities
such a s minerals, crops, and other raw materials are
to be found substantially in the so called developing
world to which North-South relations studies are
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addressed; and second, because such commodities are
the basis on which capitalism plans future economic
growth and stability.

The Commodities report recognizes a three-way dis-
tribution of factors in the market of supply and
demand. First, the developing world of basic com-
modities; second, the industrial world “which accounts
for 60 per cent of world exports of primary products
(excluding petroleum)” and; third, the communist
countries, whose sudden eruption into the world
trade scene is seen as affecting the market price, avail-
ability, and sources supply. To this end, the Task
Force recommends that accomodations be reached
with communists as part of the reconstruction of
the new international order.

Accordingly, the report warns that, ‘““The most
serious costs of lack of accommodation (with Com-
munist countries and the developing world)...are
likely to be observed in terms of instability in the
broader international and economic spheres. Rather
than producing well defined ‘blocs’ of consumer and
producer nations, a lack of accommodation here would
be more likely to result in an acceleration of a trend
away from multilateral approaches in international
relations.” Concluding further on that, “The result
could be a world of ‘economic warfare’ with discrimi-
natory and retaliatory measures proliferating, with ef-
forts to endure domestic self sufficiency diverting
massive amounts of productive resources from their
most efficient employment, with low rates of econo-
mic expansion, and with higher rates of economic
expansion, and with higher rates of inflation.”

The report calls for new international agreements
in which nations should not take unilateral or multi-
lateral actions to control consumption and the avail-
ability of commodities in detriment of “other nations”
(Trilaterals obviously). The reports calls for ‘“non-
discrimination” and even ‘“preferential treatment”
toward ‘‘traditional foreign customers” in the event
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of temporary shortages. The exports of technology,
specialized machinery, and other capitalist means of
production would likewise be made available for ex-
port (although this has been standard policy in the
last decade). The Task Force also recommends the
creation of an international Research Center for Com-
modities, requiring nations to submit regular reports
on consumption as well as production, capital spend-
ing and inventories relative to commodities. It is
interesting to note here that the U.S. recently forced
Poland to supply it with such reports as a pre-condi-
tion to extending a loan essential to Poland’s payment
of external debt.

The report also proposes international price stabi-
lization agreements, the stabilization of the investment
environment, and an international tariff agreement
comparative to that already in existance among the
Trilateral Countries.

The ‘“‘Reform of International Institution,” task
force report NO. 11, centers on the viability of exist-
ing international institutions and agreements to re-
solve the complex political and economic problems
which have emerged as national sovereignty and
priorities intrude on the old relations. Trilateralists
seem most concerned with the effects on the inter-
national economic system of the tensions which have
began to manifest themselves in relation to the loss
of effectiveness of the international institution organ-
ized by imperialism in past years. “The overriding
goal is to make the world safe for interdependence,”
states the Task Force in its introduction to the report.

Trilateralists see international institutions in terms
of “the ratification and legitimization of the power
structure underlying international relationships...and
the integration of newcomers into those relationships.”

Accordingly, the report states that in 1945 this
perspective applied to the *“codifying U.S. hegemony
and invloving the other independent nation states of
the day (except the communists, who dropped out).”
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Sometime around 1960, it changed to mean ‘‘an in-
creased role for Europe and Japan, and Incorporation
of the newly independent developing countries of
Asia and Africa.

Now, the report suggests, the collective leadership
of the Trilateral Countries should shape international
institutions, providing leadership to the world. Exam-
ples provided of initial “steps toward such collective
leadship™ are ‘“the informal meetings of the ‘Group
of Five’ to discuss international monetary matters,”
and the “‘economic summits’ in France (1975) and
Puerto Rico in 1976 “to discuss the whole range of
international economic issues.”” Variations of this col-
lective leadership, it is suggested, could be exercised
to include selected OPEC countries, sub-imperialist
states, and other nations who may be relevant to
particular matters of importance at a given moment,
such as the Socialist Countries. But the true leadership
on an ongoing basis would be provided by the Trila-
teralists.

The report recommends the creation of new insti-
tutions to cover the oceans, the uses of Antartica
outer space, weather and climate, and world popula-
tion planning. Also, the economic area of multilateral
enterprises and foreign direct investment. None of the
institutions in existence are recommended for ter-
mination. But reform is seen as essential to some, so
that they may become more efficient in dealing with
“new aspects of their traditional domains.”

The major concern for the reform of existing insti-
tutions are the rules of the international monetary
system. Here, the hegemonistic U.S. interest reveal
themselves as the primary intellectual motor force of
these Task Forces. The proposition is not a really
new monetary system, but the adjustment of that of
Bretton Woods—based on the continuation of the
hegemonism of the U.S. dollar. also for reform,
the Task force proposes that control be exercised
over the growth of international monetary reserves—a
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concern to the U.S., which is seeking massive trans-
fers of U.S. dollars back to the internal market.
Another reform is proposed on the U.S. imposed
Special Drawing Rights (SROs), a substitute mone-
tary exchange system for the former system of gold
put in use by the Nixon Administration through the
International Monetary Fund to halt the outflow of
actual gold reserves, and which has failed to work.

Still another area is the ‘“‘coordination of domestic
economic policies’ through which consultations
would be held annually to discuss strategies for do-
mestic 1natters in each of the countries and thereby
eliminate possible sources of friction which could
arise if unilateral approaches were implemented.

The Task Force Report-on the problems of Inter-
national Consultations observes that factors such as
nationalism, restrictive practices of diplomacy and
foreign policy, and others such, have made consulta-
tion among the Trilateral nations a matter of inform-
ation exchanges, generally. The visualization of the
Task Force, however, is that consultation is essential
to the Trilaterals. Despite foreseen problems such as
the potential for embarrsing leaks, the slowing down
of the decision-making process, and controversiality
in raising the issues beyond the national borders of a
given country, the proposition is for consultation on
such matters as: issues likely to embarass other par-
ties, vital interests for more than one of the Trila-
teral nations, upon request, and by previous agreement.

One of the more important Task Force Reports is
that dealing with the Collaboration with Communist
Countries in Managing Global Problems: An Exam-
ination of the Options.

Written by Henry Owen, director of Foreign Policy
Studies, The Brookings Institute in Washington; Chi-
hiro Hosoya, Professor of International Relations at
Hitotsubashi University at Tokyo; and Andrew Shon-
field, director of the Royal Institute of International
Affairs in London, the report sets out three areas in
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which Communist Countries, specifically the Soviet
Union and China, can be brought into a framework
of cooperation, termed at times in the report as “co-
operative management.”

The fundamental objectives of the pursuit of col-
laboration from the Trilateral perspective is to ad-
vance ‘‘the ease’” with which they can manage global
problems. The possibility that collaboration would
strengthen the Soviet Union, for example, is termed
“limited.” While the stated objective of easing the
Trilateral management of global problems is maximized.

The nine stated areas of concern, divided into three
major areas of promise (most promising, considerably
promising, and modestly promising), are: food, ener-
gy, oceans, space, weather, earthquake warning, aid
for development, trade, trade policy, and unclear ex-
ports and non-proliferation. The criteria used by the
Task force in determining the degree of promise of
each area is based on the global importance, the cap-
ability to which the parties have a capacity to contri-
bute, and the degree to which the area lends itself to
non-intrusion in the internal affairs of the participa-
tion states. Another consideration in the report is
that either China or the Soviet Union would be
sought as a party for collaboration in a given area,
but not both in the same area. -

Although the report states that on the question of
food there is interest in developing joint communist-
capitalist policy to stave off world food shortage, the
main capitalist concern appears to be the develop-
ment of a “‘reserve stock policy” which would pre-
vent the fluctuations of world prices, which in 1974
hurt the U.S. At that time the Soviet Union acquired
through purchase a hugh quantity of U.S. grain,
creating a shortage of U.S. export grain and driving
prices up in the highly speculative grain market of the
capitalist economies. The Soviet Union then ended
with a surplus which it later sold at the new and high-
er world market rate, thereby creating a major fluc-
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tuation in price. What is termed a ‘“‘swing” in Soviet
grain production, the report states, creates years
when the Soviet Union is forced to buy grain in the
international market and other years when it actually
has a surplus. The Trilateral interest is to obtain a
regulation of Soviet productivity, and thus stabilize
the Trilateral and world market.

In the field of nuclear capabilities and thus the
capacity of more nations to produce nuclear arma-
ments. Their view is that proliferation would in effect
make control difficult and increase the risks of -
unclear conflicts.

On the Oceans, the sought for collaboration cen-
ters around management—fishing rights and quantity,
mining, exploration and exploitation of resources,
national maritime limits, etc. Trilateral trade with the
Soviet Union, and now with China, are major preoc-
cupations. Both China and the Soviet Union are huge
markets denied to capitalism for over 25 years. At
this point in time, when growth and capitalism profit
factors have practically ceased to count on commu-
nist trade, such a trade policy represents a ‘““new mar-
ket’” for expansion, and thus for growth. The funda-
mental problem for the Trilateral strategic approach
is that neither the Soviet Union, nor China, nor any
other communist country will behave in the ways
capitalism would have them in order to fit them into
Trilateral economic plans, in any but a speculative
manner. To overcome this problem, Trilaterals seek
to obtain a number of basic agreements on tariffs,
credits, and trade with the framework of their insti-
tutions—such as GATT (General Agreement on
Trade and Tariffs) and the IMF (International Mon-
etary Fund). The obstacles to this Trilateral want is
the nature of Soviet, Chinese and communist organi-
zation. The Task Force states that unless there are
“basic changes” in communist countries, agreements
of nature are unlikely. These changes are conceived of
as a decided move to the right in government. How-
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ever, the Trilaterals see the possibility that a system-
atic approach to trade agreements and rules would in
effect obtain a desired dependence which would lead
communist countries to further agreements in the
economic field, and more moderation in both internal
and external political practices. Most of the other
areas are essentially scientific, and the objectives are
cooperation and interdependence. Japan has already
achieved this, with a loan to China from the Japanese
Import-Export Bank to finance basic industry in that
country. Poland and Rumania as well as the Soviet
Union have previously utilized this capitalist profit
system. However, Chinese loans have been generally
interest free (although this is now changing) and
European communist countries are reluctant to freely
engage in the system at present. Neither will the com-
munists join the Trilaterals in joint lending efforts in
the Third World, although the Trilaterals say they
want the Soviet Union in particular to increase its
foreign aid even unilaterally.

The Final Trilateral Task Force Report to be publi-
shed although others are due is that of the Renovated
International System (N. 14) in which the questions
of interdependence, the renovation of the interna-
tional order, and the central place of the Trilateral
countries is analyzed. The stated premise is to bring
the Trilaterals into a series of agreements which
would place them in position to maintain their leader-
ship in a changing world.

When understood that the primary purpose is the
maintenance of U.S. hegemonism over the imperial-
ist world, and imperialist hegemonism over the Third
World; and that the second purpose is to force a
moderation of communist behavior and policy
through a multi-level economic and political linkage
program, then the new International System can be
viewed as a primary task force report.

The Task Force report is written by Rlchard N.
Cooper, at the time of the writing of the report a
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Special Consultant. He was later named U.S. Under-
secretary of State for Economic Affairs. The Japanese
contributor was Masataka Kosaka, listed as a Law
Professor at Tokyo University. The European contri-
butor was Karl Kaiser, identified as Director of Re-
search at the German Society leading to the convoca-
tion of the first Trilateral Commission meeting.
Kaiser, for example, was a key participant in a series
of conferences in Maryland from December 7 to 10
involving many of the subsequent Trilateralists.
Kaiser was one of the principals in the meeting, and
wrote an important policy paper which he subsequ-
ently updated and was published in 1973 by the
Aspen Institute for Humanistic Studies under the
title of “Europe and the United States, The Future
of the Relationship.” Kaiser is also a protege of the
Krupp Foundation of Germany. Many of the salient
issues of the Trilateral papers are already present in
the Kaiser book.

The basic thrust of the report is the question of
interdependence, its implications, the obstacles it
faces, the place of the Trilaterals in it, and the ap-
proaches to it.

The basic premise concerning the viability for the
Trilaterals is that “These countries have the largest
shares of world trade and finance and produce two
thirds of the world’s output. They are the most ad-
vanced in terms of income, industry and technology.
They have experience in working with each other
and a high degree of trust and goodwill born of that
experience.”’

Accordingly, a consensus among the Trilaterals will
contribute to the renovation of ‘“the international
order.” The renovation of this order, then, is of vital
interest to the recovery of imperialist hegemony.

The Task Force views the problem of the recovery
of imperialism as one of the extension of an order of
interdependence from that already said to exist
among Trilateral countries, to one embracing the
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communist countries and the Third World at two dif-
ferent levels of interdependence.

The growth of interdependence is viewed in these
terms:

“The rapid growth of international trade and fi-
nance has led to an intense degree of mutual depend-
ence. The vast amount of internationally owned and
managed production provides a particularly trans-
national link, as does mutual dependence on vital
imports such as oil, food and other raw materials.
Economic events—and shocks—in one country are
rapidly transmitted to other countries. In modern
welfare states (read: socialist states), national ac-
tions to meet the needs of their citizens often vitally
affect economic life and politial activity in other
countries.” Consequently, the Task Force urges the
creation of ‘‘steering mechanisms’ as a means of guid-
ing the development and function of an orderly
interdependence in accord with the economic and
political policies of the imperialist states.

World-wide poverty is seen as a major destabilizing
factor in the extension of interdependence and the
new world order of imperialist hegemony. “The al-
leviation of poverty is a demand of the basic ethical
principles of the West as well as of simple self-interest.
In the long run an orderly world is unlikely if great
affluence in one part co-exists with abject poverty in
another, while ‘one world’ of communications, of
mutual concern, and interdependence comes into
being.”” This is consistant with the capitalist key-
nesian Economics that poverty does not encourage
consumption and thus works against profit.

The character of interdependence is defined in
terms of trade, investment, monetary interaction,
security ties and other links.” The economic depen-
dence of industrial states on the raw materials of the
Third World is said to correspond to ‘“mixed depend-
encies of the developing countries on capital goods
and foodstuffs from industrialized countries.” While
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interdependence among Third World natipns is said
to be practically non-existent. Communist nations
“have largely resisted close linkages with the non-
communist world until recent efforts to expand
trade and technology transfers from the West.

Part of the growing urgency of planned inter-
dependence for the imperialist countrie‘s is viewed
as resulting from the fact that ‘“‘a separation between
the political and economic realm is obsolete; issues
related to economics are at the heart of modern
politics.” Consequently, ““politization of the interna-
tional economy lies in the logic of modern welfare
states. National intervention is inevitable in the name
of a more just society, but it should be gmdqd
through international agreement and joint actlpn in
such a way as to preserve the advantages of inter-
dependence”.

The new international system proposed for the
Trilateralists ‘‘must be able to accommodate shifts
in power among nations and their desires for new
roles.” This is seeen as particularly valid in the ac-
comodation of rising Third World nations with vast
reserves of strategic raw materials, such as petrp—
leum. But the tendency of some such nations to f‘d_ls—
associate” from interdependence with the imperialist
world is seen as a problem which “has to be taken
seriously, however; for unless interdependence ef-
fectively serves the interests of the weaker states
(the sub-imperialist candidates), the trend toward
extreme disassociation is like to grow, and to creats
disturbances damaging for the industrial world...

The obstacles for the new world order—‘—the ten-
dency toward disassociation are seen as the.mcrez_is_ed
desire for autonomy, the impact of domestic po!lf_;les
on international relations, the disparity in poh_tlcal
and economic conditions, and political antagonisms.
The additional problem of the number of countries
in the world of today is solved by the selective pro-
cess of dealing with them according to their actual
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real sub-imperialist importance, so that only a limited
number of strategic countries would come to form
part of the programmed interdepencence advanced by
1mpe'r1alism, while the rest - the majority - would
remain in the present condition of super-exploitation
and total dependence.

In the part of the Task Force report dealing with
the need for a “strategy”, the problem is explained
as one of the management by imperialism of “the ur-
gent probl_ems of survival and economic prosperity
on a continuing basis.” The basis for such “coop-
eration” does not exist, faces staggering obstacles,
and must overcome the hostility and suspiciousness
of communist countries and Third World nations.
It is felt by the Task Force report writers that Tri-
lateral unity and initiative can overcome “the ten-
der1.01es toward disassociation.” Trilateral joint
action, for example, is seen as stabilizing the world
economy, opening markets for the manufactured
products of developing nations, and the establish-
ment.of commodity agreements. The Trilateral re-
sponsibility is seen as falling mainly on the shou-
lders of the United States, Japan and Germany ‘‘as
the three largest national economies,” with a mea-
sure of coordination with other Trilateral countries
with “a deep interest in the actions taken by those
countries.”

The tasks of a global Trilateral strategy is thus
seen as keeping the peace, managing the world
economy, satisfying basic human needs, and pro-
tecting human rights. The task of keeping the peace
relates to arms control agreements, the reduction of
armed forces in confrontation areas, such as Europe
and K.orea, and the prevention of new battlegrounds
emerging in the Third World, which could lead to
cb?nfrontations between the imperialist and socialist

ocs.

The management of the world economy from the
Trilateral perspective involves four areas of stra-
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tegic planning. First, a macroeconomic policy—de-
fined here in terms of monetary and fiscal mea-
sures—which will balance global demands in such a
manner as to avoid major economic contractions
(leading to recession), and undue expansion (leading
to inflation). This would require the coordination of
domestic policy among “five or six of the key in-
dustrial states—all within the Trilateral regions.”
Such a strategic plan would subordinate national
interests which could be detrimental to the macro-
economic policy of the Trilateral and the global
interest of the strategy.

The second area of strategic planning involves the
maintenace of ‘‘a liberal trading regime under con-
ditions of interdependence.” This part of the over-
all Trilateral global strategy would advance the re-
moval of trade barriers by the so called ‘‘welfare
states” such as tariffs and import regulations re-
sulting from internal protectionist demands, and
which tend to block Trilateral exports. The liberal
trading regime would also oversee competion within
the world markets by paying particular attention to
the behavior of mult-national corporations which
“now account for a very large share of world trade
and output.” Thus materially influencing “the op-
eration of the global economy.” A system of ‘“‘ad-
justments’ resulting in an ‘“‘open trading system”
should, the Task Force says, be kept under control
so that the system will not suffer sudden changes
which could create hardships for workers, firms
and communities. Imports, therefore, should be
regulated so that they do not become so large as
to disrupt Trilateral economies. Planned changes
in the economy, such as implementation of tech-
nology, should allow for retraining and compen-
sation, so that a prosperous and vigorous economy
would produce a demand for labor in another area.

The Third area of strategic planning calls for
the reform of the monetary system. The recom-



Page 73

mendation here would produce a greater reliance
on SDRs, (currency system) initiated by the U.S.
under the Nixon administration in 1971. World
money reserves and the SDR would be handled
increasingly by the International Monetary Fund,
one of the institutions of imperialism.

The Fourth area of strategic planning calls for
planning alternatives and regulations in such new
areas of global problems as energy, the ocean
claims, food and pollution.

Economic development within such a global
strategy of the Trilateral nations seek to stabilize
the internal Trilateral economies to ‘‘assure a
stable and vigourous demand for imports which
are the major source of foregin exchange earnings
for developing countries.” The role of the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund would continue to be that
of monitoring and assisting the development of the
Trilateral countries and member developing nat-
ions. In a related step, IMF management would be
supplemented by “explicit schemes” for stabiliz-
ing export earnings of developing countries and
prices of ‘‘certain primary products” of special
interest to developing countries. Stocks of ma-
terials and produce is urged continuation for use
in the regulation of prices and in the avoidance of
fluctuations. The question of hunger and poverty
is seen as being primarily a matter for developing
countries to solve, and human rights is elevated to
an issue of international policy. However, the
question of raising the issue of human rights by
Trilaterals “will have to be balanced against other
important goals of world order”, such as relations
with the Soviet Union

This is the general balance of Trilateral Task
Force reports. Although the reports themselves
are in some areas significantly more extensive and
in depth than what we have projected here, the
general thrust of the intense evaluation of policies
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has been stated in this report.

Within the scope of this paper, several factors
should be highlighted. A summary of the salient
points follows.
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IV. SUMMARY OF FACTORS
IN THE CURRENT SITUATION:

Imperialism, the organization of capitalism into
world monopoly and finance empires, grew in a re-
latively peaceful climate of expansion between 1873
and 1914. From 1914 to the present, however, it has
waged wars of imperialism for the redivision of the
world and for hegemonistic control by one or an-
other nation. The Second World War saw the emer-
gence of U.S. hegemony imperialism, but also of
Soviet Communism, as the principal world political
and economic forces. The weakening of European
empires also created the conditions for successful
struggles and wars of national liberation, principally
in Asia and Africa.

U.S. hegemonist imperialism responded to the
new world situation in the post-war by waging a
cold-war for the containment of communism, the
re-establishment of capitalism in Europe and Japan
(the new frontiers of imperialism), and subverting
developing nations, installing puppet governments
in the Third World, and fighting a war of counter-
insurgency against national liberation struggles as
methods of maintaining its supremacy.

Viet Nam, the emergence of OPEC, European
and Japanese economic competition, and the ris-
ing tide of nationalist economies in the world im-
pacted U.S. hegemonist capitalism at home and
abroad. The U.S. economy lost its balance, and
the American people engaged in struggle for their
rights. As a result of the external and internal fac-
tors, the monetary system of imperialism, based
on the U.S. dollar, lost its equilibrium, the U.S.
government lost the credibility of its people, and
the entire imperialist world underwent an economic
crisis beginning in 1971.

Europe and Japan, economies reconstructed
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after the Second World War, and thus growing from

. Zero upwards, soon regained their balances and gro-

wth levels. The U.S. did not, owing mostly to a con-
tinuing balance of trade deficit with both Europe
and Japan with OPEC, and because of the continued
growth of world socialism and national liberation.

In 1973, U.S. capitalists called together a Tri-
lateral Commission to study ways of reorganizing
the international system of imperialsm. U.S. in-
terest was in finding ways of maintaining its he-
gemony in the world. The European Economic
Market countries and Japan, however, have con-
tinued to develop their own policies. These po-
licies may or may not coincide with Trilateral
plans. Among those that go against Trilateral and
U.S. hegemonist interests are the new European
Monetary System and Japan’s refusal to increase
its growth rate by increasing imports from the U.
5 and the refusal of Europe and Japan to stop
amassing dollars.

Trilateral Task Force Reports reflect a degree
of planning in which the countries concerned
would have to give up many aspects of their eco-
nomic sovereignty as well as political and economic
initiative in the interest of maintaing a status quo
of obvious interest to U.S. hegemonist imperialism
but doubtful interest to Europe and Japan. The
present conditions, however, lend themselves to a
further reorganization of imperialism and a measure
olf‘ European and Japanese recovery of their imperi-
alist functions in the world. Japan, for example,
continues to function as an expansionist imperi-
alist power in Asia, minus its primitive military
€xpansionist policy. European recovery of trade
primacy over its lost colonies, likewise, appears
to be the major concern on Common Market
countries. Both of these trends tend to intensify
competition with the U.S. and limit U.S. imperi-
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alist influences in the world.

The U.S., on the other hand appears to be fol-
lowing the text of the Trilateral reports in seeking
to redefine its role as an imperialist power in the
world. Its political and economic initiatives and
options are still backed by a strong economy which
has increasingly turned to an intensified exploita-
tion of its own people as a means of maintaning a
growing profit margin. Internally, the U.S. has
embarked on a policy of the limitation of demo-
cracy—lessening the participation and influence
of the masses, sectors of the intelligentsia, con-
trolling the independent power of the media and
labor, and reinforcing the rule of capitalism over
the institutions of government and other vital or-
gans of public and private opinion.

The result of the current crisis, reorganization
process, and eexercise of options by imperialist
nations (within and outside the framework of the
Trilateral Commission) as well as the initiatives
and exercise of options by Third World, communist
nations and national liberation struggles, has brought
us into a period of international flux in which free-
dom of action and the impact of even limited crisis
brought about by exercised initiatives can have un-
charted and profund impact on world politics and
shifts in the centers of power.

Trilateralism, as a form of the coordinational of
imperialism, is not likely to work. The collapse of
hegemonism of U.S. imperialism has created too
muchspace for competition for world markets
among imperialist nations. What is possible is a
limited form of cooperation designed to maintain
an international Trilateral equilibrium of forces
within a newer framework of partnerships and com-
petition. The degree of cooperation among the
Trilateral nations, however, will now depend al-
most exclusively on the so-called external factors
of international trade and politics.
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Looking at the global situation by regions, Asia
represents a strong market for Japanes exports.
The fundamental problem faced by Japanese ex-
pansionism, however, is its lack of military and po-
litical clout in foreign affairs—a historical form of
imperialist back-up to trade, hegemonism and se-
curity. This area in Asia is totally dominated by
U.S. imperialism and is likely to remain so. The
net effects of this imperialist reality is a likely
continuation of Japanese subservience to U.S.
foreign policy interests in the short run. On a
longer range, however, Japan will have to increase
its competitive position.

There is now a new and significant trade element
in Asia. The opening of China to trade with imperi-
alism. it may be expected that China will become a
significant factor in intensifying imperialist rivalries
in Asia by simply favoring one or another of its im-
perialist trade partners. Additionally, China will ev-
entually emerge as a rival in the export area to im-
perialism in Asia, and thus significantly impact im-
perialist hegemony in the area. The rise of China in
world trade will necessarily be accompanied by a
rise in its world-wide military and political influence.
This new factor will intensify the rise of economic
and political nationalism among developing nations
of Asia, further hundering imperialist hegemony.

In Africa, the decolonization process in the
sourthern portion threatens the imperialist stra-
tegic interst, particularly that of the U.S. which
has replaced British imperialism as the dominant
political and military force. This process of de-
colonization centered on Zimbabwe (Rhodesia) and
Namibia (South-West Africa) tends to isolate Soth
Africa and ultimately liquidate its White Racist
Apartheid Regime, replacing it with independent
Black rule.

In Africa, the Common Market countries of
Europe, and Great Britain, still hold significant
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trade and foreign policy options, exercised through
the Commonwealth system and associated relations
within the economic structures of the Common
Market. U.S. hegemonist policies are therefore in
check, and stand to suffer setbacks in the process
of the acquisition of European independence from
the international monetary system which hereto-
fore served U.S. hegemonism. It is likely that in the
long run, U.S. and European competition in Africa
will intensify around contradictory foreign policies—
with Europe favoring such changes as will benefit
its trade, and the U.S. seeking to reinforce its pre-
sent policies in Suth Africa, and Zimbabwe (which
are those of preserving White minority rule and in
which the British are their partners). Additional
factors which have come into play and will be
significant in the 1980s are the development of
the economies of Nigeria and Angola. These two
countries represent two contradictory develop-
ments in Africa. Nigeria has the potential for a
nationalist economy of great international and
regional impace. Its wealth, when. developed,
will make it a leading regional military and po-
litical power which will counter balance the grow-
ing influence of socialism in the area. Its stimu-
lation to growth and capitalist prosperity by the
U.S. and the Europeans will strengthen its govern-
ment internationally.

Angola, almost as wealthy as Nigeria—but still
significantly behind that country in development—
will eventually emerge as the Socialist power in
Africa. Its influence will also be felt regionally
and internationally.

Both countries seem to be headed into a future
of rivalry in Africa, the success of which will largely
depend (for one or the other) on the additional
factors of industrialization on the African con-
tinent as a whole, the quatitative emergence of
socialist or capitalist economies in the other African
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countries, and the future role and importance at-
tached by the socialist and imperialist countries to
political and economic affairs in Africa.

Latin America is also undergoing changes. First,
the emergence of Mexico, Brazil and Venezuela as
powerful capitalist economies relative to the re-
gional economies south of the U.S. The success of
CELA (Comunidad Economica Latino Americana),
the Latin American Economic Community, is an-
other factor. Third, the capability of U.S. foreign
policy to adapt to economic and political change
in the region. Fourth, the development of the Cu-
ban economy and its impact on trade relations and
foreign policy options for it and its future trade
partners. -

The main tendency in Latin America, whatever
the combination of policies set in motion by the
U.S., is one of change toward autonomy and in-
dependence in the economic sphere. Politically,
the perception of Cuba and communism by Latin
American oligarchies and bourgeois democracies
will also determine the capacity of the U.S to im-
plement its Trilateral options and maintain its he-
gemonism in the area.

Any development in Latin America will certainly
impact U.S. colonial relations in Puerto Rico, a re-
lationship which is on the agenda for liquidation as
part of the changing policy of the U.S. The strength-
ening of the factors of economic independence in
Latin America will favor Puerto Rico’s independence.
The continuing of oligarchical rule, military dictator-
ship, and economic dependence will intensify the
option of statehood, or at the very least a continu-
ation of the status quo. The amount of petroleum
and minerals will also determine Latin American re-
action to Puerto Rico’s status—for independence if
it is wealthy because oil rich countries would want
the island outside direct U.S. capitalist control.

Likewise, internal changes in public opinion, po-
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litical organization and options will certainly accrue
in Puerto Rico as a result of complementary changes
in its Latin American counterparts.

Finally, the Caribbean as a whole is already on the
road to becoming an important component of all the
major foreign policies, including those of the
emerging powers in Latin America. The increased
international availability of Latin American trade
in the future, will transform the Caribbean nations
into intermediary economic powers, which as a
bloc would create a Caribbean political and eco-
nomic power center of international and regional
importance in its own right.

The internal situation of the U.S., on the other
extreme of the poles, will aggravate. Assuming that
U.S. internal capitalism is able to recover a measure
of equilibrium in its international relations, the fut-
ure augurs increasing explitation of the internal U.S.
consumer market, to offset increased losses to the
U.S. in its monopoly of the international market.
The degree of that exploitation will be determined
by the degree to which the international equilibrium
in its new and reorganized phase, impacts capitalism
in general and the U.S. trade in particular.

Increased exploitation will tend to give rise to
worker dissatisfaction with the system and the insti-
tutions—including unions—which govern their lives.
They will increasingly look for rank and file alter-
natives, and alternative political structures through
which to channel their discontent.

The rising impoverishment of White workers, the
consumer lower-middle class, and the increased im-
poverishment of the national minorities will inten-
sify the pressures on the capitalist system, producing
clashes and additional repressive measures. By 1985
the internal situation will probable be explosive in
the U.S. resulting in a probable tendency on the
part of U.S. capitalism to extend huge investments
into the domestic market as an ameliorative measure.
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_Thes_e pressures will continue until a new equili-
brium is reached in the external and internal econo-
mic situation, and the proper institutional changes
are made inside the U.S. to adapt to the new situ-
ation.  These changes may be profoundly political
and ideological, or moderate adaptations of the
existing structures of government. They may be
dictatorial and repressive (facist) as suggested by
Huntington’s Trilateral report, or liberal as in pre-
sent day Scandinavia.

What is certain is that the coming period will
provide ample opportunities for new centers of
power and organizations on both the world-wide
scale and on a national scale within the U.S. To
a lesser degree like changes can be expected in
Japan and Europe, where imperialism will also
have to undergo changes. But nothing in the act-
ual situation, particularly with the acquisition of
greater fliexibility and independence by Europe
and Japan in the economic and political spheres
of action, indicates that these countries are due
forS the major upheavals- which appear like in the

U.S. expansion of trade, a factor which could
be interpreted as growing in relation to the ex-
panded markets of China and other Communist
countires, cannot be expected to contribute sSig-
nificantly to altering the probables. These markets
must be accompanied by political agreements if
they are to become significant. The U.S s the
least likely of the imperialist nations to tie a
mgmﬁcant.amount of political concessions to its
trade policies. Meanwhiles, Japan and Europe
may be expected to reap the major economic be-
nefits to be found in increased trade with the
_Cornmumst _countries, because having, as is stated
in “The Crisis of Democracy,” less at stake they
stand to lose less by accommodation. ’

Whatever significant developments do take place,
they will begin to be seriously felt in 1980, when
the U.S. ruling class commits itself to a particular
foreign and domestic policy in guiding government
for the next four years. The policies of 1980 will
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in effect close a quatrenium of planning and in-
itiate a new four-year period in which the U.S. will
either implement the Trilateral plans in its own be-
half, or scrap portions of it, or even all of it.

In 1981, the first year of the new policies, we shall
be able to appreciate the next period of direction for
U.S. imperialism.

—END—
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