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THRE MASS AS A SUBJECT OF HISTORICAL AND SOCIAL ACTION
Moscow RABOCHIY KLASS I SOVREMENNYY MIR in Russian No 5, Sep-Oct 84, pp 28-45

[Article by B. A. Grushin: "The Mass As A Subject of Historical and Social
Action: Experience in Defining the Concept"]

[Text] One of the most important features of social science in the 20th
Century is the great attention paid to mass processes, which are taking place
in all spheres of life of modern societies, without exception, and are
manifested in numerous forms of mass activity (mass behavior) and mass
consciousness. Characteristics of the development of present day material and
spiritual production and consumptionj social and political movements in
various countries and regions; the obvious increase in the role of the working
people and their vanguard, the working class, in current human history; and
the most complex ideological and sociocultural phenomena, arising as the
result of and precondition for the functioning of the latest means of mass
communication, public opinion and so-~called mass culture -- all of these and
similar problems have given rise to endless theoretical and empirical studies
centered on examination of the phenomenon of the mass, or masses -- a specific
subject of historical and social action, substantially different in its main
features from various "classical" (social, ethnic, regional, etec.) groups.

*‘It_éhould be emphasized that there has been no less interest in this area
expressed by practitioners, including figures in the international communist
and workers! movement. This is evidenced by the increased discussion of all
these questions ou the pages of the journal PMS [PROBLEMS OF PEACE AND
SOCIALISM] in recent years. See, for example, the discussion with
(F. Gamboa), Politburo member of the Costa Rican Peoples' Vanguard Party
Central Committee, "Communists and the Consciousness of the Masses" (1978, No
2); the article by (A. Ambat'elosa) Politburo member of the Greek Communist
Party Central Committee, "On Forming the Consciousness of the Modern Working
Class" (1978, No 6); the dialogue between (P. Boychuk), candidate member of
the Canadian Communist Party Central Committee Ispolkom; and (Kh. Laborde),
Central Committee member of the Communist Party of Argentina, "An Importaunt
Aspect of the Class Struggle" (1979, No 10); "Round Table" materials
"Communists and Public Opinion" (1980, No 5); and the Survey of an
international discussion of Marxists, "'Mass Culture' or 'Culture for the
Masses?™ (1983, No 1) and other publicatious.




As we know, on the operational level of analysis, empirical sociology first
confronted this phenomenon approximately 100 years ago, around the turn of the
century, when researchers noted instances of publie (joint) behavior of
people, to which clearly criteria of the traditional group approach did not
apply. At first glance, present here were communities of individuals,
sometimes very substantial communities; however (and this is the whole
issuel), they demonstrated differences from strictly group forms of behavior,
and were distinguished by a different nature than those "customary" groups
already described by science. In the first Place, they arose seemingly by
accident, not due to some primary "law" related to certain common traits of
individuals, forming a strictly group community, but, rather, suddenly, due to
some specific "cause™ or another. Secondly, they were characterized by a
clearly expressed short-lived existence; some were created and disintegrated
literally before the eyes of the researcher. And, most importantly, they
represented numerous individuals, related to the most varied types and kinds
of traditional groups, vividly recalling the "Babylonian mix of languages and
races. They included, for example, crowds of people who gathered somewhere
on the street or at some location. Along with the so-called "public," these
were the first specimens of "non-classicalﬂ'i.eq non-group types of human
communities historically identified by bourgeois sociology ((G. Tard),
(G. Lebon), (Sh. Sigele), (N. Mikhaylovskiy), and others). Their most
important trait, besides those named, was that they were the bearers of a
special, specific type of social consciousness, which did not coincide with
the numerous types of group consciousness, and as a result was termed "mass
consciousness.m" '

Unfortunately, the "crowd" phenomenon, due to its general poverty and the
expressed specific nature of its characteristics, as well as the extremely
limited area of its action, did not provide an opportunity for a proper
assessment of the true meaning of the broader subject revealed by sociology,
and to see its true boundaries and its relationship with the life of society
as a whole and with the functioning of social consciousness in particular.
Moreover, the first researchers of "crowds," "the publie,"” and similar
groupings (primarily as a result of their frankly anti-national class
positions, as well as the general lack of development at that time of the
methodological research apparatus and the absence of reliable, experimentally
verified data) from the very outset began to analyze the subject in the wrong
direction. The non~-group nature of the communities which they identified was
not specifically comprehended. As a result, they completely lost sight of the
priority task of drawing the main boundaries between a crowd (the public,
ete.) and "classical® groups, in particular (primarily) social groups, and the
actually very narrow phenomenon of the crowd in terms of its real “place" in
the life of society came to be interpreted much too broadly and identified
with the mass as such, with huge sectors in the social structure (the working
classes, nations), and even with society as a whole. Many specific
characterizations of the communities that were examined, among which negative,
disruptive, and "destructive of the individual" traits clearly prevailed,
received entirely inadequate descriptions and evaluations, to a large extent
under the influence of the indicated ideological precepts. As a result, "this
method of perceiving social reality led to reactionary conclusions, when the
term 'crowd' was put in blace of the social-political category 'popular




masses,' and when the revolutionary mass movement was typified according to
the structure developed during observation of the %Ftion of a spontaneous mob,
reactionary rabble, or a bigoted, narrow audience."

In fairness it should be said that the works of (Tard), (Lebon) and other
early bourgeois sociologists and social psychologists who studied "non-
elassical" communities contained many correct observations and conclusions.
In particular, the statement that these communities unite individuals who are
characterized by various social stations and belong to various nations,
professions, ages, etc., was accurate. An especially large unumber of
productive judgments was made concerning specific mechanisms of consciousness
operating within the framework of a crowd; in particular those related to the
phenomena of imitation, contagion, suggestion, etc. However, these postulates
and coneclusions did not occupy their proper place in the overall concept, and
were drowned in a mass of false statements, including some which completely
negated them. As a result, this pbudding analytical direction in later years
received no positive development, and became a subject of sharp Scientific
criticism or ideological speculations which were most unscientific.

Meanwhile, life, as the saying goes, had its effect. The tempestuous social,
economic, political, and cultural processes in 20th Century societies
literally every day brought ever newer examples of the emergence and action of
"non-classical" communities. In this regard, they no longer concerned just a
crowd or the public (e.g., the newspaper readers that Tadr discussed), but an
extremely broad series of the most diverse groupings of people, including some
which were rather stable and demonstrated joint but not group behavior, as
well as a special type of social, but not group, consciousness, which lay
behind this behavior.

Among these various size groupings there began to figure in all types of
societies, without exception, participants in varied mass political and socio-
cultural movements (for example, protection of the environment, protest
against some imperialist action or another, the struggle for peace and
elimination of the nuclear danger, etc.); audiences of various means and
channels of mass information; consumers of particular goods and services
(especially "socially colored" -~ prestige,fashionable,etc.);members of
numerous amateur (interest oriented) associations and "eglubsj" and fans of
football teams and movie stars. But, of course, a special place in this rank
(both in terms of scale and universality of jits importance, and vividness of
its 'non-group' characteristics) began to be occupied by various "sectors" of
so-called society, serving as the bearers of broad public opinion (for
examp¥f, functioning within the borders of individual states, as well as
beyond).

The latter, I believe, confronted social science as no other similar
development with the fact that there exist in society not only various
traditional groups with their inherent defined group types of social
consciousness, but also certain unknown, undefined types of social
consciousness, belonging to no less undefined (and extremely "unexpected,"
especially under conditions of antagonistic classes in societies) collections
of individuals, uniting representatives of various groups, but at the same
time not being group-like in nature. It 1is understandable that this fact




required careful examination, with respect both to the "non-classical" forms
of consciousness which it revealed, and to the "non~classical® communities
themselves which lay behind them. As a result, science again ( during the
present stage of societal development) confronted a problem with which (Tard),
(Lebon) and their followers did not deal in their day. And although the
changed social practice gave the researchers other, incomparably richer
opportunities to comprehend and solve the problem adequately, alas, many
questions remain unanswered as before. These include the main question
related to differentiating between groups, strictly speaking, and masses, and
to a reliable definition of the mass phenomena.

As for contemporary bourgeois sociology, back in the pre-war years it had
already reached an obvious blind alley in attempting to solve this problemn,
being unable to overcome its inherent gnosiological and social defects -- the
inability to analyze the dialectic of social relations, as well as a conscious
or unconscious ideological affinity for and adherence to the interests of the
ruling classes.

With respect to our topic, both these defects were clearly manifested in that
the phenomenon of the mass was declared an attribute of so-called mass
society, and began to be examined as a historical alternative to classes and
other social strata and societal groups. Assessing the nature of masses from
various ideological positions —- openly anti-democratic, which include direct
slander against the working masses, identifying them with the dark,
undeveloped "rabble," or "crowd" which is incapable of development
((Ya. Burkhardt), (G. Lebon), (Kh. Ortega-i-Gasset)); social-critical, which
view the masses as a negative outcome of modern, anti-~-humanistic capitalist
society (E. Fromm, (D. Rismen), R. Mills, G. Marcuse); or positivist, which
link the phenomenon of the mass with scientific-technical progress and the
activity of the mass information and propaganda media ((G. Blumer),
(E. Shilz), (Don Martindale), (Zh. Ellyul')), ete. -- bourgeois sociologists
invariably insist that "mass society," and the masses supposedly are replacing
class society and classes, and doing away with the latter.

Such a rigid link between the phenomenon of the masses and the various
concepts of "mass society" -- by these brilliant specimens of modern science
fiction -- had a most pernicious effect on this most interesting subject. On
the one hand, it confronted bourgeois researchers of all types with truly
insurmountable obstacles to conducting a strictly scientific and objective
analysis of the phenomenon, disclosing its true nature and the real mechanisms
for its emergence and functioning, and discerning its actual attributes and
the role which it plays in the 1ife of society. On the other hand, a great
multiplieity of all sorts of "theoretical" and ideological rubbish and various
kinds of narrow nonsense accumulated around the problem of the masses. The
outward manifestation of this circumstance was depressing ambiguity in the
term "mass" itself, incompatible with scientific eriteria. According to
(D. Bell), for example, there exist as a minimum five various interpretations
in contemporary Western literature. In some cases mass 1s understood as "aa
undifferentiated large number," and a heterogenous audience of mass
communications media, in contrast to relatively homogenous segments of society
(G. Blumer); in others it is "the Judgment of incompetents," the low quality
of modern civilization, which is the result of the weakening of the leading




positions of an enlightened elite (Kh. Ortega-i-~ Gasset); in others it is a
"mechanized society," in which man is the appendage of the machine, and the
dehumanized element of technology (Fr. G. Yuenger); in still others a
mpureaucratic society," distinguished by a widely fragmented organization, in
which decision making is concentrated exclusively at the highest echelons of
the hierarchy ((G. Zimmel'), (M. Beber), (K. Mannheim)); and finally, in the
fifth meaning, a "crowd," is a society characterized by the absence of
difference, by monotony, purposelessness, alienation and a lack of integration
((E. Lederer), H. Arendt)

The fate of the analysis of the phenomen of the mass was no less dramatic
within the framework of Marxist science. As is known, the founders of Marxism
were most actively engaged in such analysis, and extensively used the concept
of "the mass" in their works. In accordance with the materialistic concept of
history which they worked out, they resolutely insisted that when studying the
moving forces of history, "it is necessary to have in mind not so much the
motivation of individuals, even the most prominent, as it is those motivations
which mobilize large masses of people, entire nations"q"u and that, "along
with the founders of historical action there will ..also grow the size of the
mass whose business it is.M® Lenin paid especially great attention to this
problem, most importantly in the sphere of the political activity of the
masses and their participation in the revolutionary transformation of
societyu6 "Tt is necessary to give all one's efforts to collecting, checking
and studying," he demanded, "...objective data concerning the behavior and
frame of mind not of individual persons and groups, but of masses.";"7 and
n..it is necessary to learn to approach the masses especially patiently and
cautiously, in order to be able to understand the special features and ugique
psychological traits of each strata, profession, etc., of this mass;i"” and
n,..to live in the thicket of the worker's life, know it backwards and
forwards, and be able to determine flawlessly on any question, and at any
moment, the frame of mind of the mass and its true needs, desires and
thoughts, and be able to determine, without a shade of false idealization, the
degree of its consciousness and strength of the influence of given prejudices
and survivals from past ages, and be able to win the unlimited trust of the
mass by a comradely attitude toward it and attentive satisfaction of its
needs."

It would seem that in such a situation numerous research efforts into this
subject would have been made in Marxist philosophy and sociology, and
scrupulous study of all aspects of the existence and functioning of the
phenomenon of mass as a specific, independent subject of historical and social
action, not coinciding with social classes and other groups already known to
science. Unfortunately, for many objective and subjective reasons, this did
not take place. The brilliant example given by (A. Gramshi) in his
nTyuremnykh tetradyakh" received no appreciable continuation and development,
and since the 1930's this problem as specified was practically lost from sight
by Marxists, and ended up given over entirely to bourgeois social science.
Two decades later, confronted with the subject distorted past the point of
recognition in the mirror of numerous concepts of "mass society," many Marxist
researchers called the phenomenon of mass a "chimera," or ill-intentioned
ninvention" of bourgeois sociologists and political scientists, thus throwing
the baby out with the bath water. n,..The mass as a social phenomenon does




not exist," wrote, for example, (G. Gibsh) and (M. Forverg), authors of the
book, "An Introduction to Marxist Social Psychology," frequently published in
the GDR, and published in Moscow in 1972. "The concept of the mass as a
social phenomenon has no meaning, since it has no characteristics other than
transitory conditions introduced from without..."10 And this thesis, as is
known, was most widely circulated in Soviet literature in one or another of
its variants. It is true that beginning in the 1960's a gradual and
fundamental change in the situation began. Owing to the efforts of
G. G. Diligenskiy, A. K. Uledov, V. P. Iyerusalimskiy, the author of these
lines, employees at the Institute of the USA and Canada of the USSR Academy of
Sciences (Yu. A. Zamoshkin, E. Ya. Batalov, N. P. Popov), as well as other
Soviet philosophers, sociologists and historians, the purely critical analysis
of bourgeois theories of the masses and associated with the phenomenon of the
masses began to be supplemented with positive elaborations of the pr'oblein_E
especially in the sphere of examining mass behavior and mass consciousness.>-
However, the majority of researchers solved the tasks as before, without
referring to the key concept of "the mass," which led to a lack of clarity and
open contradictions in theoretical works.

As a result, the problem of defining the phenomenon of the mass remains a most
urgent task of modern social science. In this effort, as is easy to
understand from everything said above, everyone who ventures to approach a
solution must confront two kinds of difficulties. The first has, so to speak,
a subjective origin, related to the "stratifications in the literature," which
arose at various times and for various reasons -~ the numerous errors and
inaccuracies committed by researchers during their study of the subject; the
various distortions to Please open or more or less artfully camouflaged
ideological interests; and, finally the multiplicity of terminology used in
describing extremely distant phenomena and processes. By contrast, the other
kinds of difficulties are completely objective in nature. They are related to
the very nature, the very attributes of the phenomenon of the mass, and
consist of the fact that both this nature and these characteristics are in
fact very difficult to identify and describe, and are truly elusive from the
standpoint of strict definitions. The experience over several decades in the
theorfgical study of public opinion is a sufficiently vivid confirmation of
this.

Obviously, today the main concern of researchers must be to overcome the
second type of difficulties to the best of their abilities. And, of course,
in this effort the experience in analyzing this subject already accumulated in
Marxism must be most extensively taken into account, first of all the basic
results obtained by Marx, Engels and Lenin in their study of the processes
associated with massing, in the economic, political and other spheres of the
life of society. After all, the founders of Marxism-Leninism were the first
thinkers in the history of science who disclosed the underlying nature of
these processes, as well as who paid attention to the phenomenon of the
variety of their forms, which is extremely important in terms of its
theoretical and practical consequences. TIn addition to everything else, they
showed that a certain level of development of productive forces, coinciding
with the industrial revolution and the emergence of fundamentally new means of
labor -~ machines -- serves as the initial prerequisite and simultaneously the
main basis for the phenomenon of massing, which begins at the moment of
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formation of capitalism. They also showed that large-scale capitalist
production represents the initial historical form of strictly mass production,
and, finally, that these processes, which originated in the sphere of
economics, gradually spread to all other spheres of the 1ife of society --
politics, culture, etc., everywhere bringing to life a new subject of
historical and social action -~ the masses.

* # *

So, what strictly are these special types of human communities? What is their
specific nature? Where and how are the borders crossed which distinguish them
from "classical" groups?

As existing (foreign and Soviet) literature shows, the most widespread error
in analysis of the mass has been and is still the fact that traits which are
actually characteristic only of certain (separate, individual) types and kinds
of the phenomenon in which we are interested have been and continue to be
evaluated uncritically by researchers as being of general importance. It is
precisely to this sort of traits that the "chance" and "spontaneity" in which
the mass arises, as well as the "brevity" of its existence should be most
associated. It is completely obvious, however, that none of these can be
included in a general definition, since the majority, or, to put it more
carefully, a great number of types of masses arise as integrated formations,
in no way accidentally, but completely naturally, and not spontaneously, but,
to the contrary, as the result of purposeful efforts of corresponding social
institutions and organizations, and reveal undoubted stability in time
(frequently over decades). In this regard it is sufficient to cite merely the
large audiences of various means and channels of mass information. 1In
addition, the two latter named attributes do not distinguish the phenomenon of
the mass, since it is known that certain "classical" groups can certainly also
arise spontaneously and be unstable over time.

Reference to attributes which apply only to individual historical, most of all
typically capitalist, forms of existence of the masses should also be included
in this series of delusions. These include such attributes as the observation
that masses are invariably "dehumanized" communities, consisting of large
numbers of "atomized," depersonalized, "one-dimensional® (as per H. Marcuse)
individuals, etec. This same history has long demonstrated, and in tremendous
scale, numerous types of masses which are distinguished by qualitatively
different attributes, allowing for and even assuming the retention (within the
community) of autonomy and independence of the human "I."

Also for the same reasons, the impressiveness of its size, which is an
attribute of mass most frequently found in the literature, cannot figure in a
general definition. It goes without saying that many types of modern masses
contain a tremendous number of individuals, numbering in the thousands, tens
and hundreds of thousands, and millions. Moreover, in some experimental and
real situations it is namely this circumstance which is extremely important
from the point of view of understanding certain peculiarities of the
functioning of the mass. Just the same, the collective aspect clearly cannot
be taken into account when distinguishing the general characteristics of the
mass as a specific kind of social community. 1In the first place, this is




because "great numbers" in and of themselves are not at all a mandatory
characteristic of every mass. To the contrary, in principle, all other things
being equal (in modern societies), a mass may apparently be any number of
"units" higher than two. And in practice we meet every day completely "“room-
sized" variants, consisting of only a few people. In the second place, if
one, nevertheless, continues to insist on "great numbers," it is impossible
not to come to the conclusion that this concept is highly indefinite, as a
result of which it cannot be used in practice to identify many communities as
"mass" or "non-mass" (especially those which lie on the "border" between
clearly "large" and clearly "small").l3 Moreover, no matter what the
quantitative definition of a mass, it still cannot be considered in any way a
distinguishing trait in contrast to "classical" groupings, since, as is well
known, they also may be of any size (ranging from multi-million person nations
to a married couple) and, consequently, at times are smaller in size than any
types of masses, and on the other hand sometimes exceed them in size.

Finally, in enumerating various erroneous opinions about specific attributes
of a mass, it is also necessary to mention a number of purely transitory
traits which not only do not characterize a mass as such, but are not even
inherent to any one of its specific types. Two errors of this type seem
especially typical. The first, which is shared by several Soviet authors, is
the assertion that a mass ( as distinguished from a group or collective) is a
number of individuals not accomplishing any joint activity.l4 The second,
which is at the foundation of the majority of bourgeois impressions of a mass,
links it only to the "lower" strata of society ~- the common people,
representatives of the working classes, "rabble," etc., contrasting it to the
"upper" strata -- the so~called elite. In reality, neither opinion has any
relationship to the characteristics of a mass. The first because any mass,
being a real, natural community and not merely a group of individuals (in the
mathematical sense), presumes that the individuals belonging to it are united
by some real (if only short-term) social process, are accomplishing some
common activity, and are demonstrating some joint behavior. Moreover, the
phenomenon of a mass does not arise if such common, joint activity or similar
behavior is absent. The second because a most important attribute of masses
as products of massing processes which penetrate all spheres of the life of
society, besides those attributes already stated, is the fact that they may
arise and in practice do arise at all levels of the social hierarchy, without
exception, including (most often?) at various "intersections" of these levels.
In this, as in other things, Lebon was right: a "crowd" can be not only a
number of workers, but also a number of academics.

However, what traits of a mass truly are distinguishing and can give a general
definition of the phenomenon, as contrasted to various "elassical" groups? In
the book, "Mass Information in the Soviet Industrial City," where apparently
for the first time in our literature an attempt was made to answer this
Question, a total of four such traits were distinguished:

1) the statistical nature of the community, expressed in the fact that the
given community coincides with numerous discrete "units," which do not
represent any independent, integral formation as distinguished from the
clements which comprise it;




2) the stochastic (random) nature of the community, expressed in the fact
that the "entry" into the community of individuals is irregular and
"spontaneous" in nature, and is realized according to the formula, "perhaps,
or perhaps not," as a result of which such a community is always distinguished
by open, "eroded" borders, and an indefinite quantitative and qualitative
composition;

3) the situational nature of the existence of the community, expressed in the
fact that it forms and functions exclusively on the bagis of and within the
framework of some specific activity, and is impossible outside of this, as a
result of which it is always an unstable formation, changing from instance to
instance, and from one specific situation to anothery

I}) the expressed heterogeneity of the composition of the community, and its
openly extra-group (or inter-group) nature, expressed in the fact that in the
community the boundaries are "destroyed" between all existing social,
demographic, political, regional, educational, etc., groups existing in the
society. Correspondingly, in contradistinction to a mass, groups in this
monograph are understood as communities characterized by an organic nature;
definite and stable boundaries; an existence, independent of any specific
methods of activity; and an expressed homogeneity of composition.15

It seems that on the whole this solution can certainly be "taken as a basis,"
as they say. However, on the other hand, it is easy to detect that it still
requires certain explanations and clarifications concerning both insufficient
clarity of some important aspects, and obvious lack of understanding and
incompleteness of analysis, especially in establishing various "consequences"
of the enumerated traits.

Thus, regarding the first trait, it should apparently be especially mentioned
that it would be incorrect to interpret it in the sense that a mass is never
an integral formation. To the contrary, being a type of social community;
i.e., some objectively composed formation of people, it is known to have a
certain integrity. It is another matter that this integrity, in contrast to
group integrity, is completely bereft of attributes of an organic, systemic
formation (having independent qualities, not equal to the sum of the qualities
of the members of the community), and as such HAS NO STRUCTURE and is
characterized as being amorphous. The most that can be said regarding a mass
is about some orderliness of its members, for example spatial orderliness (as
in the case of an audience at a mass performance), nothingtnore.16 Besides
all this, this feature of a mass results directly from leveling (in one or
another respect) the status and attributes of the individuals involved in some
mass activity, and forming a corresponding mass on this basis.

In some explanations a second distinguishing trait of a mass is needed, which
establishes the stochastic, random nature of this type of social community.
First of all, it is incorrect to understand by this that a mass is an
accidental formation; i.e., one which originated without reason. It is
obvious that this cannot strictly be said even about the simplest type of mass
(a crowd) since for it to originate, on the one hand it is necessary to have
some external occasion, an "impetus," and on the other hand certain internal




characteristics, a particular "predisposition" of the individuals found in the
given community. Such types of masses as the peace movenment, audiences of
mass information media, ete., which invariably originate due to the presence
of certain preconditions and the action of many political, ideological,
technical, organizational, etec., factors, turn out to be even less accidental
in formation. Consequently, we must interpret this trait in an entirely
different, mathematical sense. Then that which is accidental in any mass will
be not its origin per se, but its specific "filling up," its specific
composition, both quantitative and qualitative; i.e., the inclusion in it of
particular separate individuals. Essentially, we are talking here about
typical probability, or, as the mathematicians now say, an indistinct set,
characterized by open, "eroded" borders.l7 and it is easy to see that this
feature of a mass is the natural expression and simultaneously the result of
such aspects of the processes of massing as the quantitative expansion of
social relations of individuals; strengthening the relative independence of
the latter from many of these relations; the arising of the phenomenon of
interchangeability of individuals in many communities; the strengthening of
their freedom from the point of view of "entrance" into certain communities
and "exit" from them, etc.

In this light is also seems possible to clarify the INDEFINITE NATURE of the
composition of a mass, and the "erosion" of its borders. It is completely
obvious that in some cases a mass can even be "closed;" i.e., characterized
entirely by a definite quantitative and qualitative composition. Many
spatially limited, "small," masses are of such types; for example, an audience
of a given specific motion picture showing which, of course, can not only be
"counted" (according to the number of tickets sold), but also "measured" with
respect to any (social, demographic, etc.) characteristics of those present
(with the aid of a special questionnaire). In addition, if we examine this
example, it is also entirely obvious that the audience changes from showing to
showing, and is accidentally filled up with various -~ each time different! -
individuals, as a result of which in prineiple it becomes an indefinite,
"pulsating" community from the standpoint of its quantitative and qualitative
makeup. Therefore, the system of a continuous, so-called "non~-stop" film
projection is a most prominent and adequate model of the existence of this
type of mass. 1In general it can be said that as soon as a particular mass is
already in existence it is bPossible in a number of cases to draw its
quantitative and qualitative boundaries; as soon as it has no longer formed,
we can judge about these and other things only with some degree of
probability.

The next distinguishing feature of a mass is the situation-dependency of its
formation and existence, which is most closely linked, as we saw, with the
INSTABILITY of this type of social community. In discussing this aspect of
the matter, it is important to stress that we are not saying that every mass
changes in time, or even less that it has a "short life span." The first of
these judgments, although it is correct, does not reflect its situational
nature at all, but the random nature of a mass. The second is simply
factually incorrect. Consequently, the instability of a mass should be
understood as nothing other than the rigid adherence of a particular type of
community to some specific, always strictly defined kind or method of activity
(behavior), and, moreover, the limitation of its existence exclusively by this
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framework. As such, any mass is a community which is purely relative, and
about which one cannot speak at all without having in mind some activity which
it is accomplishing. Thus, the readers of a newspaper represent a mass only
as long as they read the newspaper, and they in no way represent a community
without reference to that newspaper. ,

It is elear that from this point of view a mass differs fundamentally from
various types of groups. Of course the origin and existence of the latter are
also linked with particular types and methods of activity. However, in the
first place, the majority of groups, starting with social classes and ending
with the family, are formed on the basis not of one, but of numerous various
types of activity, as a result of which there arises an aspect of relative
independence of the group's existence from each of them separately. In the
second place, even in those instances when there is some single type of
activity at the basis of the formation of a group (for example, a work
brigade), the real existence of this group in no way disappears with the
accomplishment merely of this type of activity. The participation of the
group in many other social actions is presumed, as a minimum those which are
related to various interrelations between the group and various other groups.
Obviously, nothing of the sort happens with a mass. Being purely the function
of a definite (mass) activity, and a typical "ad hoc" community, it constantly
changes its name and appearance, turning out as one thing in one respect and
something entirely different in another.

Analyzing the attributes of the situational dependency of a mass brings forth
numerous important theoretical and practical problems, including concerning
the interrelations of a given type of social community and the individuals
within it. 1In general, as is known, this topic is extremely vast and has not
shared the attention of researchers, who from their first steps of examining a
mass determined that the "individual - mass" (or "individual =- individual"
Within a mass) relationship differs fundamentally from the "individual -
group" ("individual - individual" within a group) relationship. In describing
these differences, at various times and for various reasons there were
established, in particular, such special features of a mass community and of
the interaction of individuals, as a person's loss of individual traits; the
individual's lack of control over the situation; the susceptibility of
individuals to specific methods of influence, such as contagion, suggestion,
etec. To what extent in reality all these attributes are characteristic of all
masses and not only individual types and kinds is a big question, which
requires specialized, including experimental study. And it is not unique
within the framework of examining the "individual - mass" relationship. The
above mentioned situational nature of the origin of any mass, which is
expressed in the definite relativity of its existence, makes it possible to
see here a number of new aspects entirely bypassed in previous analysis. In
the first place these are such questions as: Is a mass characterized as a
social community by certain norms (similar to group norms)? Does an
individual feel himself to be a member of a mass (as he feels himself a member
of a group)? 1Is the position of an individual within a mass characterized by
some status? Does the individual here play any social roles?. Obviously,
examining these questions in the course of further analysis of the mass will
help shed light on many important aspects of the formation and functioning of
this type of social community.
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Now let us take up the latter of the above formulated distinguishing traits of
any mass ~- the expressed heterogeneity of its composition. At first glance
this trait is too "transparent" to require any explanations. However, as a
matter of fact it too has its "fine points." They are related mostly to the
fact that all types and kinds of large and small groups, without exception,
are also distinguished by definite (and at times very pronounced)
heterogeneity of composition, beginning with nations, which include persons
belonging to one nationality but to various social, demographic, political,
religious, regional, etc., groups, (or classes, which also include, along with
representatives of all these groups, persons of various nationalities), and
concluding with families, whose members differ from one another not only by
sex and age, but also frequently by social status, profession, education, etc.
On the other hand, any mass, as a real community, obviously also must be
characterized by a certain homogeneity ~-- by some traits common to all the
individuals in the mass, and which create the very possibility that such a
formation can arise. This means that in making this distinction between a
mass and a group, we cannot simply refer to the heterogeneity of the former
and the homogeneity of the latter, but must show the SPECIFIC NATURE OF THE
MANIFESTATION of these traits in each case.

This problem becomes especially acute because individual types of masses may
arise, and really do arise, not only at the intersection of various groups
which structure society according to one basis or another, but also within
these groups. This is why, when the concept of the "mass" is given a specific
meaning in Lenin's works; i.e., differing from the concepts of "class,"
"strata,"or "group," it is used in two ways. 1In the first it is applied to
communities which unite representatives of various social classes and strata
(in these cases Lenin speaks of the "laboring mass," "the exploited mass," the
"popular mass," the "mass of workers and peasants," etc.). In the second it
is applied to communities which include representatives of certain individual
social classes and strata (then he speaks of the "mass of workers," the "mass
of petty bourgeoisie," etec.)l :

In making a general assessment of this situation, it seems we can speak of
three main models of the origination (existence) of a mass: 1)super-societal
~-~ When the mass arises at the intersections of groups of a given community
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Models of the existence of a mass from the standpoint of its correlation
with groups which form community S on the basis of k

and other communities (for example, a given society and other societies); 2)
sub-societal -~ when the mass forms within a given community (society),
encompassing all or a portion of the groups found within it on one or another
basis; and 3) intra-group -- when the mass unites persons who are related to a
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single group, homogenous in a certain respect, which is discernible within the
community (society). The actual non-coincidence of these models is shown
graphically in the figure, where the shaded figures of the masses are
correlated with groups Kj» which form the structure of a certain commuaity S
on the basis of k. It is“clear that this situation also necessitates that the
boundary between a mass and a group be clarified with respect to their
ftheterogeneity - homogeneity."

Where do these boundaries actually run? From my point of view it is far from
easy to answer this question. I think, however, that the answer is not s0
much that any mass is more heterogenous than a group (as some groups may also
be extremely heterogenous formations according to a large number of traits),
as it is that a mass is always less homogenous than any group. The latter, as
we said, always accomplishes a large number of varied functions in the process
of its many-sided activity, and this assumes a high degree of homogeneity of
this type of social community -~ the presence of a great number of common
traits in the individuals which comprise it. For example, it is known that in
defining c¢lasses, Lenin linked the existence and functioning of these "large
groups of people" with such attributes as their place in the historically
defined system of social production, their relationship to the means of
production, their role in the social organization of labor, and, finally, the
methods of obtaining and size of that share of social wealth which they
possess.19 Similarly, nations are understood as large groups of people,
formed on the basis of their territorial, linguistic, economic, cultural and
spiritual community. And this, ia essence, is the case with any types and
kinds of groups whose main characteristic, as organic and system formations,
is (with all their heterogeneity) namely the many-sided homogeneity of their
composition.

A qualitatively different status distinguishes the existence of masses, which
are characterized, first of all, in the words of Marx and Engels, by the fact
that they "form extremely massive contrasts within and among themselves.“20
The formation of this type of social community, as was noted, is always linked
with some single, definite type of activity or method of behavior, and,
therefore, even the homogeneity of their composition is always necessarily
limited, from the standpoint of the tgalection® of traits which cause the
corresponding numbers of individuals to unite within them. It even appears
that we are talking most often here (in the final analysis) about homogeneity
only in one respect, namely with respect to the characteristics of
consciousness of the individuals comprising the mass.

In this connection it also seems possible to draw sufficiently strict
boundaries between masses and groups in the case of the existence of an intra-
group mass (3d model), in particular when explaining the phenomenon of the
"gorking mass," functioning within the working class (naturally assuming that
this term, in the context of a given analysis of social phenomena, is not used
as a direct synonym to the term "working class"). Obviously, the homogeneity
of such a mass, which is objectively distinguished (or separated out by
researchers) within a homogenous social group on some basis (for example, from
the standpoint of its frames of mind, positions and real behavior in the
economic or political struggle of the proletariat), is not so much that it is
"of the workers"; i. e., that it consists of representatives of one class
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(even less so in that the very differentiation of this comnunity underscores
its lack of coincidence with the other "parts," "sectors" and "masses" of the
class), as that it is a mass; i.e., it demonstrates a certain single method of
behavior and consciousness. An indication that this mass belongs to the
working class does not reveal its specifics (as other "workers masses" may
exist next to it), but serves merely as a method of outlining the boundaries
of this community with respect to its social composition. The specifics of a
given "workers mass" must be established in particular definitions, which note
the basis on which the corresponding community is distinguished. TIs this not
why in Lenin the concepts of the "working mass," "petty bourgeois mass", and
so forth, are accompanied, as a rule, by clarifications of the nature of the
mass, such as'Wevolutionaryﬁ'"reactionary," "undeveloped," "dissatisfied,"
"filled with resolve to act," etc.?

It is important to note that analysis of the attributes of homogeneity and
heterogeneity of the mass, in addition to other things, throws a vivid light
on the problem of the correlation of masses and classes, which bourgeois
social thought so hopelessly confused (or so openly falsified), claiming that
these communities in which we are interested would supposedly "replace®
classes. From everything set forth above is should be clear that, of course,
no masses =-- not arising within classes or forming at their intersection w-
are replacing these basic groups in the life of modern societies, or lessening
by one iota the primary importance of the social structure of the latter.
This is not happening because numerous masses are distinguished on
fundamentally different bases, and on a qualitatively different foundation
than are classes (and, by the way, then any other types of groups), and,
consequently, function not instead of them, but along with them. Moreover,
the very emphasis on the expressed social and other heterogeneity of masses
(as their specific attribute in comparison with "classical" groups) becomes
meaningful only under the condition that classes and other groups exist in
society not only within masses, but also (most of all!) in "pure," "unmixedn
form; i.e., before masses and independent from masses.

It is true that advocates of the thesis concerning the replacement of classes
by masses advance this "argument:" At the present stage of historical
development of human society, the very foundations of its structure are
changing, and in particular those attributes and characteristics of people's
vital activity which "earlier," even "yesterday," united them into classes and
other groups, are disappearing and losing their importance. However, this
"argument" does not stand up against any criticism. First of all, it is in
the sharpest obvious contradiction to the functioning of modern societies,
which, based on a tremendous number of facts, daily and in all spheres of
human activity without exception, confirm the relevance, importance and
significance of dividing people into classes and other traditional groups.
And on the other hand, it absolutely cannot be brought in line with
theoretical judgments about society as a systemic formation and an integrated
organism. The fact is that social, demographic, ethnic, regional and other
groups distinguished within a society on the bases of k, 1, py, t, etc., -~
based on the specifies of social comnunities of this type -- actually
structure society in particular respects, so that as a result of theirp
apportionment we always have S=K1+Kp+e.et#Kp, Or Sz=Lj+Lpo+e..tL,y oOP
S=P1+P2+...+Pn ete. In this regard, analysis of the various aspects of
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interaction of given components makes it possible to understand and
theoretically reproduce society as a unified whole, a system, and thereby
reveal the laws of its functioning and development. TIn contrast, masses, no
matter on what bases they originate, never represent structural components of
a broader whole. Such a role for them is completely excluded by the very
essence of masses as a special type of amorphous, unstructured social
community, characterized by an accidental, indefinite composition,
instability, and relativity of existence.

Obviously this thesis needs no proof when we speak about the first model for
the existence of masses (see figure), since in this case they always fall
outside the bounds of the social group, and include an aggregate of
individuals belonging not only to the society being examined, but also to some
other societies. However, even as applied to models two and three there is no
great problem in providing proof, since it is already clear from the drawing
that masses x, y and z, which are formed under these conditions within the
society on some basis and do not break up this society completely into a
number of elements which take up all of its "space," and that they are
definitely related to one another and dependent on one another.

Graphically speaking, masses are extra-structural "islands" within the group
structure of the social group, and, as E. Ya. Batalov noted aptly when

~describing types of mass consciousness, they are formations which are ngf

stable, but seem to "swim® within the composition of a broader whole.

Arising within the latter for some reason or another, they "divide" it into
mass proper and non-mass, sSo that as a result we always have S=X+X, or S5=Y+Y,
ete. The situation does not change even in those instances when, for some
reason "x" (for example, depending on the inclusion of the population in the
sphere of action of various press channels), we do not have one mass X
(readers of the newspaper in general), but many such masses (coinciding with
the readers of individual editions), since the formula S=Xj+Xo+...+Xp+X, is
formed here as well, where X will represent that portion of the population
which does not use these sources of information at all.?? yWith respect to
this, as empirical experience shows that some portions of masses X1, X and
Xn is invariably filled with the very same individuals; i.e., are intersecting
sets?3 (which, by definition, cannot be the case with groups, which are
distinguished according to any basis k!), so that instead of the equality

S=Xq +Xp+..Xp+X, in reality we will have the inequality SEX | +Xo+eestX +Xe

Thus, in contrast to other groups, masses in principle cannot form a social
whole. Therefore, to insist that modern soclety is "turning" from a ¢lass to
a "mass" society, and that it consists exclusively of masses, etc., means to
revive (consciously or unwittingly) an antiquated view of society as an
amorphous, unstructured formation -~ the same view which, as is known, social
science threw out long ago as absolutely unproductive and completely beraft of
any explanatory or heuristic force. Obviously such a regressive course of
thought is readily overcome in theory, if solving the problem of the
correlation of masses and classes is seen not within the framework of a
metaphysical "either - or" contraposition, but within the framework of a
dialectical examination of the conjunctive relationship, "and - and," with




necessary consideration for the qualitatively different roles in the vital
activity of the social group of the types of communities being compared:
Render unto God what is God's and unto Caesar what is Caesar's!

In this regard one must also note the confusion in solving this problem which
is present in the works of some of our authors. As has already been stated,
its extreme expression is the complete negation of the objective existence of
the phenomenon of the mass, and its evaluation as merely an ill-intentioned
"invention" of bourgeois sociology. It is clear that in these situations we
are confronted with the same metaphysical view of things from a position of
"either - or," although the proposed solution to the dilemma here is the
complete opposite of that on which bourgeois sociologists insist.

Another type of confusion arises in those instances, especially widespread of
late, when masses, although recognized as some kind of independent social
given, are interpreted in the terms of traditional group communities, and are
directly identified either with groups as a whole, in the first place wign
those same classes, or with certain (most often entirely undefined) "parts.M”
As a result of such an approach, one of the main specific attributes of masses
completely escapes the attention of researchers; that which is related to the
expressed heterogeneity of their composition, and their predominantly extra-
class (and completely extra-group) or intra-class (intra-group) nature.
Moreover, in these cases, as a result of their characteristic absence of
necessary definitions, each time it remains unclear what is the actual ecause
of such "duplication" of terminology, and why authors are not satisfied with
the traditional concept of "class," and resort to the additional concept of
Ymass."

At the same time, as everything said above about the specific nature of masses
indicates, such "duplication" of terminology is in fact necessary, since
masses, on the one hand, and groups (including classes) on the other,
objectively represent qualitatively different types of social communities,
which, not replacing one another and not coinciding with one another, exist in
modern societies along with one another. In my view, the start point for
truly solving the problem of correlating these communities boils down, namely,
Lo recognizing this "along with" (in the sense of "and - and"). It is another
matter that the problem is not limited to this statement. After all, masses
and classes do not function in society literally "along with" one another;
i.e., independent of one another, but to the contrary, are found in definite,
highly complex interrelationships and interactions. Therefore, analysis can
not stop with establishing the mere fact of their coexistence, but must be
taken farther, in the direction of revealing their various relationships and
dependencies.

What general definition of masses can be given, based on everything said about
them above? Obviously, the following: MASSES ARE SITUATIONALLY ARISING
(EXISTING) SOCIAL COMMUNITIES, RANDOM IN NATURE, HETEROGENOUS IN COMPOSITION
AND STATISTICAL IN THE FORMS OF THEIR EXPRESSION (FUNCTIONING). It can be
acknowledged in advance that this definition needs further improvement. At
the same time, with all of its shortcomings, it seems to accomplish fully its
main function -~ it makes it possible to draw reliable, precise boundaries
between masses and groups.
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As for the shortcomings which were mentioned, in my view they consist
primarily of two characteristics of the proposed defianition. The first is the
clearly incomplete logical analysis of its attributes from the standpoint of
establishing all possible relationships among them and revealing their
intersections, as well as the complete isomorphism of some of them (for
example, the discrete statistical character of a mass and its stochastic,
random nature). It is, of course, apparent that the disclosure of such
isomorphism makes the definition excessive and necessitates its replacement by
a simpler, more economical formula. The main problem, of course, is the
extremely general and abstract nature of the proposed definition. 1t
establishes the main attributes of any mass, of a mass as such, but doas not
contain any specifications for actual, really existing masses, which
fundamentally limits the possibility of its operative use in the analysis of
particular specific wmass phenomena and processes. To properly assess these
possibilities one must recall the virulent remark of Marx and Engels addressed
to (B. Bauer) and company: "That mass for which criticism is in order was
ngelf-created," as though a natural scientist, instead of speaking gbout
certain classes of plants and animals, contrasted "class in generalﬂ29 In
any case it is necessary, each time one embarks upon an analysis of actual,
real mass phenomena and processes, to nextend" the proposed formula to the
necessary number of more specific definitions, which establish individual
types and varieties of the genus "mass."

Solving this last task in principle, as it is easy to understand, can be
achieved with the use of numerous various thases for division.t First are
those related to such, for example, formal attributes of the aggregates of
individuals being examined, as thelr relative size, duration, spatial
orderliness, the presence of direct ties among individuals, the methods by
which they arose, the homogeneity or heterogeneity of their social (class)
composition, etec. Masses are objectively and sufficiently clearly
differentiated in accordance with these attributes (including on an empirical
level) into large and smallj stable (permanently functioning) and unstable
(impulse); grouped and non-grouped; in-contact and not in-contact (dispersed);
spontaneous (arising spontaneously) and organized (institutionally
engendered); and finally, consisting of representatives of a single class
(social stratum) and several different classes (strata) of society.
Obviously, taking into account all of these attributes, each specific mass can
be described formally according to certain meanings. For example, a crowd is
a small, unstable, grouped, in-contact, spontaneously arising, socially
heterogenous (or homogenous) mass; a television audience is a large, stable,
non-grouped, dispersed, partly organized, partly spontaneously arising,
socially heterogenous mass; etc.

Another way to make the concept of "the mass" more specific is related to
distinguishing the numerous substantive characteristics of the aggregates of
individuals being examined. In these must figure, first of all, those
attributes of masses which are manifested in various forms of mass behavior:
social direction (or "sign") of the masses' activity; intensiveness of this
activity; degree of its organization (in the sense of coordination,
consolidation); its outward expression; etc. Tt was precisely in this regard
that Lenin, as we know, differentiated masses as revolutionary, reactionary
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and apathetic; active, acting, struggling, passive, inactive, and "sleeping;"
cohesive, disciplined, independent, scattered, unorganized, and anarchic;
decisive and indecisive, etec., etc.

The next most important aspect of the substantive description of real masses
concerns their inner attributes, which are manifested in various historical
traits of the individual members of the mass, or more accurately, in the
various historical forms of interrelation and interaction among individuals
within the mass. These attributes are no 1longer based on particular
individual attributes of sSeparate masses, but on the fundamental social-
economic, social-political, sociocultural, etc., characteristics of various
types of societies in which corresponding types of communities originate and
function.

Thus, under conditions of modern capitalism, with its maximum forms of social,
political and spiritual alienation and extreme dehumanization of social
relations, an adequate method for the existence of the majority of types of
mass is their functioning as atomized communities, or (which is the same
thing) as numbers of atomized individuals. Described in terms of "abstracts,"
as Fromm did, or of "one-dimensional man," as Marcuse did, these individuals
are characterized by the loss (within the mass) of their individual
characteristics, their unique "I3" and in its place is found a standard,
unified selection of all kinds of attributes and qualities -- needs,
interests, knowledge, emotion, reactions, behaviors -- accompanied, on the one
hand, by an acute feeling of personal powerlessness and an inability to break
away from the vicious circle of "externally" dictated models of consciousness
and behavior, and, on the other hand, by an oppressive feeling of lack of
spirituality, groundlessness and "being alone in a crowd.” This is no longer
classical bourgeois individualism, based on freedom of thought, but
individualization and isclation of people, who are combined in a mass and
preoccupied with the concept of freedom.

Having in mind this type of association of individuals, Marx and Engels
defined it as "surrogate eollectivityﬂ'"illusoryﬂ'or "imaginary"
collectivity, which sets itself off a ainst all the individuals included
within it "as something independent."2 At the same time they spoke about
true, "real" collectivity, in which those individuals involved in it "acquire
freedom in their association and by means of it," placing "under their control
both the conditions of their existence and the conditions of existence of all
members of the society.27 It is namely this, according to the thinking of
Marx and Engels, which is the collectivity of the victorious "revolutionary
proletariat," which represents "such an association of individuals (of course
on the basis of by then already developed productive forces), which places
under their control the conditions for the free development and movement of
'individuals; conditions which previously were granted to the authorities which
they served and were opposed to separate individuals -- as a result of their
separation as individuals, and as a result of their unavoidable association
which was created by the division of labor and became, as a result of their
separation, a relationship which was foreign to them -- as something
independent "2 :

For the sake of accurate analysis it must be noted that these statements of
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the founders of Marxism referrved primarily to group-type social communities --
classes -- as well as to their separate tgpbunits," ian particular, as we now
would say, to labor collectives, functioning under conditions of an exploitive
society and after its destruction. However, without any doubt, they also have
a broader meaning and characterize various historical types of societies in
their entirety. It is no accident, you see, the Marx and Engels spoke not
merely about collectives as such, but namely about various types of
collectiveness. Consequently, their statements can also be related with
complete justification to those gecondary (with respect to classes and other
groups) social associations, such as numerous types of masses are in modern
societies. In any case, the attributes of imaginary collectivity established
by the classics are entirely relevant to the so-called atomized masses, and
are revealed without difficulty in them by many researchers, including some
who are extremely removed from Marxism.

On the other hand, the experience already acquired at present in analyzing
masses enables us to reach a firm conclusion regarding the existence in
today's world of a qualitatively different historical type of mass community,
which, in contrast to the atomized (using the terminology proposed by Marx and
Engels), could be called associative, or masses which consist of associated
individuals. The "independent," "disciplined," and "cohesive" mass defined by
Lenin relates to precisely this historical type. Its most important specific
attributes are that the individual here possesses a high degree of personal
freedom, both with respect to the very act of "entering" the mass and
nexiting" from it, and with respect to his behavior within the mass and the
nature of his relations with other individual members of the mass. Therefore,
he does not lose his "I," and distinguishes and becomes aware of himself
within the whole and of his ties with other individuals.

Finally, in concluding the discussion of possible ways to make the concept of
"the mass" specific, and of distinguishing particular types and varieties of
the communities being examined, it is still necessary to discuss one more
extremely important topic of analysis -- that related to considering the
numerous characteristics of mass conscliousness. It is well known that Lenin
attributed especially great importance to this aspect of analysis, demanding
that the frames of mind and needs of the masses, their opinions and
aspirations, particular features of their psychology and thinking, their
degree of consciousness, and extent of adherence to various prejudices be most
carefully studied at each stage and every moment of the development of
society. Accordingly, he distinguishes in his works, in various contexts,
masses which were "conscious" and tunconscious;" "ready for a revolutionary
burst" and "downtrodden;" "informed," nenlightened," "deceived" and
"jgnorant;" "openly expressing protest" and "mutej" etc., etc.

It goes without saying that some of these and similar characteristics secem to
"pepeat,” at the level of consciousness, objective (formal and substantive)
attributes of masses which we have alveady examined, '"mirroring" mass
communities in corresponding methods of existence and activity (behavior).
However, this concerns only some of the characteristics of mass consciousness.
Their other and larger part is not linked mautomatically" and unambiguously to
various kinds of objective manifestations, and, therefore, cannot be reduced
to them, but deserves independent examination. However this, understandably,
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is a subject for special research.
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GROWING ROLE OF WESTERN TRADE UNIONS IN ANTIWAR MOVEMENT
Moscow RABOCHIY KLASS I SOVREMENNYY MIR in Russian No 5, Sep-Oct 84 pp 86-98

[Article compiled from materials of various scientific associates, Institute
for the International Workers Movement, USSR Academy of Sciences: "The New
Stage of the Anti-War Movement and Trade Unions in Developed Capitalist
Countries"¥]

[Text] The dangerous development of events in the world is causing growing
alarm to the peoples of Europe and other regions of the world. Never before
in the post-war period has the international situation been so tense as it is
today.

Ignoring the will of the peoples, U. S. ruling circles have conducted an
unprecedented arms buildup and are continuing to deploy intermediate range
nuclear missiles in Western Europe. The U. S. Army forces in Europe have
deployed three batteries of Pershing-2 ballistic missiles on FRG territory and
are beginning to deploy a fourth. New detachments of land based cruise
missiles are being readied for deployment in Italy and Great Britain.

The NATO session which convened at the end of March 1984, dedicated to the
35th Anniversary of that military-political bloec, confirmed the U. S.
intention to conclude deployment of nuclear missiles in Western European
countries in accordance with the schedule worked out in NATO headquarters.
The actions taken by the U. S. and its NATO partners, aimed at placing a
nuclear missile foundation in Western Europe under Washington's adventuristic
policy, resulted in qualitative changes in the international situation and
created a fundamentally new situation in the world.

*ﬁaterial prepared by scientific associates of the section for the trade union
movement in developed capitalist countries, Institute for the International
Workers Movement, USSR Academy of Sciences. General section -- L. B. Moscvin,
section chief, doctor of economic sciences; Great Britain -- T. A. Shilina,
candidate of economic sciences; FRG -- S. V. Iviha and A. F. Khramtsov,
candidate of economic sciences; France -- M. V. Kargalova, candidate of
economic sciences; Italy -~ I. V. Nemenova, candidate of economic sciences;
Netherlands -- L. V. Mikhaylova, candidate of economic sciencesj U. S. --
M. I. Lapitskiy and V. S. Pisklov, candidates of economic sciences.
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It is characterized by:

~-- an attempt by the imperialist states headed by the U. S. to achieve
military superiority over the socialist countries; i.e., unilateral
destruction of strategic military parity, which led to a new spiral in the
arms race, this time at a still more dangerous levelj

~- a U. 8. desire to intensify the arms race, not only in areas which are
already developed, but also to open up important new spheres of military
competition, give scope for the action of various anti-missile weapons and
anti-satellite systems, and deploy ultra-new types of weapons designed to
strike targets on land, in the air, on the seas and in space, where Washington
believes the outcome of future wars will be decided;

~-~ a significant increase in the level of military opposition, not only
between the USSR and U. S., but also between all the countries of the
aggressive NATO bloc on one side, and the Warsaw Treaty Organization [WTO] on
the other, fraught with danger of the world sliding toward a nuclear
catastrophe;

~~ a legitimate desire on the part of the countries of the socialist community
to keep NATO from gaining nuclear superiority over them, and to prevent the
destruction of parity in nuclear capabilities on both sides;

~- intentional blocking by the U. S. of negotiations on nuclear arms
limitation and reduction, as well as the creation by Washington of obstacles
to negotiations on intermediate range and strategic nuclear weaponss

-- intensification not only of military, but also of political tension in the
world, as a result of the fact that the political radius of action of the new
American missiles in Western Europe turned out to be much greater than their
military radius;

-~ a halt to the dialogue between the USSR and U. S. and the destruction of
the entire fabric of negotiations between East and West.

All of this has led to destabilization of the situation, in no way limited to
Europe alone. A direct threat also arose to the states of the Mediterranean
Sea, the Middle East and North Africa. Washington may use the new American
missiles to carry out nuclear blackmail of developing countries which disagree
with U. S. policy. At this time the U. S. population has also become a
hostage to the unanticipated militaristic policy of the Reagan Administration.
The use of nuclear weapons, not only from American but also from European
territory, will unavoidably involve the U. S. in a large-scale war. Thus, a
fatal threat hung over the life of hundreds of millions of people on Earth,
and over everything created by nature and by the efforts of many generations
of working people.

However, the greater the threat of a devastating nuclear war that U. S.
imperialism creates, the more active the struggle of progressive forces
becomes to preserve mankind, as is indicated by the work of millions of
participants in the anti-missile movement.
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Analysis of the antiwar movement in the 1980's makes it possible to conclude
that, after the start of deployment of Pershing-2 and cruise missiles in
Western Europe, and the attendant sharp increase in international tension, a
new stage began in the struggle to prevent thermonuclear catastrophe. One of
its most characteristic features is the advance to a vanguard position in the
antiwar movement of the most active creative force of modern mankind -~ the
working class and its mass organizations. This article examines the activity
of trade unions in the Western European countries and the U. S. in the antiwar
movement at the end of 1983 and during the first half of 1984.

It is well known that the most progressive forces of the working class were
always an active factor in the antiwar movement. At the same time, in a
number of developed capitalist countries, the participation of the organized
labor movement in the antiwar struggle in recent years was inadequate to its
increased role in social-economic and political life, and frequently did not
meet the requirements of the actual situation which had taken shape in a given
country or in the international arena. Many trade unions underestimated the
antiwar movement and did not take active part in it. Rarely serving as
initiators of major antiwar acts, they more often brought up the question of
their participation or non-participation in the statements of other segments
of the antiwar movement. For example, the Italian united federation of trade
unions did not take part in the great 500,000 strong peace demonstration in
Rome on 22 October 1983; i.e., on the day designated trade union day in the
struggle for peace and incorporated within the week of UN actions for
disarmament.

The rather passive positions in the antiwar movement taken until recently by a
number of trade unions in the developed capitalist countries were somewhat
related to the widely held opinion in trade union circles that problems of war
and peace and foreign political activity were the business of governments and
political parties, and that the main task of trade unions was to defend the
social and economic interests of the working people. And the sharp
confrontation between the trade unions and capitalists on social-economic and
internal political problems, under the deepening general crisis of capitalism,
frequently pushed questions of war and peace onto the back burner.

The relationship of the trade unions in the developed capitalist countries to
the political parties, both those in power and the opposition parties, has a
serious impact on their foreign policy activity. In France the largest trade
union association in the country, the General Conference of Labor [VKTI;,
after the victory of leftist forces in the elections of 1981, for some time
tried not to strain relations with the governing socialist party, although the
VKT did not approve of its attitude toward the deployment of American missiles
on the territory of a number of Western European Countries.

When the decision on "rearmament" was made under pressure from Washington at
the December 1979 Brussels session of the NATO Council, it, as is known,
received support from a number of social democratic parties, including the
SDPG [Social Democratic Party of Germany] and the social democratic party in
Denmark. This position to some extent restrained the development of anti-
missile statements by those trade union associations, which are closely linked
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with these parties.

Striving to create favorable conditions for conducting a policy of military
pressure and adventures, the monopolized mass media developed naked propaganda
about the military threat supposedly emanating from the countries of the
socialist community. The imperialist propaganda machine is aimed at confusing
the participants in the antiwar movement, sowing dissidence and distrust in
their ranks, and inculcating chauvinistic views and a feeling of hatred and
enmity toward other peoples in the consciousness of the masses. False
assertions about Soviet military superiority and equal responsibility of the
USSR and U. S. for aggravating international tension are disseminated. This
also had a certain influence on the attitude of some trade unions toward the
antiwar movement.

Moreover, as (Y. Ensen), chairman of the Communist Party of Denmark,
emphasizes, under the influence of massive bourgeois propaganda, many believed
that modern weapons of mass destruction are so terrible that war is
automatically prevented.

As for the right-wing leaders of the AFL-CIO, for whom ardent anti-communism
and anti-sovietism have been characteristic for many years, their credo is
cooperation with the ruling classes on the main questions of foreign policy.
This has decisive influence on defining their international activity.
Moreover, the position of the right-wing AFL-CIO leadership on problems of war
and peace reflects a paradox frequently seen in history; i.e., that the
servants of the bourgeoisie sometimes conduct a more reactionary policy than
do the realistic representatives of the bourgeoisie itself.

The opinion, rather widespread until recently in worker and trade union
circles, that the arms race and related huge expenditures for military
requirements supposedly contribute to maintaining employment at the necessary
level and provide a higher standard of living to millions engaged in military
sectors, had a definite influence on the attitude of trade unions in the
developed capitalist countries.

In recent years, significant strides have taken place in the attitudes of many
trade unions in the developed capitalist countries toward the antiwar struggle
and toward all foreign policy activity. What are the main objective and
subjective factors which predetermined the increased role of professional
labor organizations and stepped up their activity in the antiwar movement?

They include first of all the recognition by millions of working people of the
fatal consequences of a thermonuclear conflict for mankind. After the
deployment of American first strike missiles on the territories of the FRG,
Great Britain and Italy, which began at the end of 1983, a sharp polarization
of political forces took place in the capitalist countries. The burgeoning
anti-missile struggle reached a scale unprecedented in these countries. It is
distinguished by its broad scale, by the tremendous spectrum of social forces
participating which represent the most varied ideological and political
directions and world outlooks, by its growing militance, and by its adamance,
and in many instances the uncompromising nature of its actions. The
participation in anti-missile meetings, demonstrations, marches and other
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forms of mass protest by the working class and the broadest popular masses,
including many trade union members, could not help but reflect on the attitude
of the professional labor organization toward the antiwar movement.

In characterizing the significance of the great Spanish peace demonstration
against the participation of the country in NATO and for the removal of
American military bases from its territory and a halt to the arms race, which
took place in early June 1984, (Marselino Camacho), general secretary of the
Workers Committees, stated: "Although the members of our trade union
association undoubtedly comprise a substantial portion of the demonstrators,
as they do the fighters for peace in general, it is just the same a part of
the general movement of the Spanish people against war. Today's demonstration
shows that all strata of Spanish society are united around the working class
in the struggle for peace, and this gives it special strength and scope."

The steady expansion of the social base of the antiwar movement, due to the
working class and the broad working masses, made it objectively necessary to
increase the organizational activity not only of the parties of the working
class, but also of its mass organizations, the trade unions themselves.
(A. Krazyuki), VKT general secretary, stated: "We, as a responsible trade
union forece, will continue to struggle so that France will stand in the ranks
of those nations which are striving to eliminate seats of tension in the
world, and so that she will take part in initiatives which demand the
preservation of peace."

The heightened antiwar activity of trade unions in the developed capitalist
countries contributed to the recognition by the trade union masses of the fact
that at present:

—- the real threat to life itself on Earth and to the destruction of
ecivilization has grown immeasurably;

-~ freeing mankind from the danger of nuclear war is the most important
prerequisite for achieving all the other objectives and requirements of the
working class and the broad masses of workers; i.e., that the struggle for
peace and the struggle for social progress, in the interests of the working
people, are most closely related;

--~ not a single global problem facing mankind -- natural resources, energy,
food, ecology -- can be 