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RU's Errors: "Leftism"

In 197k ,discussions, articles, and forums in the new fommunist move-
ment have devoted a lot of attention to the errors of two organizations:
CL and RU.

Although CL for a time had a certain predominance in party-building
when a number of organizations Jjoined the CL-dominated Continuations Com-
mittee, their dogmatic, idealist, ultra-"Left" line has been rapidly ex-
posed, the m;jority of the forces that joined the Continuations Committee
withdrew or were expelled, and CL and its remainingz allies have been able
to form only another sect: the "Communist Labor Party: USHA." Struggle
against the line of the CLP must continue,(jﬁiafkbis is widely recognized
in the rest of the new communist movement (OL, Guardian, BiC, PRRWO, ATM,
other groups, and RU). There is considerable agreement on what the errors
of CL are and that CL is "Left" opportunist, ultra-"Left."

There is no such agreement on the errors of the RU.

WC, PRED, ATH, those who publish Workers Viewpoint, and others

characterize RU as Right opportunist, Economist. The OL describes RU
as ultba-"Left." The OL is the only major organization to put forward

this view. (The small but influential Guardian appears to follow this
position as well, however.) Their view should be given careful consider-h] éypgvé>2ni
ation, though, both because of their relative size and because, unlike Ci¢‘%}(‘““

BIC, PRRWOs and others, OL had no illusions about the 'democracy' of the { ethu5£e

Continuations Committee or the line of CL and did not join the Continua- 2
z
tions Committee. g

(Whatever TIC or other groups may say about the "I told you so crowd,"

entering the CC as an organization to try to achieve unity with CL and its

close allies was a mistake, and OL deserves credit for having sufficient

N

ideological clarity to stay clear of the CC.)



(//* Deciding whether RU's line has been and is basically Rightist or
'

'Leftist" is important to the development of the new communist movement. (
' . Y wobh Ltpll
If RU!'s line has been Rirhtist, then probably OL has strong Right ten- ne P Jﬁiﬁh
)\’054"'
dencies and Rightism is the main danger in the developing cormunisi move- {

ment. If RU's line has been ultra-"Left," then probably BC, PRRWO, ATH
and others have some ultra-"Left" tendencies, and "Leftism" is the prin-
cipal danger.
'J}»]SQ P
If agreement can be reached on the nature of RU's errors, then there &4 ‘
is a good chance for unity among the groups mentioned and a great step
toward the building of a new ¢ ommunist party will have been taken.
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If disagreement on RU and the main danger continues, then our move- . {3Uﬂ‘
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ment will remain fragmented at a time of increasing crisis for monopoly A-bﬂlayn#ﬁ

capital, and we will be unable to make much use of the opportunity to Ll‘o thV
o 125

make or deepen our connections with the proletariat and other working aré

\«exd ‘ ﬂlw\/\

people as they begin to respond to the attacks of capital on them. \LHJCS{I

The problem of characterizing RU correctly. is complicated by the fact
that both sides (OL-Guardian on the one hand, BYC-ATV,PRRYO on the other)
note RU has made both "Left" and Right errors. But OL's view is that RU
has been basically ultra-"Left" and sometimes openly Right, while BWC-
PRAWO-ATH say that RU's basically Rightist, tailist line sometimes ac-
quires a "Left" cover.

For example, vhen RU privately pushed party building in the National
Ligison Committee and decided to “smash or absorb" IWK, was this "simply"
"an unprincipled method of party building . . . that amounied to bourgeois

politicking" (as Workers Viewpoint describes it in Vol. I, MNo. 2, p. 17)?

Was it sectarian activity from a Rightist perspective, Right sectarianism?

(Sectarianism is usually associated with "Left" errors.) Or was it an ex-



ample of RU's ultra-"Left" practice on party-building?

(I think the latter view is correct, but that on this question in
particular OL's view of the RU doesn't taken into account the increasing
emergence of "Left" tendencies in the RU. This will be taken up again
shortly.)

That_RU, or any of the new organizations, should make both Right and
"Left" mistakes shouldn't surprise us. As three ex-RUers put it in a re-
cent paper ("Cpitical Remarks About the Revolutionary Union"), "most of
us are inexperienced enough that it's difficult to avoid making right as
well as left mistakes."

But it's not just a question of experience. As already mentioned,

Liu Shao-chi is said to have struggled desperately against Chairman Mao's
line from positions that were sometimes ".eft" in form but Right in essence
and som=times openly Richt.

This raises the question, for example, of whether, as RU becomes iso-
lated from the rest of the communist movement, RU's increasing"militancy"
(its"visit"to the offices of the Cuardian, its physical attacks on members
of other groups) and its increasingly shrill sectarian language (BWC-BRRYO-
are "Bundist," OL is now "scum") are again a "Left" flip-flop or cover for
its essentially Rightist position or, on the other hand, good examples of
RU's essential ultra-"Left" line which is now becoming more and more exposed
in RU's practice.

" How are we to decide?

A5 YU Fan points out in Peking-Review, "There are objective standards

and class criteria for judging what is Left, what is ultra-"Left" and what

is Ripght deviation." (Peking Review, No+L2,—p-11; Octi 18,197h)




Lenin wrote his pamphlet 'The Infantile Disease of "Left-
ism",! Yhy did Lenin write just this pamphlet? Because
the danger of leftism at that time was the most serious
menaoce. I am certain that if Lenin were alive, he would
now have written a pamphlet on 'The Senile Disease of
Rightism,' for now, during the period of tranquility,
when the illusions of compromise should be on the rise,
the danger of rightism is the most serious menace."

(The Party of Labor of Albania in Battle 'ith Modern
Revisionism, pages 353-5L)

As this quote from Stalin sugzests, if the workers' movement has been and
is in a period of tranquility, then the main danger is probably rightism.
If the workers' movement is on the rise, then the main danger is probably
leftism. But not just the woskers' movement is involved. "Revolutionary
illnsions" arise when the béurgeoisie is in trouble, when all or most
sectors of society are in ferment.

If we apply these criteria to the U.S., it is clear that the workers'
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movement is now on the rise and has been for at least two years. Some might

say the ferment among workers goes back to 1970 when economic problems be-
came sharver. The society as a whole has been "troubled" and many sectors
in ferment since the mid-60's, largely on account of the Vietnam war. How-
ever we might evaluate the years‘before 1972, since that time the workers!
movement and the communist movement have been developing at an increased
pace, and based on what Stalin says here, Leftism may be the main danger
in the new c ommunist movement.

Here, too, on the question of recent communist history, there is dis-

agreement between, for example, OL and Workers Viewpoint.

OL's views are set forth in their pamphlet, "Party Building in the
U.S.," Part Two, "The Struggzle Against Ultra-'Leftism.'" In very brief

form OL traces the devel opment of the Provisbonal Organizing Committee
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and the Progressive Labor Party after the consolidation of revisionism

in the CPUSA.following the Twentieth Party Congress of the CPqun 1956.

OL says, in part:

The past dacade has witnessed the failure of every group
(up until now) which broke organizationally from the
richtism of the CPUSA to keep away the influences of "ul-
tra-leftism." These groups include the Provisional Or-
ganizing Committee (POC) whichsplit from the CP in the

late '50's and the Progressive Labor Party (PLP) which
bezan in the early '60's. . .

+ + » both POC and PLP failed to establish strong ties

to the mass movement of the workers and minorities. Both
soon liquidated the national question and under the guise
of fighting the "class struggle" launched an attack on
the movement for the national rights of the Black, Chi=-
cano and Puerto Rican peoples. Finally, both failed to
merge with the developing international movement led oy
the Communist parties of China and Albania and instead
dropped their Maoist disguises and attacked lMao Tsetung

and China for supposedly "abandoning the revolution" and
"sedling out."

OL then goes into the class basis--largely petty-bourgeois ex-

T

students and intellectuals-~-of the movement in the late 60's and of the s

new communist movement. (Although OL doesn't discuss RU here, it is
widely knovm, and RU sometimes admits, the greaf majority of its members
are of the petty-bourgeoisie, in particular white "middle class" ex-
students and s tudents.) This is followed by Stalin's description of
the class basis of "anarchist, semi-anarchist, and 'ultra-left! groups";

namely, "newcomers from non-proletarian ¢ lasses~-from the peasantry, the

petty bourgeoisie, or the intelligentsia,"

Yorkers Viewpoint, on the other hand, says:

« » + in our opinion, to understand our state of develop-
ment and to chart our future course, an analysis still has
to be made of the history of the CP, including after they
turned revisionist, the role of the POC, PLP and other ten-
dencies, and the reasons they failed, the social basis for
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their deviations, and their relation to t he mass movement,
ete, 'ithout these sum-ups, the movement is without a
compass and cannot gain its bearlngs in the stormy seas.
(Vorkers Viewpoint, Vol. 1, Mo. 2, p. 26)

YV then contradicts itself by stating that "One thing revealed by the L l

failures of the POC and the PLP is the serious theoretical weakness of d{ 4’ ’#.pc
B Y

the U.S. comnunist movement." Since opportunist lines are characterized Abag\

)
by a breach between theory and practice, how, short of the analysis WV hzvc

says has yet to be made, can WV ;oﬁciude that POC and PLP suffered mainlyé
from thegrétical weakness? (WV doesn't use the word “mainly" here but l
this is the thrust of their analysis on this point and throughout the
article.)

WV does have a point, though. A more complete analysis of POC and
PLP does need 1o be published, as well as an account of the-decline of
the CPUSA in the pos£4%42 period and an analysis of ddvelopments on the
Left in the middle and late 60's.,

“hile OL makes a pood case in its brief account (and I think OL's

perspective on POC, PL, and the danger of "Leftism" in the newcommunist ;

5 "
movement is basically correct), its pamphlet essentially presents con- /T1 J
v )L’)
clusions, and doesn't provide an extended analysis on these subjects from no & v
. PN ZF J
vhich others could draw their own conclusions. Vhile OL may have the cor- J)YD P“ .
+ o

rect position, here, as on other questions, it has not published very much —
to substantiate those positions. OL has in fact slighted somewhat the
importance of theory in this period of dur movement.

But this should be seen in the context of OL!'s trying to avoid isola-
tion from the working class and other "Left" deviation$: it sees in our

recent history. OL has been successful and has avoided the gross errors



-~

of CL and RU, both of which have seemingly devoted more attention to
theory: CL in Proletariat and by repeated pbblic stress on theory and
RU in all those wasted columns 6f Red ?agers; OL has avoided serious
errors by realizing the unity of theory and vractice and that theory is
based on practice and can be develored, generally speaking, only out of
the problems posed by practice, as Lenin noted in "What the 'Friends of
the People' Are." 3Still, on subjects like the restoration of capitalism
in the Soviet Union, one of the pillars of Marxism-Leninism-4ao Tse Tung
thought, OL has relied on articles from the Chinese press while even
RU~-that belittler of theory--has put together the most helpful theoreti-
cal docﬁment on the subject to come out of our movement.

This matter has been gone into at such length because it represents
a major difference between OL-Guardian on the one hand and BJ/C-ATM-~PRRVO
on the other, while bearing on the class basis of the RU and the condi-
tions under which RU and the other organizations have begun. TO sum up
the main points on these two subjects: both the petty-bourgeois class

base of RU and other groups and the historical conditions under which

the new communist movement is developing--a period of rising workers? struggle

and a period in which the revisionism of the CPUSA is trying to be over-
come--suggest that ultra-"Leftism" may be the main danger in the new com~

munist movement,
Or, 2s OL sums it up:

However, while modern revisionism, or right opportunism, is
the main ideological enemy which confronts the world revo-
lutiobary movement, within the newly emerging communist move-
ment here the main danger is "leftism" and sectarianism.
Without a staunch struggle against sectarianism, dogmatism
and ultra-"leftism" in general, all the cries for a new

party won't mean a thing. ('Party Building in the U.S." p. 11)



Characterization of RU's Line

In general, I believe the view of RU's line as ultra-"Left" given
in the September, October, and November issues of the Call is correct.
Their arguments about the RU will not be repeated in detail here, but
they will be summed up.

The main difference I have with OL's account of RU's line is that
I think OL neglects the former openly Rizht aspects of RU's line and ka( “[ma“ 7
oractice, especially on the -question of party-building. I think the
last two years, especially the last few months, show not only an ex-
posure of RU's line as being essentially ultra-"Left," but that RU has
increasingly taken ultra-"Left" positions and its practice has been
increasingly ultra-"Left." (While OL cadre may agree with these latter
views, they have not been expressed explicitly in the pages of the QillJ

This opinion--about RU's becoming more "Left"-- is shared by at
least one of the three ex-RUers, a founding member of the RU, who wrote
"Critical Remarks About the Revolutionary Union." However, that article
also doesn't make this point explicitly, though it does sum up RU's mis-

takes as "left subjectivity or left sectarianism.®

The RU's ultra-"Leftism" has been revealed most openly and consis-
tnetly on the questions of trade union work, the women's movement, and
the national question. RU's line on party-building is now ultra-"Left," T
but in my opinion the dominant aspect of this line was for some time an
opeﬁly Right error. On a fifth matter, the United Front Against Imperial-
ism, RU has recently displayed signs of the ultra-"Leftism" that are gen-

erally characteristic of its entire line,
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On the Trade Unions

In RU's analysis of the labor movement, the trade unions are now ‘.L“
reactionary organizations, the union leaders are completely sold out, "L "
agents of the bourge0151e, so communists must rely totally on the rank v v
and file.

This analysis leads the RU to the policies of “jamming the unions," !

attacking reform leaders with progressive aspects like Arnold HMiller of

I~

—

the UMY, and building separate support committees, as with the ;IFW.
o7

P v
But, since RU also views the working class as backward as unable

e

ls s ) —
to grasp ! iarx15n-Len1n15m--thouvh RU would never come out and say this--

“,II 7

i bofb,\k'}a
' and views its own cadre as the only reliable revolutionary force, this

"b §?®C£UQJS

leads the RU to try to build separate, "pure" workers organizations like

RU wow dsas
It also causes

h!uj W gt
/

Vit MIWM (May First Workers Movement) which they can control.
~£ O La CXd

them, generally, to participate in rank-and-file newssheets only when they
can control the contents.

] \

Amid all this‘left sectarianism, there is a Rightist aspect: RU hoT hecese
o " »
(1'»(/( /C’ ZC ’

withholds Marxism~Leninism from the advanced workers and from the working

.
class as a whole, Its "anti-imperialist workers .papers" like the Bay Area vr
Worker rarely go beyond anti-imperialism to questions of socialism and

communism (China under the dictatorship of the proletariat for example)

and focus instead on "linking up" struggles. f
. /eedt ] Tl/o
Their "wingle spark" method, revising Mao Tse-tung, is designed to !‘
) PC‘/ L(‘t‘/J l
"1link up" struggles, to broaden the political consciousness of workers in SYwA
an anti-imperialist way. This also has the s ame Right aspect--withhdlding
\
v%au PRI%

Harxism-Leninism fromthe working class--but it is part of RU'!'s "I amthe

) Cm{pé 6?.

Center" left sectarian mentality:
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Without actually cetting deeply involved in the local struggles
of workers, as at Farah, RU piggybacks on the great battles of workers
like the Farah strikers, builds student-based independent support com-
mittees, and then wantsto take much of the credit for the victories of
the workers. But this is "Left" opportunism, parasitism, Trotskyist
activity.

There is another "Left" error not-so-hidden in RU's analysis:

they stress over and over that in the U.S. there is a single multi- X N&T du ien@dia
national working class. This insistence leads them to errors in many

areass. On this question they formulate slogans like "A United Working

Class Can Never Be Defeated" and in practice don't raise any demands--

such as preferential hiring or special seniority rights for national

minorities--which they feel would "divide the class." The same applies G | 'l'

fxan) 2 Ju2fe
to the struggles of women to gain entrance to better-paying jobs, jobs Foiwe 0t /C

.{ .’i;v-’-_":-fm':;‘-ﬂ;
outside the service industries. Supporting special seniority rights for =~ o
lﬂ Maves ?/ l ff_f
women would "divide the class." RU overlooks the "special® oppression <tfTle Lo
- )
2 gl
¢ : g . : : : / PSR
of minorities and women which has brought about the situation in which dowa. re ol

\
I

’
Ll
'L:x::{rjr' ceplie L

proposals favoring them have to be acted on.
In the last two years RU has come down on a slogan it once put for-
ward, "Black Workers Take the Lead," a descriptive slogan used also at
times by BWC and OL. RU claims that BYC and OL mean this slogan as a
principle, that Black workers should always take the lead. This is
nothing but RU's usual sophistry and reduction of the opronent'!s posi-
tion to what RU conceives of as its "logical" conclusion. But in fact

RU objects to the slogan, even as descriptive, on the grounds that it
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tends to divide the working class.

The effects of RU's analysis and slogans in practice have been to
isolate RU from working people. In seven years of trying, RU has managed
to recruit very few working class people and is still overwhelmingly
of petty-bourgeois class composition.

RU's line on the reform movement leaders and on the character of the
unions brings them to dual unionism,in effect. They feel workers will
desert the unions in future »years. These views drive the masses of
workers into the arms of the labor bureaucrats;hxi)solate RU (and, t hrough
R's bad example, other forces identified by workers as "communist").

RU's line on the single multi-national working class (there is only
one but RU ovdr-emphaéizes its present unity) isolates them from national
minority workers and also from progressive working women.

Overall, RU's line is heading toward Trotskyism on the trade union
question as it strips the single working class of its allies, skips the
stage of fighting for oppressed sections of the working class, and leaves
the labor movement under the control of the labor aristocrats, all the
while overestimating the current unity of the working class and idealisti-

cally pitting the working class, heroic and .alone, against the bourgeoisie.

On the 'fomen's lovement
~

RU says somewhere in Red Papers 123 that the woman question is es-

sentially a proletarian question. In a sense it is, but what RU means
is that there is, to repeat, only one working class in the U.S. Anything
that divides the class, interferes with its unity, is wrong.

Hence, the Equal Rights Amendment is not progressive on the face of
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it, for RU, because men will see its passage as an attack on them.

RU argues that the ERA will mean protective labof legislation
will be wiped off the books and both men and women will suffer. How-
ever, the states have bheen doing that anyway, as in Illinois and Cali-
fornia, without the ERA, under Title VII.

The correct position is to fight for the ERA and for protective
legislation, for the ZRA will be a great step.forward in getting women
into the basic industries where they will be in a position to fight for
protective labor legislation. To be against the ERA is totry to skip
stages and be against the only real opportunity there now is toget women
in positions near or at the point of production where they will be able
to exert some real leverage on society.

RU also says that the ERA will benefit mainly "middle-class" women.
Certainly it will benefit them, but the interest of communists is primar-
ily to aid the struggle of working class women, and the FRA will greatly
benefit them (whether more or less than "middle-class" women isn't really
the issue).

RU does support certain women's demands: for day care, the right to
abortion, equal work at home by men, free birth control, etc. (Some of
these are, or should be, demands of men also, but they are given in this

form in Red Papers 123, p. 47)

Overall, RU's meager work for the rights of women and RU's line,
especially on the ERA, will fail.to win them the support of women of all

classes, especially working women, theugh—theirlukewerm-stands—mey ~ -
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As on the question of trade unions, RU's analysis skips a necessary
stage (ERA, entry of women into the proletariat, for example) and tries
to build an imaginary unity between working class women and the rest of e

working class,

On the Afro-American National Question

By now, RU's views on the national question as it relates to Afro-
Americans are well-known, and notorious. RU claims Black people in the
U.S. form a "nation of a new type."

To use RU's style of argument, RU would have been better off saying
a "notion of a new type," for their analysis throws out Stalin's criteria
for a nation and liquidates the national question, saying that the righg
to self-determination is not at the heart of the B lack national question.

RU holds that this "nation of a new type" is "proletarian." In their
agitation they discount--attack--the classes and strata other than Black
workers, which has the effect of depriving the Black proletariat of its
allies in the Black United Front. This line would make it impossible for
Black communists to win over these numerically small but influential and
relatively powerful strategic and tactical Black allies.

RU holds that this "nation of a new type" is in a "third period® of
the national question, a period in which the question is once again an
"internal" one; that is, one internal to the U.S. As is well pointed out
in the November géll, this position would cut off the Black movement from
the international movement of the Third World and fails to see the driving

force against colonialism and imperialism that the struggle of Black people
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in the U.S. has been and is, a fact Mao Tse-tung made a point of in his
1968 statement on the Afro-American struggle.

RU holds that this "nation of a new type" is "dispersed." This
throws out Stalin's criteria for a nation by claiming that a2 nation need
not have a specific territory--the nation is supposedly vherevér the
people are, If put into effect, this line, as the Czll also points out,
would strengthen the Black bourgeois forces who put forward the idea of
"community control" under"Black capitalism.®

But, though RU often writes the formula, "nation of a new type,"
in practice RU acts as though Blacks are a national minority, part of
the single multi-national working class. Though 3lack people suffer "dual"
oppression, as Blacks and as workers, according to the RU, their mewber-
ship in the one working class means that RU doesn't even consistently raise
the call for the democratic rights for Black people.

This has been most flagrantly demonstrated in the Boston bussing
situation, where RU's white chauvinist line has had them failing to tak,
up the struggle for equal rights of Black people, siding with t he forces
physically attackéng Black people, and objectively and in the flesh marching
with the Ku Klux Klan. To defend Black people and their rights would "divide
the working class"!

RU's line deprives Afro-American people of their allies--progressive
whites--and strengthens the hand of Black bourgeois forces and also of the
CPUSA, which has come out "smelling like roses" in Boston, according to
one observer. Furthermore, it discredits communists by RU's.despicable
unity with white racists.

Overall, RU's analysis skips stapges on the Afro-American national ques-

tion, claiming national oppression has been transformed and the basis of
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natiohhood in the 3lack Belt South destroyed by the development of
capitalism. Since the basis of natiohhood has been destroyed in the
South, the nation is everywhere and self-determination is not the heart
of the question. But then, the fight for democratic rights of the
“nation of a new type" is not at the hsart of the question either, be-
cause it "divides the class." RU liquidates the national question.

Other aspects of this are that RU idealistically paints a picture
of Black-white working class unity, overlooking the white chauvinism
and racism that form a significant part of attitudes of the new com-
munist movement and of white people in the U.S. Blinded by its owm
white chauvinism, RU goes on to charge that ﬂgz::;Jnationalism“ is
"the main danger" in the develoving communist movenment.

In practice, RU's line isolates itself from national minorities,
deprives minorities of allies among the Anglo people, and deprives the
minority proletariat of its allies among other minority classes.

RUt's ultra-"Left" position that sets the Black proletariat, for
example, arainst the white bourgeoisie, without its allies, liquidates
the national question and indicates RU may be headed down the road of

PL towards Trotskyism-ﬁith surprising speed.
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On Party-Building

It is on this question that RU has been most openly Rightist, mainly
from 1968 to late 1972 or early 1973, hut since the creation of the Na-
tional Liaison Committee, ultra-"Left" aspects have been on the rise and
now characterize RU's line.

The Richtism showed itself in two ways: not seeing party-building
as the central task of communists and the related error of withholding
larxism-Leninism from the working class. These mistakes are Rightist
because they deprive the proletariat of its vanguard and capitulate to
the bourgeoisie. WWithout a communist party, communists cannot unite with
the advanced and win over the middle florces. (Failure to unite with the
advanced and win over the middle forces is characteristic of both "Left"
and Right deviations; here the errors take an openly Right form.)

As the Albanians have poinﬁ?out (see "The Party of Labor of Albania
in Struggle with Modern Revisionism," for example), the attempt to do
without a genuine communist party, the effort to destroy genuine ones,
is a characteristic of revisionism, as is the belittling of the role of
the subjective forces, the conscious, organized forces in the revolution.

At times RU has fallen into these errors, on party-building and also
in trade union work. The question is, Are these mistakes the dominant
aspects of RU's line, as 3WC and others hold, or are they secondary as-
pects? .

In the three areas so far discussed--tradd union work, the women's
movement, the national question--the ultra-"Lefit" aspects of RU's line
and practice aré?é#gg;ryiﬁin my opinion. The following discussion holds

that this is now true with regard to party-building as well.
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In its early stazes, RU's plan for party-building called for the
creation of collectives and the exchange of experiences among them. The
collectives were to provide a form through which developing communists,
largely ex-students, could develop ties with the masses of working peo-
ple. Later RU criticized itself for underestimating the necessity of

ideological struggle at this time and Red Papers 1 tends to belittle

the theoretical development of cadre and the need for theory at this
stage of the revolutionary process.

Collectives did form and some of them united to form the RU. After
that RU tended strongly to place building the united front against im-
perialism above.party-building as the central task. This can be seen

throughout Red fapers 123 whefe we have:

We certainly have a long way to go. The present united front
is fragile, the proletariat is not united and cannot lead it,
and has not developed its representative Communist Party. Ve
must develop the united front, foster revolutionary working
class unity and leadership in strugile, and build a Communist
Party based on HMarxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought. And we
must set about all three of these tasks simultaneously. How
tobegin? Ve believe that our present best course is to link
together the present main speabhkeads of anti-imperialist
struggle, to raise them to higher levels through ¢ ourageous
and persevering work, and to develop the fighters in each
spearhead into fighters for all. (RP 123, p Ll)

Here we  see'the downgrading of party-building as a task and also RU's
eclectic formulations, lack of clear priorities. (It is this eclecticism--
possibly a form of pragmatism, as WorkersVViewpoint claims}-that makes

thar
RU's errors harder to pin down thess those stemming from CL's idealist

dialectics. RU generally tries to take the advice common in the Army:
"cover your asss")
This view of the relationship between party~building and the united

front was based in part on RU's analysis that the communist movement needed
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to form a base among working people. This was, and is, certainly true,
but RU tended to do united front work, largely with others from the
same class background, and to downplay the necessity of forming fac-
tory nuclei which worked side-by-side with advanced and other workers,
on the job and in struggles, introducing Marxist-Leninist theory and re-
cruiting wembers.,

The downplaying of theory makes up a second aspect of RU's Rightist
tendency on party-building. But this criticism must be clearly put.
It's not that RU neglects the creation or publication of "theory"--they
publish more "theory" than anyone else. But RU fails to integrate theory/
and practice, so their theories are incorrect.

Also, the main point of criticism of RU on thgs subject has been that
they withhold Marxism-Leninism from working people, who can learn about
it only if communists consciously--and with awareness of the difficulties
of doing so--introduce it to them. RU has certainly committed and contin-

ues to commit this error,

YIith the creation of the National Liaison Committee of RU, BiC,
PRAWO, and IVX, on PRRYWO{s initiative, RU's "I am the center" sectarianism
becan to emerge. Publicly RU said party building was not the central
task. (In fact, two months after TVK in practiée sepamted itself from
the NLC, in September 1973, "leading member" Avakian proclaimed that RU's
line vas "diametrically opposed" to that of those who said mriy-building
had been and was the central task.) But privately RU was hardly committing
the Rightist erfor of sitting back, holding back the development of a party.
RU was actively trying to create the core of a new communist party, a posi-

tion IWK disqgreed with, and for this reason and others RU decided it should
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either "smashhor absorb® IWK (IWK Jommnal, August 197k, p. 1h).
This was not "bourgeois politicking," an extension of RU's Right

opportunism, as “Workers Viewpoint argues, but a strong indication of

RU's underlying "Left" sectarian tendencies which were then emerging.

RU's line and practice swung even more sharply to the "Left" in
May 197h, when CL was making some headway with the Continuations Com-
mitiee and every other organization calling itself llarxist-Leninis%
besides RU had identified party-building as the central task.

In the May Revolution RU claimed we had enbered a "new period" and
that now party-building had finally, but only for a brief period, become
the central task. The emptiness of RU's Manalysis" has been well des-

cribed elsewhers (in the Guardian.and Workers Viewpoint, for example)

and the arguments used against RU won't be repeated here,

From this point on RU has seen itself as the center of the party-
building effort. Why? Every other organization, RU claims, has an in-
correct theoretical line: Red PaEers must become your §§§lg. The pages
of Revolution now say a great deal more ahout the need to build 2 genuine
Marxist-Leninist party in the U.S., around the RU's suggested points of
agreement, of course. RU has completed a nationwhide speaking tour aimed
at party-building, and as RU has found itself out in the cold, it has stepped
up its sectarian attacks on CL, OL, BIC, and PRRYO.

In the last two years RU has not been committing the Rightist errors
of downplaying the need for a new communist party, or trying to form a
mass socialist party without idelosical unity. Instead, its line and
practice have isolated it from the rest of the communist movement fairly

quickly as it tries to build a party, refuses to engage in genuine self-
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criticism. and folds to its past and present policies and. theories dog-
matically.

It cannot be said that RU any longer completely underestimates the
conscious forces for revolution. Its error, definitely ; "Left" one, is
to identify itself with those forces: RU is the vanguard. True, RU
in fact really does underestimate the subjective forces for revolution--
the masses and other groups in the new communist movement. 3ut it doesn't
do this from the passive position of Rightists, ¢ from the revisionist
stance of the CPUSA, which says, "W/e already have a communist party," or
from the viewpoint of the social-democrats, who say, "Who needs a com-
manist party?"

To sum up RU's line on party-building over the last two years:

Its analysis of conditions skips the stage of doing.patient work
among the working people (not in RU-based coalitions composed mainly of
RU cadre), of bringing Marxism-Lenimism to advanced workers, and of strug-
gling with and uniting with other communist forces in a principled way.

Its slogans and practice have demonstrated a very strong "Left" sec-
tarian trend in RU which has exposed itself in verbal and physical attacks
on other communist organizations, in attempts to destroy other organizations,
This is seen also in RU's increasing super-militancy, its super-revolutionary
slogans and actions.

If we 106k at the effect of RU's line in practice, we can see that
it has committed the "Lefi" error of isolating itself from the masses and
from other sections of the anti-revisionist communist movement, not the
Rightist error of simply merging with (or trying to) the masses in an
unprincipled way (for example, by playing on friendship and neglecting the

tgsk of party-building).
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On the United Front Against Imperialism

The United Front Against Imperialism has two aspects: the UFAI
within the U.S. and the UFAI internationally.

In both areas the RU has started to show evidence of the "Left"
positions which generally characterize its line. The "Leftism" is
not yet as pronounced as it is in other areas.

Domestically, the MU appears to be dropping or dovngrading united
front work, There has been no explanation in print (I think) for this,
but it probably comes from RU's analysis that party-building is the cen-
tral task in this "brief pericd."

Vhen RU has participated in coalition work to build the united front,
it has often strongly criticized the points of unity around which the co-
alition has been organized. This is a long-term tendency of the RU, but
it seems to be sharpening. An example is the Chicago coalition formed
to prepare for International Women's Day this year where RU withdrew be-
cause it wouldn't be allowed to criticize the points of unity, which in-
cluded a call for the passing of the ERA., RU also withdrew from the Bos~
ton coalition formed to protect the rights of national minorities and to
combat white racism. And RU didn't even bother to participate in the
coalitions formed to support the demand for the independence of Puerto
Rico,

RU's firmly held position on the present unity of the single working
class in the U.S. prevents it from supporting special demands of secbors

that compose the class, and so makes successful united front work for RU

impossible,
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This line quickly isolates the communists, prevents them from uniting
with the advanced and winning over the middle forces, and allows bourgeois

elements in the united front unlimited sway.

.Internationally also, in recent years, RU has tended to downplay
the sigrificance of the struggles of all Third World countries (which in-
cludes Iran) against the two superpowers and to stress reliance solely
on the working class in Third YWorld countries in the battle to bring down
imperialism. 'Thus, RU will criticize Echeverria, the Shah of Iranfighe
governments of the Arab countries)because they are bourgeoisjand will fail
to note, or only weakly sugzest, the vital role Third YWorld countries
(from Vietnam to Iran) can play and are playing in the downfzll of the
two superpowers and the overthrow of all systems of oppression.

This can be seen very clearly by comparing recent issues of Revolution
with RU's pamphlet, "China's Foreign Policy: a Leninist Policy," printed
in 1972, 1In Revolution there is hardly any mention, never mind a featuring,
of the role of the Third *forld in combatting the superpowers.,

“Then Iran (one of the most difficult cases) is mentioned, for example,
the Iranian Student A;sociation's views on the extremely repressive nature
of the Shah's regime are given, but the impression left is one-sided, because
Revolution fails to point out how Ithae's stand in OPEC thwarts the Soviet
Union's plans and also creates problems for U.S. imperialism,

By contrast, RU's pamphlet quotes the Organization of Revolutionary
Communists (M-L) of Iran in support of China's foreign policy of pesaceful
coexistence with reactionary government's like the Shah's in order to make

use of all contradictions in the fight against imperialism.
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U.S. revolutionary organizations are not in the same position as
the govermment of China, but they have a duty to point out the role
Third “orld countries have in the present period, that their standing
up to the two spperpowers can be objectively revolutionary even when
their govermments are bourgeois--as Stalin point& out about the Emir of
Afghanistan, RU neglects this.

(In my opinion, U.S. revolutionary organizations not only can
but should also point out that the governments and domestic p8licies
of countries like Iran are extremely repressive. OL ténds to downplay
this aspect, though the Call has run at least one article on the attempt
by Iran af "fascist deportations" of dissident Iranian students in the

U.s.)

Here, too, on the international United Front Against Imperialism,
RU is tending towards a Trotskyist position: reducing all revolutionary
strugeles to the "pure" class struggle of proletariat and bourgeoisie,
ignoring intermédiate classes and forces and skipping over the stages
during which policies that will win over the middle forces and isolate
the die-hards must be adopted . RU's line fails to make use of all con-
tradictions in order to defeat the enemy.

VYhether, like some Trotskyist groups (SWP), RU eventually takes on
gq reformist covering, whether, like the Spaftacist League it. becomes a
"super-revolutionary" group, RU's "Leftism" is leading it toward Trotsky-
ism, which is a serious blow to the tiny new c ommunist movement. Added
to the failures of the POC, PL, and CL, the development of RU's line is
further evidence that ultra-"Leftism," not Rightism, is the main danger

in the new communist movement.



