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THE REVOLUTIONARY UNION'S
"NEW TURN"

It is our fortune that the Revolu-
tionary Union (RU), in 1its articles
in the April and May, 1974, isgues of
Revolution ("V I Lenin”" and "Build the
Hew Party to Lead the Masses") has pro-=
vided us with the opportunity to clarify
the two-line struggle within the communist
movement ~- the struggle between Marxism-
Leninism and opportunism -- reflected
specifically in the struggle to build a
new comuunist party versus the bowing
to the spontaneous mass movement. And
it is equally fortunate that communists
have access to the invaluable knowledge
of Lenin's fight against opportunist
groups just like the RU, clearly sum-
marized in What Is To Be Doue?

The article on Lenin stateg:

. tt's more important than

ever to be totally clear about

the essence of what we inherit

from Lenin.

We absolutely agree! 1In What Is To
Be Done?, Lenin, for the first time,
exposed the ideological roots of oppor-
tunism, showing how they consisted in
worship of the spontaneous working class
movement and the belittling of the role
of soclalist consciousness; he showed
the importance of theory, and of the
party as a leading force for the
spontaneous movement; he uncovered the
ideological foundations of a party; in
short, Lenin's great work meant a
complete ideological defeat for E:zonomism,
for the 1deology of opportunism. But the
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RU has neither inherited, nor do they de~-
fend, Leninism,. '

How did Lenin characterize opportunism?

When we speak of fighting oppor-
tunigm, we must never forget a fea-
ture that is characteristic of pre-
sent~day opportunism in ‘every sphere,
namely, i1ts vagueness, diffusencses,
elusiveness. An opportunist, by
his very nature, will alwaye evade
formulating an issue clearly and
decisively, he will alwaye seek a
middle couree, he will always wriggle
like a snake between two mutually ex-
clusive pointe of view and try to
'agree'! with both and to reduce his
differences of opinton to petty amend-
ments, doubts, good and pious sug-

gestions, and so on. ( One Step Forward,

Two Steps Back, 1304)

They take Lenin’'s famous quote "without

a reveolutionary theory there can be no
revolutionary movement'": And here's how
the RU improvises oan it:

But he also emphasized that

there could be no revolutionary

theory without ‘the real moving

force of history - the revolution-

ary struggle of classes’.

The RU abstracts the latter gquote
from an entirely different article,
“"More on the Duma Ministry"” (Collected
Works, Vol II, p.79), which {itself is
taken from a larger sentence which reads:

What is the main flaw in all

these opportunist arguments?

It ig that in fact they substi-

tute the bourgeocis theory of

tunited', 'social' progress for

the eveialist theory of the class
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struggle ag the only real driving

force of history. Acecording to

the theory of socialiem, i.e. of

Marxiem . . . the real driving

force of history is the revolu-

tionary clase struggle; reforms

are a subgidiary produce of this

struggle . . .

What is Lenin's point? It is that
theory is based on the objective class
struggle, the motive force of history.
And it 1is from this that we must draw
our theory. The RU is saying nothing
more than "what ever schoolboys know" --
that there must be a reality in order
for it to be analyzed. Stalin addressed
himself to the same kind of opportunists:

. . I have read Plekhanov's
articles in which he analyses

What Is To Be Done? This man

has either gone quite off hise

head, or elee i8 moved by hatred

and enmity. I think both causes
operate. I think that Plekhanov
has fallen behind the new problems.

He imagines he hae the old op-,

ponents before him, and he goes

on repeating in the old way:

"soetal consciousness is de-

termined by social being,"”

"i{deas do not drop from the

gkies." As if Lenin said that

Marxz's sccialiem would have

been possible under slavery and

serfdom. Even schoolboys know

now that "ideas do not drop from
the skies.” The point ts8, how-
ever, that we are now faced with
quite a different issue. We
aseimilated this general formula
long ago and the time has now
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ecome to analyze this general pro-
blem. What interests ug now is

how separate ideas are worked up
into a system of ideas (the theory
of soeialism), how separate ideas,
and hints of ideas, link up into
one harmonious system -- the

theory of socialiem, and who works
and linke them up. Do the masses
give their leaders a program and
the principles underlying the pro-
gram, or do the leaders give these
to the masses? If the masses them-
selves and their spontaneous move-
ment give ug the theory of soctial-
igm, then there 18 no need to take
the trouble to safeguard the masses
from the pernicious influence of .
revigionism, terrorism, Zubatovism
and anarchism: "the spontaneous
movement engenders socialism from
iteelf." If the spontaneous move-
ment does not engender the theory
of socialism from itself (don't
forget that Lenin is discussing

the theory of socialism), then the
latter is engendered outside of

the spontaneous movement, from the
observations and study of the spon-
taneous movement by men who are
equipped with up-to-date knowledge.
Hence, the theory of socialism is8
worked out "quite independently of
the growth of the spontaneous move-
ment," in spite of that movement in
faet, and is then introduced into
that movement from outside, correci-
ing it in conformity with its content,
i.e., in conformity with the objective
requirements of the proletarian class
gtruggle.

The conclusion (practical de-
duction) to be drawn from this

ig as follows: we must raise the

proletariat to a consciousness

of its true class interests, to

a consciousness of the social-

ist ideal, and not break thie

ideal up into emall change, or

adjust it to the spontaneous

movement.

We quote at length from Stalin's let-
ter because it so clearly sums up what
the opportunists wish to ignore: theory
is developed independently from the
spontaneous movement in accordance
with the objective laws of the class
struggle. What the RU doesn't want to
do, however, is draw any theory from
the class struggle. Why else would
they need to rewrite Lenin? '

Returning to Lenin's emphasis on
theory, here is what he sald, quoted
accurately: :

Without a revolutionary theory
there can be no revolutionary
movement. This thought cannot

be insisted upon too strongly

at a time when the fashionable

preaching of opportunism goes

hand in hand with an infatuation

for the narrowest forms of

practical activity.

It was precisely in opposition to
the belittling of the importance of
consciousness, of socialist theory,
to the negation of the true signifis
cance of theory, that Lenin was speak-
ing. What makes the RU's distortious
seem purposeful is their deliberate
quoting out of context, refusal to
state sources, and the cutting up of
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quotes to fit thelr own opportunist ildeas,
ideas that are the very subject of Lenin's
criticism and hetred.

it is impossible to understand the
gignificance of the differences betwaen
Lenin and the opportunists without ref-
erence to the party-building history,
which the RU sadly reduces to dates and
events. What was the context in which
Lenin was writing? The St. Petersburg
League of Struggle for the Emancipation
of the Working Class, which Lenin formed
in 1895, had marked a new stage in the
Russian movement -- the start of the unity
of Marxism with the working class wmovement.
The League was the embryoc of a revolution-
ary proletarian party in Russia, 1ite for-
mation being followed by that of HMarxist
orgaunizations in most industrial centers.
In 1898, the fivrst attenpt was made to
unite these organizations, which were
scattered ideologically aznd organization-

ally throughout Russia, into one centralized,

revolutionary political party of the pro-
letarist. The Economists were the prin-
cipal opponents of the creation of such a
party, and it was against them that Lenin
directed his mainr blows. This important
struggle is summed up in What Is To Ee
Done?

True to opportunism, the RU does not
come straight out and oppose the need for
a party. Instead they veil their attacks
by leaving out this important pre-party
history and reducing the struggle between
Lenin and the BEconomists to wanting a party
with members "who acted simply as 'trade
union secretaries’ instead of 'tribumes of
the people' saying that the tasks of com-
munists was to take up every struggle
agaipnst oppressiom . . .7 As with the
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example of revolutionary theory, the RU
refused to state the difference between
communist tasks and reform work, refuses
to state what is really primary, namely
to bring pelitical consciousness to the’
workers and build a communist party.
Why? Because what the RU really wants

is a party based on a mass reform move-
ment.

The "Economists" nmo longer
dared openly to contest the
need for a political party
of the working class. But
they considered that it should
not be the guiding force of
the working claes movement,
?hat it should not interfere
in the spontaneous movement
of the working clase, let alone
diveet it, but that it ehould
follow in the wake of this move-
ment, study it and draw lessons
from it. (History of the CPSU
{B), p.38)
How else can we account for RU's dis-

tortion of Lenio, who was so clear on
the importance of theory and the need
for a revolutionary party:

The role of vanguard fighter

can be fulfilled only by a

party that <is guided by the

most advanced theory. (What Is

To Be Done?)

Lieten to how the RIU tries to cover
their opportunism by admitting the need
for a party in the most vague, diffuse
and elusive terms: 1

Lenin'e battle for the party

was against those who denied

that the real aim of the masses’

etruggles all through histcry
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has been for their own emancipation, .

and that Marxism is the ideology of

the proletariat, born in struggle.

He fought those who simply 'declared'

the party in name, and showed how a

real advanced, organized detachment

of the working class had to be created

through struggle.

And:

This party was not just a great idea

born from Lenin's head. It developed

in close connection with the mass
movement and the fight againgt op-
portunism to develop Marzism to serve
the masg movement.

Having distorted Lenin to justify their
anti-party views, the RU is now trying to
give the appearance that Lenimn too would
oppose the building of a party now. The
fact is that Lenin's opponents called him
a dogmatist and over and over said that he
wae overemphasizing the role of conscious-
negs. We hear this same cry from the RU
today, who understands Marxism as an en-
cyclopedia on the mass movement rather

than as a scientific tool to overthrow class

society.

Let us briefly summarize a few more
examples of how the RU distorts Lendin.

(1) "Lenin's main contribution ...
came from thoroughly understanding the
works of Marx and Engels, from carefully
examining the concrete conditions of his
day, and from a great ability to learn
from the people”. We hear once again the
view that theory must slavishly follow and
never step ahead of the workers or the
movement. Does this bear any resemblance
to the materialist theory of knowledge?
To hold that knowledge can stop at the
lower, perceptual stage, is one error.

hed
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But the RU does worse, They would have
us believe that Lenin failed to transform
perceptanal knowledge into rational know-
ledge, and apply the knowledge of the
laws of the objective world to change
the world.

(2) "He declared that the 'flesh
and blood' of Marxism was that the
political struggle and the economic
struggle had to be welded 'intoc one
integral whole' and that the final aim
was the overthrow of the czarilst auto-
cracy and all forms of expleoitation and
oppression’. First, the RU never makes
clear how Lenin's interpretation of
political and ecornomic struggle differed
from the Economists' interpretation.
Thkic is wo winoy polint, for it was
around thie very question that clear
lines were drawn., [t was the economists
who used phrases like limking the eco-
nomic struggle with the political,
reising the economic to the level of
politiecs, etc. It was Lenin whe stated
that pelitics has te be primary, poli-
tics meaning the struggle for the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat. Second,
the overthrow of the czarigt autocracy
was not the final aim, but the minimum
programe of the RSDLP at the Second
Congress in 1903 (History of the CPSU
(B), p.41), a task to be achieved before
the. overthrow of the capitalist system.
The RU wiches to make all political
tasks purely utoplan and relegate then
to one finale when all forms of oppres-
sion will 'someday' be ended (we dare
not ask the RU when and by whom).
Third, because of the RU's practice of
borrowing at random bits and pieces,
we cannot determing the original quote
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from Lenin, or the context in which it
was written. This is true throughout the
entire article. The RU's intention is
none other than to confuse people. Lenin
sunmed it up well:

In falsifying Marxziem in opportunzst

fashion, the substitution of eclec-

ticism for dialectics ie the easiest
way of deceiving the masses; it gives
an illusory satiesfaction; it seems

to take into account all sides of

the process, all tendencies of devel-

opment, all the conflieting influences,

and go forth, whereas in reality it
presents no integral and revolutionary
conception of the process of soecial
development at all. (The State and

Revolution, 1817)

(3) " . . . the root of all revisionism,
no matter what form it takes, is "lack of
faith In the masses, fear of their inde-
pendence, trepidation before their rev-
olutionary energy instead of thorough and
ungtinting support for it'"”. The RU makes
it appear that Lenin says that the root
of revisionism 1s lack of faith in the
masses. Lenin’'s quote about lack of faith
in the masses 15 from "One of the Fundamen-
tal Questions of the Revolution" written
in 1917. Speaking of the vacillation of
the Socialist Revolutionapries who had
control over the Soviets and who wished to
pass up the opportunity to seize state
power s0 as to bargain with the bourgeoisie,
Lenin gaid:

Lack of faith in the masses, fear

of their independence, trepidation

before their revolutionary energy

inetead of thorough and unstinting
support for it -- this 18 where the

S.R. and Menshevik leaders have
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ginned most of all. Thie is uhere

we find one of the deepeet roots

of their indecision, their vacil-

lation . . . (Collected Works,

Vel. XXV, p.370)

The rocots of opportunism and revision-
ism heve been described by Lenin; the
capitalist system and bourgeois policy
developed a petty-bourgeois ideology.
exong many leaderc of the working class
povement which led to a vulgarization
of Marxism-Leninigm. One rezult of
cpportunizt znd revisionist thinking
is a2 lack of fzith in the masses, but
thiz roots of revicionism end opportun-
ism have & materisl basgis. The RU ieg
simply deronstrating once again its
zlavighress to the wass movement; its
confusion betweon spearheads and tail-
fezthers, Eventually, like thr old
cconomists, tue RY will gradusate from
having infinite faith in a nmass move-
ment which lacks communist conscicus-
ngs6, to hLhazving no faith in a mass
movencut when it hae communist con-
sclougness.

Having "prepared public opiniocn™
by dietortivg Lenin almest beyond
recognition, the RY proceeded 1o an-
rcunce in the very next issue what they
conaglder to be a new discovery: the ob-
jective conditions for building a patty
have Just come into being.
The point 28 that different
forces have come to Mavxism-
Leninism from different di-
: rgetions and have gone to
the working class and masgses
¢ that basis. In the course
of thiz, prac:ice hae been

LA 1
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accumulated, ideological struggle

has been carried on and different

tendencies have developed. 5o now

it has become possible - in fact,

it has become crucial - for the

revolutionary forces to sum up

these developments more system-

atically, conduct ideological

struggle on that basis on a higher

level and in a more concentrated

way, and unite all who can be united

around a Marzist-Leninist line and

Programme, and in this way form the

Party. (p.8)

What the RU is saying is that the ob-
jective conditions for the party have just
come into being. But we know that the cb-
jective conditions for the party depend on
the historical experience of the proletariat,
which means that they are here and have been
here for a long time. What doesn't exist
are the subjective conditions, the presence
of adequately trained leaders. The RU
is doing what the Economists of Lenin's
time did im a far mcre sophisticated way:
they are shifting the blame for the rela-
tive backwardness of the communist move-
ment upon the '"absence of conditions” rTa-
ther than honestly recognizing that the
unpreparedness and shortcomings of the
communists are principal. It is not, as
the RU would have us believe, that the
masses have been unprepared or that they
have not had sufficient experience to
engage in revolutionary struggle. This
is nothing more than the theory of spon-
taneity, which the RU clings to as a jus-
tification for their reformist practice.

What does the RU say about the comnmunist
movement and the mass mevement?

It is important for all of us to
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recognize that both the communist

movement and the maee movement in

the us have now come to an end of

a period in their development, and

both now etand at crucial cross-

roads. (p.1)

Let us examine this "new period" with
respect to the communist movement. The
RU argues that the old period was "char-
acterized by the development of separate
collectives and organizations werking in
relative isolation from one another."
The new period is one "in which the
varlous revolutionary forces and indi-
viduals must come together to form a
single vanguard communist party that
can lead the working class and the masses

of people in general". It isn't bad
enough that the RU belittles the ex-
perience of the masses. Here they turn

and belittle the work of genuine com=-
munists. Surely the RU knows that
commnunists have, for a long time, re-
cognized the need tec form a party and
have actively and seriously worked to-
wards that aim. They must have known
it, because they have consistently and
actively attacked those forces. Per-
haps they have just realized that the
lack of a party "has been a serious
obstacle to the development of the
struggle". But we don't think so. What
they may have realized is that the de-
velopment of a party will be a serious
obstacle to them!

In Red Papers 1 the RU "stressed
the need for establishing the party
as soon as possible” but "at the same
time we did not comsider building the
party the central task at that time,
and that has been the case until now."
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What reason do they give for not makiang it
central then, but crucial now?

A primary reason for this is thai

the CPUSA deserted to the camp of

revigiontiam and imperialiem, de-

priving the mass estruggle of the

leadership of a genuine communiat

party, a single general staff

capable of uniting these struggles,

systematizing the reveolutionary ideas

among the people and Dasing etruggle

firmly on the working class. (p.8)

Just imagine! the RU believes that the
CPUSA just deserted the pyroletariat! 1In
faet, the struggle to build a3 new party,

s opposed to reconsiituting the old CPUSA,
hias existed since th2 garly siuties, sinco
the split in the dinternaticnal comnunist
movement. BSince it took the RU ail these
years to acinowledge the death of the CPUSA
ag a ravolutionary narty, shouldn’t they

at least spend a few years in mourniag?
What elee do they say asbout the communiat
movement and its new pevriod. They tell us
that it 1s possible for the communist move-
ment to sum up its accumulated practice and
engage in ideological struggle and unite
into & party. This is worse tham a short-
sighted view of hilstory. The proletariat
hze had vast and sufficient practice for
yvears. They have been reandy and able to
comprehend & scilentific analysis of capital-
ism for years. The summation of that ex-
perience has been possible for years, 1f
only those who call themselves communists
would practice Marxism and not revisionism.
The RU refuses to belleve that history be-
gsn before they emerged, and they continue
to think that the tasks and abilities of
comaunists emerged on the basis of their
deep roots in the masses. Portunately for
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ug, history will oot stop with or for
the RU!

It is clear that the RU is out of
touch with history and the urgent tasks
it presents ue with., Still, they keep
repeating the zame basic truths known
to common sense but apparently new to
the RU:

Reaqlity is more complicated than

a beok, class struggle does not

develop in o straight line or

as quickly as all of us would

like. Revolution, 1t turns out,

will not be wmade in a day.

We would like to thank the RU for
its insgight. And we would like to ask
the RU: 1s this wvhy you need HMarzism-
Leninism, to explain such drivel to the
masses?

It is ciear that all their reasoning
about the nev period and the communist
novement rescs on their view chat the
mass movenent is also eantering a new
period.

Among the masses, experience

hias been accumulated througn

struggle pointing to the fact

thet only so much can be gained

theough spontarnecus siruggiles

igolated from other strugglez,

end without a unified center

to Lead, unite and advance

them. {p.9)

What Isg To Bz Done? clearly summarizes
the lessons ¢f the trade uanion movement
and the relation between consciousness
and spontanaity. Ho revolutiomary should
be confused about the conclueion:
Maruist-Leninist ideclogy developed
independently of the spontanecus ftrug-
zles of the working class; by itself
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the workers' movement can deyelop only
trade union consciousness. Further, the
spontaneous struggles of the working class
will never become genuine "class gtruggle"
until led by a strong organization of
revolutionaries, which must inject revolu-
tionary consciousness into the working
class movement and divert it from its
spontaneous gravitation towards reforms
and subordination to the bourgeoisie.
What accumulated experience of the masses
has pointed to these conclusions? Aren't
these principles of Marxism which the RU
should have learned simply by studying
What Is To Be Done? Did the RU learn
these ideas from the masses? This 1is
tantamount to saying that the theory of
consciousness, like conscicusness 1it-
self, is learned from the masses. And
this 1s precisely what the RU believes.
If the case were otherwise, the RU would
have concluded that what the masses are
lacking are scientific socialism and
revoluticnary practice. We would have

to ask the RU, do you believe that the
masses understood the necessity of a
communist party in the 1920's and the
1930's but then, somewhere along the
line, the masses '"forgot" the experience
which lead them to that conclusion in

the first place? 1Isn't this to say

that the lack of a communist party is

the fault of the masses?

As though the RU hasn't thrown up enough
barriers to the formationm of a party, they
conclude their article with an extreme vul-
garization of the party-building movement:

There has been a wrong line in this

country for several years that build-

ing the party can and should be done

in igolation from the mass etruggles,
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that in fact maes etruggle is

usel¢ses and 'economist -- no

advances can be made -- until

the party is created. (p.9)

We ask the RU: who has really put
forth such a view? Who is really iso-
lated from the masses? It is precisely
the opportunists who isolate communism
from the masses. We know that spon-
taneous struggles are not useless; they
exist and recurr independent of com-~
munism. They are an embryo of conscious-
ness. The question we are faced with is
what 1is the correct relation of communists
to these struggles. We have answered
this question more than once and we have
never suggested that building the party
will be done in isoclation from the
masses. We say that the next real ad-
vance of the spontaneous movement, an
advance towards revolution, depends on
the formation of a new communist party.
We ask, what advances do you think will
be made without such a party?

No, we won't "smirk and say that the
RU has finally seen the error of its
ways'". (As if we were saying that the
party "would have been possible under
slavery and serfdom”). We say that the
RU has not learnmed the errors and con-
tinues to belittle the role of theory
and the task of communists. They will
continue to remain isolated from every-
thing except opportunism; we have no
{1lusion about the RU seeing the error
of its ways. In fact, in the same issue
the RU continues its struggle against
the formation of a new party in its
critique of Charles Loren's book The
Struggle for the Party. Responding to
Loren's analysis of RU's opportunist
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practice in a bay area Laborer's Cauvcus,
RU states its own side:

The caucus was running a slate

for union office and certain

dogmatiets within the caucus,

affiliated with the "Communist

League', ineisted on putting

out a lot of sectarian nonsense,

ineluding a call for the creation

of a new vanguard party, in

the leaflets supporiing this

glate. Several menbere of the

caucus objected to this, feel-

ing that instead, leaflete

should emphasise the issuec

of concern to the mass of

workers in ithe union. The

RU shared thie critieism. (p.19)

Could thare be a Detter statement of
RU's opportunism, of how they look upon
comnunist demands zg doguazic and sec~
tarizn! How they try st everv oppor-
tunity to keep conmunisu freom reaching
the workers! The more auuunitiou they
give us, the sooner will the working
class have its communist party, free
from the dead weight of opportuanism!
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LETTER TO THE CALL
January 12, 1974

Comrades,

.Some time ago at the Guardian Forum
it was stated that the question of the
relation between the united front and
the building of a communist party was
of urgent concern to all communists.

At another forum, the question was put
to both the Revolutionary Union and the
October League; which do you place
primary, the building of a united front
or the building of a party. The RU
said the united fromt, the OL said the
party.

At the same time, and increasingly
in recent monpths, the OL has found
itself quite at home with the RU while
in vehement opposition to groups and
organizations which place the building
of the comnmunist party first in impor-
tance. Your New Year's editorial, for
example, contalned no mention of the
party-building task. The gquestion
naturally arises: do you say these
words only to avoid what you know to be
theoretically indefensible (the putting
of the united front first)? Do you say
these words only in order to maintain
credibility in the communist movement
while having no intention of applying
this concretely in the determination
of alliances and political unity? Or
is it that you believe that this ques-~
ticn, and the answer to 1t, are not very
important in determining with whom you
unite? We would like to state our
position on this question in relaticn
to the current exchange between the OL
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and the Communist League. We think that
this question, and the amnswer to it, is
the concrete touchstone dividing Marxist-
Leninists from opportunists and petty-
bourgeois radicals.

What is communism? It is "a complete
system of proletarian ideology and a2 new
social systen” (Mao). The ideology is
expressed in programs, theories, plans,:
policies, etc., which move masses of
people from a particular set of concrete
conditions toward the goal of the commun-
igt social system, toward proletarian
revolution and the abolition of classes.
But right at present, in the particular
set of concrete conditions we are given
in this country, the principle task of the
communist movement is not the abolition
of classes, nor is it the seizure of state
power. The principle task of the communist
movement at present is the comstruction
of a communist party; it is an anti-
revisionist, party-building =movement.

We are aware that there are many united
fronts on many different levels of the
struggle, and that the umiting of the
overwhelming majority of the people against
the imperialist ruling class is not only
desirable but a necessary task of a
communist organization in its day to day
work. But it should never be forgotten
that the results of this work depend on
the independence and initiative of the
proletarian revolutionary line and the
revolutionary organization of the
proletariat. The line of putting the
united front first is an opportunist
1inpe which finds no justification any-
where in the literature and historical
practice of the international communist
movement. An attack on the groups and
organizations who are calling together
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Mcrxist-Leninists to discuss their
theoretical positions amnd build a
communist party 1is an attack on the
communist movement.

Moreover, your article on the CL's
"sham congress'" is sham polemics. It
is a gross vulgarization of the Marxist-
Leninist method of ideological struggle.
It is dishonest. By putting quotes
around "run by revisionists' you delib-
erately give the impression that CL said
that China 1is run by revisionists. But
no such quote has ever appeared in CL's
press. Similarly, earlier im 1973,
you gave the impression that CL said
that the Allende government was ''worse
than fascist". This was also untrue.
We ask, 1is this the way to conduct
jdeological struggle, to develop Marxist-
Leninist theory? Or is this the way to
ocbetruct such development? We look
forward to your self-criticism, a
clarification of your lime, and your
theorias on the burning questions of the
communist movement.
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REPLY TO CARL DAVIDSON

BY THE SAN FRANCISCO

MARXTIST-LENINIST ORGANIZATION
March 1974

We would like to take this opportun-
ity to answer Carl Davidson's glandercus
attack on the movement to bulld a new,
non-revisionist Communist Party. With
his denunciation of Charles Loren's
book, The Struggle For The Party, the
principle issue facing the working
class movement is now out in the open.
Will the working class movement have the
scientific, proletarian leadership of
a new, non-revisionist Communist Party
or willi it continue to have bourgeois
leadership? Will we continue to worship
spontaneity in the form of the Guardian,
the October League (OL), and the Revolu-
tionary Union (RU); will we continue to
conciliate to the hideously bankrupt
CPUSA? Or will the conscious communist
forces put their views on the table and
struggle to build a new, nop-revisionist
Communist Party and adopt a Party program
which represents the aspirations of the
working class movement?

According to Davidson's article, for-
ces that insist that the Party must be
built by class conscious elements are
viclating Chairman Mao's mass line,
"from the masses to the masses". If we
were to swallow Davideon's argument,
then we would have to conclude that
Chairman Mao did not understand or
follow the science of Marxism-Leninism,
a science which demands that class
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conscious Marxigct-Leninists build the
party, a science which resolutely op-
poses all those who argue that the party
will "develop” spontaneously from the
mass movement., If Davidscn would only
read Wkat Is To Be Done? he would see
that this 1s true,

When we exsmine the quotes Davidson
ugses, we see that Chairman Mao is writ-
ing at & time spproximately twventy years
after the founding of the Communist Party
of China and at a time when the Party was
leading more than 100 million people to
victory! 1f Davidson had only read the
first page of the Red Book, he might have
realized that the "force at the core
leading our cause forward is the Chinese
Communist Party"”. If he had read further
to the next gquote, he would have seen:

Without a revolutionary party,

without a party built on the

Marxigt-Leninist revolutionary

theory and the Marxziet-Leninist

revolutionary etyle it is im-

poesible to lead the broad masses,

the working class and broad masees

of the people in defeating imperial-

iem and ite running dogs. (Quotations,

p. %) . .

How 1g it possible to apply Chairman Mao's
mass line when we have no Party to apply
it? How can the core link up with the
nass movement when there is no core?

If ve accept Lenin's dictum thsat
Marxism is & "concrete analysis of con-
crete conditions,” then we must look at
our present situation and -ask, "What is
missing?™ Is it that the working class
is unwilling to fight or lacking militan-
cy? Not at all. At the time of this
vriting for example, most cf San Framcisco
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is shut down by a strike of municipal
employees, who in turn, are supported by
bus drivers and mass transit workers.
Clearly, the tide of militance has been
rising in the working class for the laat
three and a half years. No, the U.S.
working class is not now, nor has it
historically been unwilling to fight.
What is missing now and what has been
missing for over thirty years is the
class conscious core of advanced workers
that Lenin refers to -- an advanced de-
tachment able to "saturate the prole-
tariat with the consciousness of its
position and its tasks." That task is
to establish the dictatorship of the
proletariat. Without the class comnscious
leadership of a non-revisionist party,
the mass movement will continue to wan-
der aimlessly from strike to strike
unconscious of the ultimate aim of
socialiem and unable to get off the
treadmill of economism and bourgeocis
ideology. The spontanecus mass move-
ment which Davidson, the RU and OL
glorify ad nauseam is a bourgeoils
movement. Without the leadership of a
non-revisionist communist party to bring
that movement under the wing of prole-
tarian ideology, it will remain a bour-
geois movement. It seems ridiculous to
have to reiterate a point that Lenin

and Stalin made clear over seventy years

ago:

'The working class spontan-
eously gravitates toward social-
ism, but the more widespread
fand continuously revived in the
most diverse forms) bourgeois
ideology nevertheless spontan-
eously imposes itself upon the
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working class still more.' This

18§ precisely why the spontaneous

working class movement, while it

is spontaneous, while it is8 not

yet combined with socialist con-

sciousness -- becomes subordinated

to bourgeoie ideology and gravi-

tates towarde such subordination.

(Stalin, Collected Works, Vel. I,

p. 99)
Communists, Lenin's phrase, must give
conscious expression to what 1s now un-
conscious and therefore bourgecis.

Davidson apparently disagrees with
Lenin, Stalin and Mao. He criticizes
Loren for putting the leadership of the
mass movement at the "bottom of the list"
behind study of the Leninist classics
and an exposure of revisionism. Worse,
Davidson stoops to the lowest levels of
demogogy by describing party-building
as "another version of hippy radical-
ism ~-- 'first we got to get our own heads
together'."” If Davidson would only read
Chairman Mao's "On Contradiction” and
apply it to the present, he would see
that he is putting out a bourgeoils
line, pure and simple. 1In any contra-
diction, one aspect is principal and
decisive and the other aspect 1s secon-
dary; thus if we have a dual objective --
forming a core and linking it to the mass
movement -- one aspect must be principal.
The aspect which is principal determines
the character of the thing. As we have
already painstakingly pointed out, a
mass movement without any Marxist-
Leninist core 18 a mass movement led
politically, ideologically, if not
organizationally, by the bourgeoisie.
Chairman Mao points ocut that
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only unmitigated mechanical materialists
would argue that practice in the mass
movement is always primary. "The
creation and advocacy of revolutionmary
theory plays the principal and decisive
role in those times of which Lenin said,
'Without a revolutionary theory there
can be no revolutionary movement'."
("On Contradiction" p. 116)

So we see that the missing 1link is
a class cocnscious core of advanced
workers, a Marxist-Leninist party which
can lead the working class and oppressed
nationalities in the long and complex
struggle to establish the dictatorship
of the proletariat. There are two lines
on how to build such a party.

One line, represented by the Guardian,
RU and OL, maintains that the party will
"emerge'" from the mass movement as it
grows in size and militancy. Even
though this line gives lip service to
party-building, in practice it maintains
that the party depends upon the further
development of a militant mass movement.
This line actually liquidates the task
of building a new Communist Party. It
condemns us to tail behind the mass
movement, muttering such sophisms as,
"Where does this party come from? Like -
correct ideas, it does not drop from
the sky. It must be forged from mass
struggles." (Guardian, April 25, 1973)
The Guardian - RU - OL line would have
us continue to muddle along like the *
person "who is flabby and shaky on
questions of theory, who has a narrow
outlook, who pleads the spontaneity of
the masses as ‘an excuse for his own
sluggishnese." (What Is To Be Done?,
p. 155) i
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The other line -~ the correct line -~
maintains that the new Party must be
built by the most class consclious forces
and based in the most oppressed and ex-
ploited sections of the working class.
This line holds that the contradiction
between an unconscious mass movement and
a conscious vanguard changes qualitatively
in the process of the coming into being,
development, and increasing political in-
fluence of a vanguard communist party.
It becomes a different mass movement. The
point 1s to resclve the contradiction be-
tween the vanguard and the masses in fa-
ver of proletarian leadership. Only in
this way will we be capable of leading
the broad masses to socialism. As Lenin
gsaid:

The moral to be drawn is a simple
one: if we begin with a solid foun-
dation of a strong organization of
revolutionaries, we can guarantee
the stability of the movement as «
whole and carry out the aims of both
Social Demoeracy and of the trade
unions proper. If, however, we be-
gin with a broad workers' organization,
suppoged to be the most 'accessible’
to the masses . . . we s8huall achieve
neither one nor the other of these
aimg . . . (What Is To Be Done?, p.l47)

The guestion is not one of the uvowilling-
ness to integrate with the working class
as Davidson poses it. We know of no
Communists(!) who are unwilling to take
the ideas of scientific socialism to the
proletariat. Rather the essential issue
is the unwillingness of petty-bourgeois
intellectuals to relinguish their free-
dom to dabble in the spontanecus move-
ment and instead to join the struggle to
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build a new Communist Party.

Concretely, we feel that the best
way to build a new Party is to expose
all revisionist influences and the bour- -
geols misleaders of the labor movement.
This means we must defeat not only all -
forms of Troskyites, the influence of
the labor aristocracy, but also the
CPUSA, and -- finally ~-- the conciliators
of revisionism, namely, the RU, OL, :
Guardian, and yes, yourself, Mr.
Davidson.

Davidson's essay is a concise state-
ment of the Guardian's tendency to ra-:
tionalize right opportunism. Following
the leadership of Marx, Engels, Lenin,
Stalin and Mao, we believe that at any
one time there can only be one central
task. At present that central task is
the construction of a communist party.
In the early stages this 18 primarily
a theoretical struggle. You can't have
it both ways; you can't build the mass
movement and the party at the same tiume.
Unless you revise all of Marxism-Leninism,
the party cannot "flow" out of the mass
movement. The History of the CPSU (B)
describes the similarities between
Davidson's essay and the Economists of
Russia in these terms:

The Economietsé no longer dared
-openly to contest the need for a
political party of the working
class. But they considered that
it should not be the guiding force
of the working class movement,
that it should not interfere
with the spontaneous movement
(our emphasis) of the working
clase, let alone direct it,:
but that it should follow in
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the wake of thie movement, study

it and draw lessons from it.

(Bistory of the CPSU (B), p.35)

Yes, Mr. Davidson, we do have to get
our heads together. We have to purge
ourselves of our amateurishmness. We
have to build a non-revisionist Communist
Party which can lead the working class
and oppressed nationalities to the
dictatorship of the proletariat. We
know, of course, that this task will
take years. But we must begin now. Ve
must begin with the advanced workers
"that every working class movement
brings to the fore, those who can win
the confidence of the masses, who de-
vote themselves entirely to the ed-
ucation and organization of the prole-
tariat, who accept socialism consciously."”
(Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. IV, p.280).
We must not appeal to the masses as an
excuse for our own slavishness. We
must unite on the basis of Marxism-
Leninism and in oppeosition to revisionism.
Under the slogan "Marxist-Leninists
Unite!", we urge the Guardian, RU and
OL to attend the Congress to help build
a new, non-revisionist Communist Party
this fall.

To conclude, Comrade Stalin told us
a long time ago that:

Even schoolboys know that 'ideae

do not drop from the skiee'. The

point i8, however, that we are

now faced with quite a different

igs8ue . . . What interests us now

18 how separate ideas are worked

up into a system of ideas (the

theory of soecialism), how sep-

arate ideas, and hints of ideas,
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link up into one harmonious 8ye-
tem -~ the theory of sccialism,
and who worke and links them .
up . . . (The) theory of soctial-
iem i8 worked out 'quite inde-
pendently of the growth of the
spontaneous movement,' in spite
of that movement in fact, and
t8 then introduced into that
movement from outside, correcting
it in conformity with its content ...
The conclusion (practical de-
duetion) to draw from thie is
as followe: we must raise the
proletariat to a conseiocusneés
of its true class intereets, to
a consgciousness of the soctalist
ideal, and not break this ideal
up into small change, or adjust
1t to the spontaneous movement.
(Stalin, "Letter to M. Davitashvili'”,
Selected Works, p.45)
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