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of the party and of Marxism-Leninism' and the

"'monolithic unity" in the party' are undialecti-

cal and bureaucratic (The Communist, Number

5, May 1979, pp. 66-70). The article eulogizes

the negation of the leading role of the party as

'rely(ing) directly on the masses' (Ibid., p. 52).

But simultaneously the article puts forward as

the correct definition of the role of the party

the arch-pureaucratic and Trotskyite formula

'...the party must exercise all-round dictator-

ship in every sphere of society,...' (Ibid., p.

86). (This formula)...is a totally anti-Leninist

formula, a formula that negates the dictator-

ship of the proletariat and replaces the leading
role of the party with respect to the working
class with the dictate by force over the working
class. The formula of the 'dictatorship of the
party', used in the way the 'RCP,USA' does,

in fact implies the dictate of the top leadership

of the party over all of society through foreci- -

ble administrative means. Comrade Stalin
showed in detail that this formula about the

""dictatorship of the party'’ has nothing in com-

mon with Marxism-Leninism, that this formu-

la is at best only inexact and figurative, hence
is almost never used in Marxist literature,...

Stalin showed how equating the 'dictatorship of

the proletariat' with the 'dictatorship of the

party' then gives rise to further equating it

with the 'dictatorship of the leaders'." )
Comrade Stalin's teachings on the question can be
found in the article Concerning Questions of Len-
inism, Section V, '"The Party and the Working
Class in the System of the Dictatorship of the
Proletariat" (which is in the book Problems of
Leninism and in Vol. 8 of Stalin's Works).

The "RCP"has always negated the Marxist—
Leninist teachings on the central role of party-
building, the party concept and the leading role of
the party. It is not possible here to repeat all
the careful analysis of the historical experience
of the U.S., Marxist-Leninist movement from
"U.S. Neo-Revisionism, Part 3'"'. ‘That article
showed that the "RCP's" predecessors began with
the theory of the "pre-party collectives", a
theory which openly negated the very need for
the party. Then the "RCP" changed to the theory
that party-building was a task that was important
only for a brief period prior to the declaration
of the party. The "RCP' could not and can not
understand the importance of the constant
strengthening of the party, the bolshevizing of the
party, the constant attention to the development
of the party concept both inside the party and
among the proletariat and progressive masses.
The "RCP" has as one of its basic ideological
foundations the theory of counterposing '"building
the mass movement" to ""building the party'.
They share this theory with the Chinese revision-
ists. Both of them do not understand how the
initiative of the masses is released through the
leading role of the party. They have the bour-
geois individualist ideas about the contradiction
between "free' will and party discipline.

This bureaucratic counterposing of the initiative
and action of the masses to the leading role of the
party gives rise to many serious revisionist er-
rors. First of all, the negation of the role of the
party inevitably leads to the ideas and practice of
tailing the spontaneity of the masses. This tail-
ism comprises both anarchistic ideas and econo~
mist ideas. Indeed, much of the practice and
ideology of the "RCP" can be characterized as
anarcho-economism. And secondly, the negation
of the role of the party is also associated with
mechanical and extreme bureaucratic ideas and
practices, such as those expressed in the idea of
"the dictatorship of the party".

The "RCP's" mechanical, bureaucratic ideas
are expressed in their criticism of Comrade
Hoxha. The "RCP'" hot-shot theoreticians pon-
tificate, thinking that they are saying something
very deep and profound when in reality they are
repeating the most shallow ideas of the ordinary
bourgeois, that party leadership in the Cultural
Revolution would simply have reduced it to "...
merely reshuffling the makeup of the key bodies
of the Party and putting out a directive or two,.."
("Dogmato-Revisionism'", p. 54) The "RCP"
pretends to be a "communist party", yet look at
its contemptuous, bourgeois idea of what the role
of the party is. According to the "RCP", if the
communist party leads an action, then it is mere-
ly '"putting out a directive or two". Of course,
this may \fery well be how the "RCP'" operates.
We have no doubt that such concepts reflect the
ultra-bureaucratic atmosphere and the practice
of unbridled Bonapartism and individualism inside
the "RCP" itself. And such concepts certainly
reflect the practice of the Communist Party of
China, which talks big words about a "Great
Proletarian Cultural Revolution' but can only end
up by '""merely reshuffling'" the ultra-revisionist
Deng Xiaoping up and down & few times. But
when a genuine Marxist-Leninist party leads the
masses, it releases their initiative and is in the
forefront of the battle. Its directives are eagerly
awaited fighting orders of the day that arouse the
enthusiasm of the masses., And it wages a ser-
ious fight against bureaucratic rust and revision-
ist elements and does not elevate the enemies of
the people to the top leadership.

This whole bureaucratic and bourgeois indivi-
dualist view of the leadership and discipline of
the party being in contradiction to the initiative
and action of the masses permeates Avakian's
work Mao Tsetung's Immortal Contributions from
one end to the other. In the section on the Cul-
tural Revolution, Mr. Avakian stresses that ""And,
again, the form, the method, that was found was
basically reliance upon the masses." (emphasis
as in the original, p. 285) According to Mr,

Avakian, '"such a rectification of the Party was,

. » s ycompletely unprecedented. " (Ibid.) Thus Mr.
Avakian is saying that the party purges conducted
by Lenin and the Bolsheviks after the victory of
the Great October Socialist Revolution, the meth-
ods of the workers' and peasants' control, the
great struggles against deviations, and so forth,
were all basically administrative methods from
above, while the Cultural Revolution was "unpre-
cedented" because it allegedly acted from below.
Thus Mr. Avakian, following Mao Zedong Thought,
contemptuously dismisses the Marxist~Leninist
teachings on the party, attacks Comrades Lenin
and Stalin as allegedly bureaucratic administra~
tors, and slanders the entire experience of the
world Marxist-Leninist movement. And the
great new revelation that Mao and Avakian bring
to the world is that anything led by the party is by
definition "done from above' while it is necessary
to negate the party and even to act against the
party to have the label of acting from below and
of '"relying upon the masses',

Thus Mr. Avakian firmly believes that the
party must be bureaucratic. He is absolutely in-
capable of even imagining a Leninist party. So
he can only conclude from Comrade Hoxha's erit-
icism of the Chinese revisionist theses negating
the party that Comrade Hoxha must therefore
allegedly be for bureaucracy and administrative
measures. Anyone who examines the basic Al-
banian literature, such works as The History of
the Party of Labor of Albania, the speeches and
writings of Comrade Hoxha, and so forth, will
see with what vigor and enthusiasm the Party of
Labor of Albania tackled the job of fighting bu-
reaucratic rust, what profound and effective ideo-
logical and organizational measures it took, and
how consistent its orientation was and is. But
all this is irrelevant to Mr. Avakian and co. In
their polemical articles the "RCP'" does not even
discuss the measures faken by the Party of Labor
of Albania. The "RCP" is blind to reality, be-
cause it is absolutely impossible for it to even
conceive of a party as anything but a bureaucratic,
administrative apparatus, anything other than a
damper on the revolution. Hence, with the deep
profundity of the bourgeois ignoramus, the "RCP"
writes: "But for Hoxha, the dynamic role of
youth., .is really more of a liability than an as-
set, something to be attacked and stifled unless
it can be 'led' (by which he really means control-
led) by the working class and its party.'" The
writer goes on to stress that the issue is ""whether
to lead or to stifle the initiative of the youth,"
("Dogmato-Revisionism'", p. 56) Clearly, for
the ""RCP's" theoretical big shots, the leadership
of the party is synonymous with the stifling,
damping and attacking of the dynamic role of the
masses,

THE LEADERSHIP OF THE PARTY IS RE-~
PLACED BY THE "DICTATORSHIP OF THE
LEADERS"

Consequently the article "Dogmato-Revisionism"
was completely in the Avakian spirit when in the
passage in question it discussed the party as ""ob~
jectively an administrative apparatus”. The
"RCP" is unable to imagine how a genuine com-
munist party exercises its leading role in the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat. The "RCP's" image
of the dictatorship of the proletariat is the one
denounced by Stalin when, refuting Trotsky, he
declared: "The dictatorship of the
proletariat is not simply a govern--
mental top stratum 'skilfully' 'se-
lected' by the careful hand of an
texperienced strategist,' and 'judi-
ciously relying' on the support of
one section or another of the popu-
lation, " (Stalin, "The October Revolution and
the Taectics of the Russian Communists', On the
Opposition, p. 144)

But just read Mr. Avakian's speech '"The Loss
in China and the Revolutionary Legacy of Mao
Tsetung''. Here we are promised an inside look
at Mao's new, '‘unprecedented" methods, which
are allegedly better than those ever applied by
Lenin or Stalin, which allegedly are the first
methods ever used by communists that actually
relied on the masses. What we find is a sordid
tale of personal maneuvering by Mao, as related
by a most sympathetic writer, Mr. Avakian. We
are told that ''. ., Mao saw the need to bring new
forces forward into the top leadership....So Mao
passes over most of these people ('the 'old
guard"'— ed.) in forming a leading group to carry
forward the Cultural Revolution." (p. 45) Thus
Mao apparently usurps the party's power, acts
individually with the sure hand of the "experienced
strategist", and sets up an ill-defined group to
replace the leadership of the party. We are told
to believe that he has enough power to do this,
""passing over" those who disagree, yet still for
some reason he leaves all the bad elements in
their former position for use in future maneuver-
ing. The nature of the '"leading group" Mao forms
is also left vague. Mr. Avakian doesn't specify
what it is, From the point of view of Mr, Ava-
kian's contempt for the party, only the personali-
ties count. Mr. Avakian describes Mao on pages
55-56 as wisely deciding that Chen Li and Zhou
Enlai shouldn't be overthrown. The "RCP" does
not have a very high opinion of Zhou Enlai at all,
whe indeed was a very bad element, but Mr.
Avakian approves of making use of Zhou Enlai,
as it is necessary to counterbalance Lin Biao.

It turns-out that '"no doubt Mao hoped he could
even win over Zhou Enlai" (p. 67). Furthermore,
"*apparently, he (Mao ~— ed.) even agreed to
Teng's rehabilitation, because of the necessity of
cleaning up after the Lin Piao affair," (p. 62)
Here we have come full circle. First Lin Biao

is used against Liu and Deng, despite the fact
that allegedly as early as 1966 Mao had warned

of him (p. 52). Then Deng is brought back in or-

der to deal with the mess after Lin Biao's death.
How unbureaucratic, what masterful reliance on
the masses, what a careful avoidance of adminis~
trative methods and constant shuffling and re-
shuffling of top positions! Mao has just previously
dissolved the party and the mass organizations and
thrown society into an uproar in-order to get rid °
of Liu Shaoqi and Deng Xiaoping. And indeed
these ultra-revisionist elements are counter-rev-
olutionary elements. But now Mao agrees to
bring Deng back and Mr. Avakian agrees, non-
chalantly explaining that everything is alright be-
cause ""Mao did not trust Deng.'" (p. 62) The
world's revolutionary Marxist-Leninists really
wished to see Liu and Deng and the Chinese ultra~
revisionists overthrown and to see a true victory
of the Cultural Revolution, but to the Chinese it

is all a game. Someone is called a revisionist
and a counter-revolutionary and tomorrow it is
said that such an element is useful and even es-
sential to run China. But Mr. Avakian goes on
enthusiastically about Mao's struggle, which is
waged this time "by analogy, not directly,' (p.
67). AIll this is not a new, unprecedented method.
It is the old, old game of personal maneuvering
and unprincipled factionalism, it is parliamentary
leapfrog, it is anything you like, buf it is not
revolution. .

Mr. Avakian zealously praises this method of
Mao's and says '"Mao's approach has always
been — and correctly so — to go after the line of
the opportunists and arm the masses with an un-
derstanding of this first, win over those in the
opportunist camp who are not die~hards to the ex~
tent possible, create splits in their ranks, ...
but rely on the masses, politically armed and
politically mobilized. " (p. 67) In short, fancy
talk about going after the line and mobilizing the
masses, combined with the most sordid practice
of maneuver, of "win(ning) over those in the op-
portunist camp'. And the "unprecedentedly'
mobilized masses were not consulted about such
basic decisions as bringing Teng back. Indeed,
even apart from the sordid forms of political man-
euver at the top, we find that many of the forms
of mobilizing the masses from below, these forms
of allegedly spontaneous action of the masses,
were in fact highly organized. The putting out of
big character posters, the attacks on this or that
leading personality, were not so spontaneous as
the Chinese pretended. Both in China and outside,
the Chinese revisionists love to arrange matters
by whispering this or that in someone's ear. In-
stead of the clear orientation of a party, one has
whispers and gossip. Finally the army itself is
called in in order to bring order out the chaos in
China. The party methods are denounced as
bureaucratic, but the army is carefully protected
from chaos and then brought in as the decisive
force. Here indeed we have the last word in the
"unprecedented'" anti-bureaucratic, most highly
democratic methods of organizing from below —
the naked rule of the army.

Thus Mr. Avakian goes to great extremes to
laud and exalt the picture of Mao acting outside the
norms and the discipline of the party. In fact,
Mr. Avakian replaces the role of the party with
the role of the leader.. In the guestion and answer
period after Mr. Avakian's speech, as reproduced
in the pamphlet "The Loss in China...', Mr.
Avakian is asked '"What role did the masses have
besides making banners and following Mao? ..."
(p. 127) To answer this, Mr. Avakian goes into
a big discussion of '"the role of leaders'. He has
replaced the leading role of the party with the ex~
altation of the arbitrary action of the top leaders.
Marxism-Leninism recognizes and correctly
defines the role of leaders and of great individuals,
but never concedes that they should be exalted
above the party. When Mr. Avakian negates
the party in favor of the exaltation of the role of
leading individuals, he is showing that he follows
the theory of the "dictatorship of the party.”

For Stalin, in criticizing the formula of ''the
dictatorship of the party", pointed out that: '"This
formula, taken without reservations, says, as it
were, ...c) to the top leadership of the Party:
you may indulge in the luxury of a certain amount
of complacency, you may even become conceited,
for we have the dictatorship of the Party, and
'consequently', the dictatorship of the leaders.
(Stalin, "Concerning Questions of Leninism!",
Problems of Leninism, p. 206)

HOW THE ARTICLE "A WRONG PHRASE"
OPENLY DEFENDS THE FORMULA OF ""THE
DICTATORSHIP OF THE PARTY"

In fact the article ""A Wrong Phrase' openly
defends the Trotskyite formulation ""the dictator-
ship of the party". The first way it does this is
by claiming that Lenin used this phrase. They
state that "For while it is true that Stalin correct-
ly criticizes the slogan 'dictatorship of the Party’,
it is in the course of fighting opportunists who
used the fact that Lenin had on several occasions
himself used the disputed phrase...'" The "RCP"
wants to compare its use of the phrase to that of
Lenin. But this argument can only further ex-
pose the anti-Leninist positions of the "RCP".
Stalin explains Lenin's use of this formula as
follows: "On the few occasions that Lenin was
obliged, in controversy with opponents, to speak
of the dictatorship of the Party, he usually re-
ferred to the 'dictatership of one party’, i.e. to
the fact that our Party holds power alone, that
it does not share power with other parties. '
(Ibid., p. 205) Thus the phrase "dictatorship of
the (or of one) party' was very rarely used by
Tienin. “Stalin says that he has '"béen able to note -
only five cases in which he (Lenin — ed.) touches,
in passing, on the question of the dictatorship of
the Party.' (Ibid., p. 203) And Lenin generally
was referring with this formulation to the undi-
vided leadership of the party, to the fact that the
party does not share power with other parties.

But Mao Zedong Thought is opposed to the un-
divided leadership of the party. Mao held that
there can and should be several parties sharing
the state power. Besides the Communist Party,
there were several bourgeois parties that took
part in the government in China: These parties
were pampered and given great rights. Mao
stated: '"Which is better, to have just one party
or several ? As we see it now, it's perhaps bet-
ter to have several parties. This has been true
in the past and may well be so for the future; it
means long-term coexistence and mutual super-
vision.'" And he adds that he is talking about "'the
various democratic parties, consisting primarily
of the national bourgeoisie and its intellectuals'.
(""On the Ten Major Relationships", Selected
Works of Mao Tsetung, Vol. V, p. 296)

The "RCP", flying in the face of the teachings
of Marxism-Leninism, justifies the Chinese re-
visionist practice of fostering the growth of bour-
geols parties in the government of what was call-
ed "the dictatorship of the proletariat'. The
"RCP" agrees with Mao's social-democratic
ideas about the bourgeoisie growing into social-
ism. They twist and turn to justify Mao's policy
of fostering the growth of the bourgeois parties
and even resort to that favorable trick of all
"three worlders': using the crudest historical
parallels between situations which don't bear the
slightest resemblance. Just as the Klonskyites
justify the warmongering U. S.~-China alliance
through fake historical parallels with World War
II, so the "RCP" tries to justify the existence of
the bourgeois parties in the dictatorship of the
proletariat by drawing a historical parallel to the
very short-lived collaboration between the Left
Socialist-Revolutionary Party and the Bolshevik
Party. We will go into this in more detail at
another time. For now it suffices to note that
this is ridiculous. Lenin, in an article dealing
with the question of an alliance with the Left So-
cialist-Revolutionaries points out this possibility
comes about because of the relationship of the
Left Socialist-Revolutionaries to the peasantry.
He rules out any possibility of an alliance with
bourgeois parties. He stated: "On the con-
trary, a coalition (alliance) between
the working and exploited classes,
on the one hand, and the bourgeoi-
sie, on the other, cannot be an
honest coalition because of the rad-
‘ical divergence of interests between
these classes.'" (Lenin, "Alliance Between
the Workers and the Working and Exploited Pea-
sants, A Letter to Pravda', Collected Works,
Vol. 26, p. 333, emphasis as in the original)
Thus Lenin has denounced the class collabora-
tionism of Mao Zedong Thought in advance.

The "RCP" is so zealous to defend Mao that it
twists and turns and states: "In fact, the demo-
cratic parties largely ceased to exist during the
Cultural Revolution...It was clear that in Mao's
view and the view of those who made up his rev-
olutionary headquarters, the historical conditions
which had required cooperation with the democrat-
ic parties no longer existed (except, perhaps, in
some limited way in relation to Taiwan),'" (''Dog-
mato-Revisionism'", p. 46) This sophistry is
utterly shameless. First the "RCP" defends
Mao's ultra-opportunist practice, then it turns
around and tries to reassure everyone by saying
that it doesn't matter anyway, the parties were
eventually eliminated. But it turns out that the
parties weren't eliminated. Whether or not the
bourgeois parties functioned during the Cultural
Revolution means little, as the Communist Party,
the mass organizations, many state bodies and
so forth also largely ceased to function. The
"RCP's" speculation on Mao's views is completely
unsupported. The evidence of the most important
documents, indeed of all the published documents
and speeches of which we are aware, is that no
such decision was taken against the bourgeois
parties. And, in fact, after the main turmoil of
the Cultural Revolution subsided, the bourgeois
parties were still there, ready at hand for the
use of the ultra-revisionists.

Thus an examination of the context in which
Lenin made his extremely rare uses of the for-
mulation "dictatorship of the party'" only serves
to further expose the revisionist nature of Mao
Zedong Thought.

Another argument by the "RCP" in defense of
the formulation "the dictatorship of the party", is
that Comrade Hoxha uses the phrase "We Marx-
ist-Leninists who have come ito power..." With
this argument the article "A Wrong Phrase"
proves that if is the "RCP" confusion-mongers
who shout and scream about this or that isolated
phrase torn completely out of context. In the
passage at stake Comrade Hoxha is not discuss-
ing anything at all related to the point at issue,
But no matter, Comrade Hoxha's phrase is com-
pletely unobjectionable, and the "RCP" is only
exposing its diehard defense of the formulation
""dictatorship of the party' by comparing it to
Comrade Hoxha's phrase. The "RCP'" dances
and leaps and demands that the COUSML must
criticize Comrade Hoxha in order to remain
""consistent with the COUSML's criticism of the
"RCP". What rot! The deep, profound, heavy
thinkers of the "RCP" have forgotten only a mere
trifle: namely, that what the issue is with the
formula of the ""dictatorship of the party" is not
that Marxist-Leninists shouldn't come to power.
On the contrary, the issue is;: how do the Marx-
ist~Leninists make use of this power. The issue
is to correctly define the leading role of the par-
ty, the role of the mass organizations, the meth-
ots of mobilizing the masses, and so forth. This
is what Comrade Stalin does in the section of
Concerning Questions of Leninism which discuss-
es the question of "the dictatorship of the party".
The issue is, to put it most briefly, the bureau-

Continued on page 14; see CHALLENGE
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cratic and Trotskyite conception of the leading
role of the party, a conception shared by Mao
and Avakian, versus the Marxist-Leninist con-
ception of the leading role of the party. For the
"RCP" hot-shots to confuse this question with
that of whether the Marxist-Leninists should come
to power, that is, with whether the Marxist-Len-
inist party should be the ruling party, is amazing.
It is to issue themselves a certificate of ideologi~
cal bankruptcy. What is the "RCP" trying to hide
with this crude sophistry anyway? Are they try-
ing to claim that Comrades Lenin and Stalin were
opposed to Marxist-Leninists coming to power ?
On the contrary, Marxism-~Leninism holds that
the party should have undivided leadership in the
dictatorship of the proletariat. The honor for
such a position as advocating that Marxist-Lenin-
ists should not come to power can only belong to
the Chinese revisionists and Mao, who advocate
the replacement of the undivided leadership of the
communist party with the "long-term coexistence
and mutual supervision' with bourgeois parties.
So we see that the article "A Wrong Phrase'
provides yet further proof that the "RCP" has an
utterly mechanical, bureaucratic conception of
the role of the party, just as "U.S. Neo-Revi-
sionism, Part 3" pointed out. The "RCP" cannot.
even disassociate itself from the Trotskyite con-
ception of the ""dictatorship of the party'. And it
is no wonder. How hollow is all the "RCP's"
talk about Mao's ""great immortal contributions'
and "unprecedented" new methods for "relying on
the masses' and his ""great contributions theoret-
ically and practically to combatting efforts to
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" transform the dictatorship of the proletariat into

a dictatorship of party bureaucrats (actually a
new capitalist class)." ("A Wrong Phrase'') The
only conception that Mr, Avakian or Mao Zedong
have of the party is precisely that of ''a dictator-
ship of party bureaucrats', a handful of leaders
1skilfully selected by a master strategist''. The
new methods that are being trumpeted up and
down as better than those of Lenin and Stalin turn
out to consist of negating the leading role of the
party, throwing mud at the party concept, re-
peating the bourgeois criticism of the idea of a
monolithic party, compromising the struggle a-
gainst opportunism, etc. That is why the "RCP",
in following Mao Zedong Thought, has made a
career out of opposing the party concept, back
from the days that they reveled in the '"pre-party
collective" thesis to today when they fall and
stumble backward over the ""dictatorship of the
party". The "RCP's" great ""theoretical struggle"
against the "'dictatorship of party bureaucrats"
collapses into a struggle against the Marxist-
Leninist conception of the leading, mobilizing
and energizing role of the Marxist-Leninist party
of the proletariat, O
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Reflections on China consists of excerpts from
the Political Diary of Comrade Enver Hoxha. = The
notes included in this volume belong to the period
1962-1972.

In these notes the zigzags of the Chinese leader-
ship, its revisionist, anti-socialist and anti-Alban-
ian course are revealed.

From these notes and others which may be pub-
lished later, the reader will be able to see the
analysis the PLA has made and the principled
stands it hastaken in defense of Marxism-Leninism.

—

The complete text of the official Albanian English-

language edition is reprinted and available:

In Proletarian Internationalism, numbers 4 and 5,
$4.00 for the set

In Paperback Book Edition $6.50
The official Spanish-language edition is reprinted
in Internacionalismo Proletario $4.00

(Bulk rates available for orders of 10 or more)

Order from: COUSML P.O. Box 11942
LFort Dearborn Station Chicago, IL 6061U




