THE MAIN BLOW

IN THE PRESENT
HISTORIC PERIOD

Two Articles from
The Cqmmunist

including selections from Stalin:

CONCERNING THE QUESTION OF STRATEGY AND
TACTICS OF THE RUSSIAN COMMUNIST
and
OCTOBER REVOLUTION AND TACTICS

The Workers Congress (M—L)
POB 1297 Chicago, lllinois 60690




The articles on the "main blow" reprinted in this
pamphlet have a particular importance for our movement
at this time. As Huang Hua, the Chairman of the
Chinese delegation to the UN, pointed out in a speech
to the General Assembly on September 29, we are in a
new historic period -- the period of struggle against
superpower hegemonism. For Marxist-Leninists, it is im-
possible to get a grasp of any historic period without
understanding the focus of revolutionary strategy at
that time -- that is, without understanding the direc-
tion of the main blow. This is generally true.

More particularly, errors on the main blow reflect
an underlying failure to grasp the specific features
of a historic period. As Stalin writes in a passage
reprinted here at p. 22, "a strategic plan suitable
for one period of history, which has its own features,
cannot be suitable for another period of history, which
has entirely different specific features.'" At this
time, errors on the main blow reflect a fundamental
failure to grasp firmly Chairman Mao Tsetung's great
strategic concept of the three worlds.

The importance of this point cannot be overestimated.
A sharp attack has come forward in the international
communist movement against the three world thesis of
Chairman Mao and this attack has been reflected in our
own movement., Without a doubt it is fueled by opportun-
ist interpretations of the three world thesis.

The social chauvinist line on the main blow taken
up in this pamphlet is one example of that. The Com-
munist Party (Marxist-Leninist) (CPML) (formerly the
Organizing Committee of the October League, the OL/0C)
calls for us to direct our main blow internationally
against the USSR only.* Objectively this is a social
chauvinist line which plainly contradicts the strategy
of a united front against the hegemonism of both super-
powers. It is consistent only with a strategic plan
which takes the USSR as the principal enemy, calls
for a united front against Soviet social imperialism,
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and in the end reduces the first world to the USSR
alone.

THE ATTACK ON ONE ERROR COVERS ANOTHER

Attacking the social chauvinist character of this
line has provided excellent cover for opportunist
forces in ocur movement to conceal their own errors.

For example, a number of U.S. Marxist-Leninist
organizations have taken up the line that both super-
powers represent the same danger to the world's people
to the same degree and the same extent in order to
polemicize against the CP(ML)'s opportunist stand cn
the main blow. Instead of preserving what is correct
and exposing what is incorrect, they use the cover of
what is incorrect to attack what is correct.

Specificallv, these forces fail to point out -- as
we have done in this pamphlet -- why it is correct to
call ti.e Soviet Union the more dangerous of the two
superpowers. As a result they are unable to expose in
a theoretically convincing way the chauvinism of the
CP(ML)'s position on the focus of revolutionary stra-
tegy in the present historic period. Their attempt to
show that the two superpowers are equally dangerous
falls short of its mark.

To call both superpowers the same danger to the
same degree and to the same extent is wrong from the
peint of view of dialectical method and shows a failure
to make a concrete analysis of changes which have
taken place in world affairs. The history of two im -
perialist wars teaches us to pay close attention to the
uneven development of the relationship of force between
the imperialist great powers. These differences can
only be resolved by force. To abandon the law of uneven
development makes it impossible to trace concretely the
development of these factors which must sooner or later
give rise to imperialist war.

The debate, therefore, conducted within such narrow
limits, has led only to confusion. One strategic plan
leads to social chauvinism; the other belittles the
danger of imperialist war. Neither is capable of mobi-
lizing U.S. working and oppressed people in a complex
international situation.

STALIN'S TEXTS NN THE MAIN BLOW

The texts from Stalin discussed here provide impor-
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tant background to the concept of 'historic period'
raised by Huang Hua in his UN speech. In the excerpts
reprinted, Stalin clearly explains the relationship
between a historic turn, a historic period, the main
enemy and the main blow. These passages also make
clear the distinction between the main blow of the
party of the proletariat and the main blow of the
working class and its allies. Failure to make this
distinction has added mud to waters already clouded
by theoretical confusion.

Notice that a historic period is not equivalent to
the Marxist-Leninist concept of an epoch or an era.

We are still in the era of imperialism and proletarian
revolution. But as Chairman Mao points out in OV
CONTRADICTION, the process of the development of a
thing goes through a number of stages, each of which
is marked by its particular features. Decisive devel-
opments in the era of imperialism and proletarian revo-
lution reflect historic turns which demarcate historic
periods. The present stage (historic period) in the
development of the era of imperialism and proletarian
revolution is characterized by three factors which in
their development constitute a fundamental historic
turn. These factors are: (1) the restoration of capi-
talism in the USSR and the disintegration of the so-
cialist camp; (2) the decline of US imperialism and
the disintegration of the Western imperialist camp;
(3) the rise of the Third World. It is these changes,
summed up by Chairman Mao in his theory of the three
worlds and which reflect the development of all the
basic contradictions of the contemporary era, that are
the basis for understanding the international situation
today.

On this foundation, a revolutionary proletarian
party in the U.S., genuinely built according to the re-
volutionary theory and style of Marxism-Leninism, must
call for the broadest united front internationally
against the hegemonism of the two superpowers based on
the unity of the revolutionary movement in this country
with the socialist countries and with the proletariat
and oppressed people and nations throughout the world
and with the third world countries and all countries
subjected to aggression, interference or threats of
superpower hegemonism, as a component part and the main
content of the united front against imperialism in
this period.




As we sald in our article "Stalin:On the Main Blow",
"The relatively greater danger to imperialist war posed
by the USSR has not brought an end to this historic
period and does not mark a new historic turn where the
USSR is alone the principal enemy of world revolution."

DIRECT THE MAIN BLOW AGAINST BOTH SUPERPOWERS

The main blow is the main direction a proletarian
movement must take in a given historic period. Tt is
the main focus of a strategic plan suitable to the
specific features of a particular historic period.

Huang Hua said:"We are now in a new period —- the
period of struggle against superpower hegemonism."

There can be no doubt. 1In the present historic
period we must direct our main blow against the hege-
monism of both superpowers

*The articles in this pamphlet quote language from

the Draft Program of the OL/0C as originally pub-
lished in The Call. This language was adopted with-
out change by the CP(ML) in its party program. See,
Documents From the Founding Congress of the Communist
Party(Marxist-Leninist), pp. 98-105
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OC DRAFT PROGRAM
Proletarian Internationalism
Or Social-Chauvinism

Reprinted from
THE COMMUNIST, Vol. IIT No. 9, May 7, 1977

May Day is an international working class holiday. It
affirms the intermational solidarity of the working

class and oppressed peoples. May Day is a good time,

therefore, to take stock of the struggle against social
chauvinism in our movement. Especially this is so in
view of the rising danger of imperialist world war.
Social chauvinism is an opportunist trend in the
international working class movement. Lenin defines
gsocial chauvinism as "socialists in words ., but chau-
vinist in deeds, who are helping 'their own' bourgeoi-
sie to rob other countries and enslave other nations.'
He continues, "That is the very substance of chauvin-
ism - to defend one's own fatherland even when its
acts are aimed at enslaving other people's fatherlands,
OPPORTUNISM AND THE COLLAPSE OF THE SECOND INTERNATION-
AL (Lenin, Collected Works, v. 22, p. 109). In SOCIAL-
I5M AND WAR Lenin identifies the economic basis of
social chauvinism —- "the interests of a tiny stratum
of privileged workers and of the petty bourgeoisie who
are defending their privileged position, their 'right'
to crumbs of the profits 'their' national bourgeoisie
obtains from robbing other nations, etc.'" Politically
social chauvinism means '"collaboration of classes
instead of class struggle, renunciation of revolution-
ary methods of struggle helping one's 'own' government
in its embarrassed situation instead of taking advan-
tage of these embarrassments for revolution."
Imperialist war and imperialist war preparations
feed social chauvinism. For that reason, now, with the
increasing danger of a new world war between the U.S.
and the USSR, we must place to the forefront of our
tasks the struggle against social chauvinism. Only by
defeating this opportunist trend do we lay the basis
for an independent communist policy to lead the prole-
tariat and oppressed masses in conditions of war.
Party building, therefore, is directly connected to
the struggle against social chauvinism, and the rup-
ture required with the positions of petty bourgeois
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democracy is also a rupture with social chauvinism.
Preparing the conditions for a new Marxist-Leninist
party means purging our ranks of social chauvinism and
of every tendency to confusion and vacillation on the
question. ’

Significant debates on the international situation
in our movement show that this task has not yet been
accomplished. The Draft Program of the Communist Party
(M-L) recently published by the Organizing Committee
for the Marxist-Leninist Party (0C) is the most impor-—
tant example of confusion on fundamental principles of
Marxism-Leninism leading necessarily to social chau-
vinism.

THE 0QC'S DRAFT PROGRAM

The Draft Program reads: _

"The Soviet Union is not only an imperialist super-
power; it is also the center of modern revisionism,
which is the main social prop of imperialism in the
international working class movement. The Soviet
Union, which carries out its aggression under the sign-
board of socialism, is the most dangerous of the two
superpowers. Therefore, while we oppose both super-
powers, as part of the worldwide movement against im-
perialism, we must direct our main blow internationally
at Soviet social-imperialism." (The Call, April 4,
1977).

DIRECT THE MAIN BLOW AT THE COMPROMISING PARTIES

The October League (0L) has argued in its polemics
over the last year that US revolutionaries should
direct their main blow internationally at the USSR
because the Soviet Union was ''the main prop of imper-
jalism". The OL relied here on Stalin's argument that
we must direct our main blow against the parties of
compromise with imperialism which are the social sup-
port or props of imperialism. (See FOUNDATIONS OF
LENINISM and THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION AND THE TACTICS OF
RUSSTIAN COMMUNISTS.) Summing up the experience of the
Bolshevik party in the October Revolution, Staliz
writes: '

"In this period the petty bourgeois dem-
ocratic parties, the parties of the Socialist
-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks, were the most
dangerous social support of imperialism. Why?

Because these parties were the compromising
parties, the parties of compromise between im-
perialism and the laboring masses. Naturally,
the Bolsheviks at that time directed their
main blows at these parties, for unless these
parties were isolated there could be no hope
of a rupture between the laboring masses and
imperialism, and unless this rupture was en-
sured there could be no hope of the victory

of the Soviet revolution.," (ON THE OPPOSITICN,
p. 166)

In other words, the main blow is directed at the
compromising parties in order to facilitate and hasten
the victory over the principal enemy. It is a means
of organizing and preparing the conditions for revol-
ution by breaking the influence of the disorganizing
forces among the ranks of *he people who attempt to
subordinate the working masses to the leadership of the
bourgeoisie at every turn., No party was as thorough-
going as the Bolshevik party in preparing the conditions
for that rupture and winning the broad masses of working
people from the influence of the compromising parties--
this was one of the decisive factors of the Bolshevik
revolution. And no party was as ruthless with itself in
overcoming those influences in its own ranks. That is
why Bglshevization retains its significance as a party
building slogan for us today.

However, the OL and the OC have never grasped the
significance of the rupture required with the influence
of the parties of compromise with imperialism and have
proposed to form a new revolutiomary party without dem-
onstrating leadership in that struggle. As a result,
they miss the point of Stalin's analysis. Instead, they
took up dogmatically the positions of Stalin and used
them to justify their view on a connected but somewhat
differernt issue--that the main blow of communists inter-
nationally ought to be directed against the USSR. In
the CALL of December 6, 1976, they wrote:

"The October League, along with the organ-
izations inside the Organizing Committee for
a Marxist-Leninist Party (0C), holds that,
while the objective of the revolutionary strug-
gle in the US is aimed at the overthrow of U.S.
imperialism, internationally we must direct the
main blow at the Soviet Union. Because it is
the center of modern revisionism, the USSR is
the main prop of imperialism internationally."




In other words, the USSR is a social support or party
of compromise with imperialism,

For Marxist-Leninists this position is absurd. The
USSR is not a party of compromise with or social support
of imperialism--it is imperialism. It is not a prop of
the enemy of the revolution--it is an enemy of the re-
volution. T

Internationally, modern revisionism is the main par-
ty of compromise with imperialism—-that much is true.
In the international communist movement revisionism is
the main danger and Marxist-Leninist parties and organ-
izations direct their main blow against it. It is also
true that the Soviet Union is the center of modern re-
visionism. But it is empty dogmatism to conclude from
this that the USSR is a party of compromise and a socc-
ial prop. The ideological, political and organization-
al center of every opportunist and compromising party
will inevitably be found at the general headquarters of
the bourgecisie. This phenomena is not peculiar to
modern revisionism. In fact, that is the significance
of the collapse of the Second International. With the
crisis of the First imperialist war, the social chau-
vinist and compromising parties of European Social Dem—
ocracy found their center not with the organizational
leadership cf the intermational proletariat, but in-
stead with their own bourgeois governments.

REVISIONISM IN POWER IS THE RISE TO
FOWER OF THE BOURGEQISIE

What is confused in the OL's presentation is that the
USSR is not a "party" but a bourgeois state exercising
class dictatorship. Stalin pointed out that after the
February revolution in Russia the party of the liberal
bourgeoisie, that is the party of compromise with the
tsar in the hourgeois democratic revolution, '"had been
transformed from a compromising force into a governing
force, into the ruling force of imperialism.'" The same
kind of consideration applies here. While modern re-
visionism out of power is a compromising force, in pow-
er it is a governing force, in the Soviet Union, the
ruling force of Soviet social imperialism. As Mao
Tsetung said, "The rise to power of revisionism is the
rise to power of the bourgeoisie." (quoted at the Tenth
Party Congress)

Revigionism in power is no longer a compromising par-
ty that must be isolated, but a class in power that must
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be overthrown. Under conditions of a fascist one party
dictatorship in the USSR, compromisng elements must be
found among the middle and lower levels of the party and
trade union bureaucracy, as well as the workers aristoc-
racy, where an opportunist and reformist petty bourgeoi-
sie has emerged whose role is to suppress class conflict
and subordinate the goals of the working class to the
needs of the new bourgecisie and the state monopoly cap-
italist system it commands.

The paragraph of the Draft Program we have quoted is
somewhat better than OL's arguments in the CALL and, on
its face, neither defends nor depends on these polemics.
The statement of the Draft Program is:

"The Soviet Union is not only an imperial-

ist superpower; it is also the center of mod-

ern revisionism, which is the main social prop

of imperialism in the intermational working

class movement."
Accurately understood, this is correct. Modern revis-
ionism is the main social prop and the USSR is the cen-
ter of modern revisionism, as we have pointed out.

However, if the language of the Draft represented a
conscious correction and repudiation of the confusion
of OL's earlier positions, we would have expected the
Commentary to the Draft to explain this and include a
self-criticism. But with a stylish superficiality that
has come to characterize the OC's work, the problem is
ignored. Comrades would therefore be wrong tc conclude
that the language of the Draft represents an advance.

DIRECT THE MAIN BLOW AT THE PRINCIPAL ENEMY

In any case, the basic confusion of the Draft Program

. is not on the question of compromising parties. OL was

led into error on that question because of its confusion
on a more fundamental issue. Clearly from Klonsky's
first use of the concept of the main blow in the CALL
interview last year, OL has been concerned with the
broader question raised in Stalin's essay on STRATEGY
AND TACTICS. Stalin there is not considering the main
blow of the party required to isolate compromising
forces, but the main blow of the class and its allies
required to overthrow the principal ememy. Stalin
writes: ’
"The most important function of strategy
is to determine the main direction which ought
to be taken by the working class movement, and
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along which the proletariat can most advantag-
eously deliver the main blow at its eneny in
order to achieve the aims formulated in the
programme. A strategic plan is a plan of the
organization of the decisive blow in the di-
rection in which the blow is most likely to
achieve the maximum results...The strategic
plan defines the main blow to be delivered

by the revolutionary forces and the corres-
ponding disposition of the wvast masses on

the social front."

Here Stalin is speaking to the strategic alignment
of all revolutionary forces to accomplish the tasks of
a particular staze of the revolution. Tt is nc longer
a question of how the party of the proletariat should
use its main weapons during a period of preparaticn in
order to win the broad masses of working people away
from the influence of the compromising forces, facili-
tating their organization. Stalin is now speaking of
the strategic disposition of the proletariat itself and
its allies along the main line which can be taken to
deliver the main blow against the principal enemy of
the reveluticn.

With this meaning, is the Draft Program correct?

No it is not. The strategic lesson Stalin brings
forward is to deliver the main blow at the principal
enemy. The Draft Program does not identify the USSR
as the principal enemy, but calls for revolutionaries
to direct their main blow against it anyway.

TOGETBER THE TWO SUPERPOWERS
CONSTITUTE THE MAIN ENEMY

Identifying the main blow internationally is a ques-
ticn of the strategic alignment of forces and of our
strategic plan. Today, this turns on an appraisal of
the two superpowers. US imperialism, while still econ-
omically and financially more farflung than Soviet soc-—
ial imperialism, has nonetheless entered its decline.
Decisively defeated in Tndochina, weakened economically,
politically and militarily, relatively well exposed be-
fore the peoples of the world--for these reasons, US
imperialism is on the defensive. The USSR, on the other
hand, is an imperialist power on the offensive. Like
Germany befere World War I, it is a younger, more ag-
gressive imperialist power seeking to push its way into
every corner of the globe. It is a latecomer to the im-
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perialist banquet and has geared up for war to demand a
larger share of the pie. It is a war economy with 607%
of industrial enterprises bound up to military purposes
and has more than double the US forces under arms. The
Soviet revisionist clique in charge of the state machine
directly controls the entire national economy and all
economic lifelines and there is a higher concentration
and organization of state monopoly capital than in the

- US. Most important, the USSR carries out its rivalry

for hegemony with the US under the signboard of social-
ism, falsely pretending to inherit the Bolshevik trad-

“ition of proletarian internationalism. Many are still

confused by its phony claim to be a "natural ally" of
the Third World. For all these reasons, the USSR is the
most dangerous source of war. For these reasons also,
it is at this time the more dangerous cof the two super-
powers.

Does this mean that our strategic plan, the main di-
rection along which the proletariat and its allies can
.most advantageocusly deliver the main blow is, interma-
tionally, against the Soviet Union?

The point is a crucial one. As a part of the world
wide revolutionary united front, the US proletariat has
noc goals internationally different from cother workers
movements. Our most important contribution to world
ravolution is the overthrow of US imperislism, but
world-wide we have no objectivas ferent from those
of the internaticnal working clasg. Yurthermore, the
tasks of revolution in the US are alwavs subordinate to
those of world revolution. To direct the main blow
against the Soviet Union is to subordinate the over-
throw of US imperielism to that task.

The OC's Draft Program is in error on this point.
The strategic plan put forward by Marxist-Leninist
parties and organizations world-wide does not call for
the US or other revolutiomary movements to direct their
main blow at the Soviet Union, but calls for a united
front against both superpowers. The Draft Program's
views on the international situation are fundamentally
inconsistent. The (OL's position on the main blew has
undermined positions of the Draft Program that are
otherwise correct.

The Draft Program correctly states:

"The United States, along with the Soviet
Union, stands today as one of the two imperialist
superpowers who are the biggest international op-
pressors and exploiters. Together, they constitute




the main enemy of the peoples, nations, and coun-
tries of the world.'" (Our emphasis,)
From this, the Draft Program correctly concludes:
"The US working class must firmly unite with
the international proletariat and the oppressed
nations and peoples of the world, with all the
countries subjected to dggression, subversionm, in-
terference and control or bullying by imperialism
or social imperialism to form the broadest possible
united front against imperialism and especially
against the two superpowers," ]
These statements correctly identify the strategic
plan and main direction along which the proletariat and
its allies world wide can most advantageously deliver
the main blow at its principal enemy. They identify the
disposition of the vast revolutionary masses on the
social front.

DIRECT THE MAIN BLOW AGAINST BOTH SUPERPOWERS

In other words, internationally, the strategic plan
put forward by Marxist-Leninists is a united front
against imperialism and especially against the hegemon-
ism of the two superpowers, If we are to speak of the
direction of the main blow of the intermational prole-
tariat against its main enemy, the only position con-
sistent with this strategic plan is to deliver the
main blow against both superpowers which are together
the main enemy of the peoples, nations and countries
of the world,

But the 0C vacillated on the point and offers a
typical petty bourgeois attempt to compromise the posi-
tions of social chauvinism. It wants to have it both
ways. If we direct the main blow against US imperialism,
our strategic plan is to call for the people of the
world to unite to defeat US imperialism and all its
running dogs. If we direct the main blow against Soviet
social imperialism, our strategic plan calls for a
united front against Soviet social imperialism and its
running dogs. At this time, however, the strategic plan
of Maxist-Leninists calls for neither of these. At this
time the call is for the broadest possible united front
against the hegemonism of the two superpowers.

Under present circumstances, the call to deliver the
main blow against one or the other superpower only,
objectively aids its rival in the struggle for hegemony.
It is social chauvinism:'"the defense of the privileges,
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advantages, robbery and violence of ones 'own' (or everv)
imperialist bourgeoisie." The OC has not succeeded in
purging its ranks of social chauvinism. The position of
the Draft Program, which must lead to error and confu-
sion on the international front, is particularly serious
in view of the grave danger of imperialist war.

We do not speculate as to what historic turns may
lay ahead in the course of world revolution. A united
front against social fascism, for example, is a possi-
bility we cannot exclude. That, however, is not our
strategic plan at this time and under present conditicns.

The OC would like to reduce the question of the main
blow to a matter of uneven development between imperia-
list superpowers. Uneven development, however, is a
constant phenomena of imperialism. Because of uneven de-
velopment the USSR at this time constitutes the main
danger to war -- it is more aggressive, the least ex-
posed and the more dangerous. For these reasons we must
pay special attention to exposing its savage features
and dragging its true character to the light of day.

But the question of the main blow is a question of the"
strategic alignment of forces. It depends on our iden-
tification of the main enemy. At present the two super-
powers together are the main enemy and everything de-
pends on a principled stand toward this question. Until
a turn in world history changes that situation, requir-
ing a change in our strategic plan -- that is, the whole
alignment of revolutionary forces -- we must direct

our decisive blow at both superpowers.

The consolidation of the forces in the 0OC into a new
Marxist-Leninst organization calling itself a party and
based on the confusion of the Draft Program's positions
on the international situation as well as its failure
to thoroughly carry forward the struggle against social
chauvinism would be a setback for our movement. Comrades
in the OC and throughout the movement must give highest
priority to the struggle against this deviation from
the principles of orthodox Marxism-Leninsm.

REVISIONISM ON STRATEGY AND TACTICS

It is important to comment on the Revolutionary
Communist Party's (RCP) polemics against OL on the main
blow.

The RCP correctly ridiculed OL's position that the
Soviet Union is a social prop for or a party of com-
promise with imperialism. But they can find nc other
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way to do this than by a revionist criticism of Stalin.
After quoting Stalin's analysis in THE GCTOBREE KEVOLU-
TION AND TACTICY, the RCP says, "In fact, the RCP does
not agree with the formulation in these articles by
Stalin" ( REVOLUTION, February 1977). Ignoring the
blain meaning of words they call Stalin inconsistent
and go on to counterpose the strategic lessons of the
Bolshevik party to the practice of the Chinese revolu-
tion led by Mao Tsetung. They complain that Stalin's
formulation "came dowm to a policy of isolating middle
of the road social and political forces in anv given
revolutionary period. To this is counterposed the prac-
tice of the Chinese revolution —-— directing the main
blow at the chief enemy to isolate it, while for the
middle forces, a policy is recommended of both uniting
with them and struggling against them so they are at
least neutralized and a basis provided for efforts te
win them from nuetrality to alliance with the revolu-
tionary forces."

Under the guise of upholding the contributions of
ao Tsetung and the Chinese Communist Party to the
science of revolution, this is a shamefaced attack on
orthodox Marxism-Leninism. Not so long ago the Revolu-
tionary Union, which formed the RCP, proposed that US
Marxist-Leninists could ignore the fundamental scienti-
fic characteristcs of a nation as summed up by Stalin -
in order to make room for a stale revisionist theory of
their own. We thought they had backed off that. But
there Las been no repudiation. The source of the error
clearly has not been rooted out. In the RCP we still
have to do with a clique pf "creative" Marxists who
think they can match their few years of 'building the
mass movement" against a generation of stubborn Bolshe-
vik revolutionary experience. What they offer now is
revisionism on strategy and tactics.

MIDDLE FORCES AND COMPROMISIN(G PARTIES

In the first place the RCP confuses middle forces
with compromising parties. In fact there will be no
middle forces won over at all unless the parties of
compromise with imperialism are isolated. In WOREK OF
THE XTIV CONFERENCE OF K.C.P.(B), Stalin said:

"Hence the task of the communist elements in the
colonial countries is to link up with the revolu-
tionary elements of the bourgeoisie, and above all
with the peasantry, against the bloc of imperialism
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and the compromising elements of 'their own' bour-

geoisie, in order, under the leadership of the pro-

leatariat to wage a genuinely revolutionary struggle
for liberation from imperialism."

What is there to contradict the theory and practice
of the Chinese revolution in this? Nothing of course!
In a war of national liberation against imperialism,
the chief enemy is the imperialist oppressor nation and
the compromising parties are national parties of capi-
tulation and betrayal. These are the forces that sell
out and attempt to disorganize the national struggle.
Mao Tsetung wrote constantly on the subject and, for
example, pursued a policy of isolating the diehard wing
of the Kuomintang which represented not middle forces
of the Chinese nation, but primarily the big landlords
and the big bourgeoisie. This was the wing which foster-
ed a spirit of defeatism and national capitulation and
sought accommodation with imperialism rather than
liberation, asking communists to "fold up their tents',
etc.,

THE MAIN BLOW OF THE PARTY AND THE MAIN BLOW OF
THE CLASS

In the second place, the RCP confuses the main wea-
pon of the proletarian party with the main blow of the
proletarian class. In JCTOBER EEVOLUTION AND TACTICE,
Stalin makes clear he is talking about the weapons of
the Bolshevik party -- e.g. "Naturally, the Party at
that time directed its main blows at the Cadets", or
"Naturally, the Bolsheviks at that time directed their
main blows at these parties...'" A vanguard party of the
proletariat uses its main weapons to organize the work-
ing masses in a period of revolutionary preparation.
But it is the masses themselves, not the party which
makes revolution. Under the leadership of a vanguard
party a revolutionary class delivers its main blow at
its chief enemy. The Bolshevik Party directed its main
blow against the parties of petty bourgeois democracy,
but the Russian proletariat, together with its allies,
directed its main blow at the Russian bourgeoisie, not
the petty bourgeoisie.

THE LEADERSHIP OF THE VANGUARD

Comrades who grasp this point will not be confused
by the RCP's base attack on Stalin for a supposed in-
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consistency concerning the main blow. As we pointed out
above, in STRATEGY AND TACTICS, Stalin discusses the
strategic alignment of the class 2nd its allies against
_the principal enemy. In THE OCTOBER REVOLUTION ANL
TACTICS, he is speaking to the leadership of the van-
guard of the prolietariat must give in order to prepare
this strategic alignment. Thus in THE OCTOBER REVOLU-
TION AND TACTICZ, Stalin asks,

"The preparaticn for Octcber thus preceeded
under the leadership of one party, the Bolshevik
Party. But hew did the Party carry out this lead-
ership, along what line did the latter proceed?
This leadership proceeded along the line of iso-
lating the comprcmising parties, as the most dan-
gerous parties, as the most dangerous groupings
in the period of the outbreak of the revolution,
the line of isolating the Socialist Revolutionar-
ies and Mensheviks.'

This Stalin calls the fundamental strategic rule of
Leninism. In chrowing it down, the RCP has once again
attacked the leading role of a vanguard party. The RCP
proclaims an onslaught against the chief enemy, but
repudiated the tasks necegsary to prepare the conditions
for that onslaught.

The RCP repudiates Stalin on this question because
it is a representative of the petty bourgeois democrac-
tic trend in our movement masquerading under the cloak
of Marxism-Leninism. Therefore, the RCP does not want

to make a rupture with the positions of the compromising’

petty bourgeoisie, ideologically, politically and o%gan—
izationally. What the RCP wants to do -- as we know
from its campaign in steel -- is to make a place in its
mass work for the reformist trade union bureaucracy.

On strategy and tactics, as with the national ques-
tion, the RCP tries to drive a wedge between Lenin and
- Stalin. But the ideas Stalin fought for are a summation

+ of positions consistently developed by Lenin from the
exrerience of 1905 on. For examnle, TWO TACTICS OF SO-
CIAL DEMOCRACY IN THE DEMOCRAT:C REVOLUTION turns on an
appraisal of the compromising parties of the bourgeois
democratic revolution. Stalin's quote from Lenin's Ad-
dress to the Constituent Assembly shows the continuity
of Bolshevik thinking in spite of Trotskyite slanders:

, "in order to win tke majority of the popula-
tion to its side the proletariat must...entirely
destroy the influence of the bourgeois and petty
bourgeois compromisers over the majority of the

16

non-proletarian toiling masses...'" (ON THE OFPOSI-
TION, p. 280)

THE LEADERSHIP OF THE VANGUARD AND THE HEGEMONY OF
THE PROLETARIAT

By abandoning the struggle against the parties of
compromise with imperialism, the RCP abandons the hege-
mony of the proletariat in the revolution. This is the
lesson of Lenin and Stalin on strategy and tactics and
the significance of the RCP's revisionism on the ques-
tion.

In the second issue of its theoretical journal, May
1, 1977, the RCP has again reaffirmed its position that
prior to 1974, party building could not be the main task
of communists (p.77), even though the proletariat had
no vanguard party. The particular circumstances, they
claim, of mass upsurge in the US prevented it. However,
this view reduces the question of the need of the class
for vanguard leadership to a question of particular
conditions and circumstances. The correct view is that
whenever the class lacks a vanguard, the main task of
communists is to build onme.

The RCP's attack on the leadership of the vanguard
in the revolution is, therefore, only further developed
and ,consolidated in its polemics on the main blow.
Whereas the task of Bolshevization, which is essential
to party building, requires a decisive break with the
compromising parties and trends of our movément, the
RCP comes forward to say that no such rupture is re-
aquired. to say that this task contradicts the exper-
ience of the Chinese revolution. The necessary conse-
quence is to abandon not only the leadership of the
vanguard, but also the hegemony of the proletariat in
the revolution.

A "revolutionary" "communist" party that repudiates
the leading role of the party at every stage of the
revolution and the hegemony of the proletariat -- there
is the measure of RCE's degeneration!
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STALIN: ON THE MAIN BLOW

Reprinted from
THE COMMUNIST, Vol. III No. 12, June 20, 1977

In The Communist, V.III, no., 9, May 7, 1977, we at-
tacked social chauvinist errors in the Draft Program
of the October League's Organizing Committee for a new
Marxist-Leninist Party. The main points of that art-

" icle were: il s ' ' w5 ' ‘

1) There is a difference between the main blow de~
livered by the vanguard party of the proletariat and
the main blow delivered by the working class and its
allies.

a) The party delivers its main blow against the
influence of the parties of compromise with enemies of
the revolution., Only by isolating the compromising
parties can the proletarian party establish its lead-
ership and win the masses to its side.

In our case the trend of modern revisionism
is the main social prop of imperialism and revisionist
parties out of power like the "C"PUSA are compromising
parties which Marxist-Leninists must isclate in crder
to establish the leadership of the Marxist-Leninist
vanguard and win the masses to revolution.

b) The working class delivers its main Dblow
against the principal enemy of the revolution. It is
the function of strategy to determine the direction of
the decisive blow corresponding to the disposition of
the broad masses on the social front.

In our case the strategy for revolution is a
united front against imperialism, and especially again-
st the two superpowers which are together the main en-
emy of the world's people. Internationally, therefore,
the working class directs its main blow against both
SUperpowers.

2) 1In the present circumstances the Organizing
Committee's call to deliver the main blow against the
USSR is a social chauvinist position.

a) This cannot be justified by calling the USSR
a compromising party. The USSR is a governing force
of imperialism and an enemy of the revolution, not a
party of compromise with the enemy of the revolution.

b) This cannot be justified by the relatively
greater danger to imperialist war posed by the young,
aggressive and rising goviet superpower, Uneven dgve1~
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opm?nt is a constant phenomena of imperialism., Without
a historic turn demanding a new strategic plan it is
incorrect to direct the main blow against one super-
power only,

c) The OC's position on the main blow is funda-
m?ntally inconsistent with our united front strategy.
Since the two superpowers together are the principal
enemy, the main blow must be directed against both su-
perpowers. To direct the main blow against one super-
power only objectively aids its rival in the struggle
for hegemony and is social chauvinism. The inconsis-
tency of the Draft Program is an effort to compromise
?he positions of precletarian internationalism with soc-
ial chauvinism, and cannot serve as the programmatic
basis for a new Marxist-Leninist party.

* K Kk

The excerpts from Stalin printed below are a basis
for studying these points:

A) “STRATEGY": In this selection from his essay
CONCERNING THE QUESTION OF STRATEGY AND TACTICS OF THE
RUSSIAN COMMUNISTS, V.5, p. 163, Stalin shows the con-
ngction between strategy and the main blow. The ques-
tion here is how the working class (not the party of
th? working class) can most effectively deliver the
main blow at its principal enemy in order to achieve
maximum results., The answer is along the lines charted
by a strategic plan.

Today the strategic plan of Marxist-Leninists in-
Pernationally calls for a united front against imper-
ialism and especially against both superpowers which
are together the principal enemy of the world's people,

B) "STRATEGIC PLAN": This selection is from the
same essay. The necessary connection between the main
b%ow of the working class and the strategic disposi-
t}on of revolutionary forces aligned against the prin-
cipal enemy is here particularly clear. .

The emergence of the USSR as a social-imperialist
superpower fiercely contending for hegemony with US
}mperialism, coupled with the defeat of US imperialism
in ¥ndochina and its overall decline, represents a his-
toric turn summed up in the line that the two super-
powers together are the main enemy of the world's peo-
ple. The corresponding strategic plan directs the main
blow against both the superpowers., The relatively
greater danger to imperialist war posed by the US3SK
has nol brought an end to this historic period and

19




does not mark a new historic turn where th? USSR is
alone the principal enemy of world revolgtlon. .The?e—
fore to direct the main blow against Soviet social-im-
iali is incorrect.
perlé%lsTT;E OCTOEER REVOLUTION AND TACTICS": This
selection from V.6, p. 374 (see also ON THE OPPCSITION,
P. 164) concerns the main blow of the party of the
proletariat and not the strategic dlsp951t10n of all
revolutionary forces against the principal enemy .
Looking to the period of revolutionary preparation,
it identifies preconditions to the struggle of the
inst its principal enemy.
CIasgoigihe party fo direct its main blow at the par-
ties of compromise with imperialism ?s ?he fundam§nt§1
strategic rule of Leninism, because it is a task indis-
pensable to the leadership of the vanguard party.
Without the leading role of the vanguard, the reYo}u—
tionary masses have nothing. Unless the compromising
parties are isolated and the masses Yon f?om the}?.ln—
fluence, there can be no hope of a victorious al}gv—
ment or mobilization of revolutionary forces against
inci enemy.
e giéng;f:itionsybelow also makes clegr the bankrupt
opportunism of the Revolutionary Commgnlst Pgrty (RCP)
in claiming that Stalin contradicts himself in these
Passages. As we pointed out in Vol.III, no, 9, the
RCP fails to distinguish the main blow.of the party.
and the main blow of the class. M?St 1@portant1y3 in
repudiating Bolshevik lessons on dl?ect}ng t@e main
blow at the parties of compromise with 1mpe?1a11sm,
the RCP abandons an essential weapon to achlgve lea@er-
ship of the proletarian party in the revolution. W?th-
out shame, the RCP abandons the fundamental strategic
rule of Leninism,

STRATEGY

The most important function of strategy is to deter-
mine the main direction which ought to b.e taken by the
working-class movement, and along which t:he prole-
tariat can most advantageously deliver the main bl‘ow at
its enemy in order to achieve the aims formulated: in .the
programme. A strategic plan is a plan'of .Lhe organisa-
tion of the decisive blow in the direction in which the
blow is most likely to achieve the maximum results.

The principal features of political st.rz'negy .C.Ollld'
easily be described by drawing an analogy with military
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strategy: for instance, in the fight against Denikin dur-
ing the Civil War. Everybody remembers the end of 1819,
when Denikin's forces were standing near Tula. At that
time an interesting dispute arose among our military
men about the point from which the decisive blow at
Denikin's armies should be delivered. Some military
men proposed that the line Tsaritsyn-Novorossiisk be
chosen for the main direction of the blow. Others, on the
contrary, proposed that the decisive blow be delivered
along the line Voronezh-Rostov, to proceed along this
line and thus cut Denikin's armies in two and then crush
each part separately. The first plan undoubtedly had its
merits in that it provided for the capture of Novoros.
siisk, which would have cut off the retreat of Denikin's
armies. But, on the one hand, it was faulty because it
assumed our advance through districts (the Don Region)
which were hostile to Soviet, power, and thus would
have involved heavy casualties; on the other hand, it
was dangerous because it opened for Denikin’s armies
the road to Moscow via Tula and Serpukhov. The only
correct plan for the’ main blow was the second one,
because, on the one hand, it assumed the advance of
our main group through districts (Voronezh Gubernia-
Donets Basin) which were friendly towards Soviet power
and, therefore, would not involve any considerable cas-
ualties; on the other band, it would disrupt the opera-
tions of Denikin's main group of forces which were mo-v-
ing towards Moscow. The majority of the military men
declared in favour of the second plan, and this deter-
mined the fate of the war against Denikin.

In other words, determining the direction of the main
blow -means deciding in advance the nature of opera-
tions during the whole period of the war, i.e., deciding
in advance, to the extent of Dine-tenths, the fate of
the whole war. That is the function of strategy.

The same must be said about, political strategy. The
first serivus collision between the political leaders of
the Russian proletariat on the question of the main di-
rection of the proletarian movement took place at the
beginning of the twentieth century, during the Russo-
Japanese war. At that time, as we know, one section
of our Party (the Mensheviks) held the view that the
main direction of the proletarian movement in its struggle
against tsarism should be along the line of a bloc between
the proletariat and the liberal bourgeoisie; the peasantry
‘was omitted, or almost entirely omitted from the plan
as a mzjor revolutivnary factor, while the leading role

Yin the general revolutionary movement was assigned to

ithe liberal bourgeoisie. The other scction of the Party
(the Bolsheviks) maintained, on the contrary, that the
mainblow should proceed along the line of a bloc between
the proletariat and the pPeasantry, and that the leading
role in the general revolutionary movement should he
essigned Lo the proletdriat, while the liberal bourgeoisie
should be neutralised,
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' UIE'Wy sustogy with the war against Denikin, we de-

pict our whole revolutiosary movement, in_:m !.ho begin-
ning of this century to the February H“olut.lm‘:l in1917, as
& war waged by the workers and peasants against ta-lr?sm
and the landlords, it will beclear that the fate of tearism
and of the landlords largely depended upon which of the
two strategic plans (theMenshevik or the Bolshevik) would
be adopted, and upon which direction would be chosen
as the main direction of the revolutionary movement.

Just as during the war against Denikin military strat-
egy, by deciding the main direction of the blow, deter-
mined to the extent of nine-tenths the character of al.l s.ul3—
sequent operations, including the liquidnt.ion_ of D_emk.m s
armies, so here, in the sphere of the revoluuonqry strflg-
gle againsi tsarism, our political strategy, by deciding
that the main direction of the revolutionary mover.l_lent
should follow the Bolshevik plan, determined the charac-
ter of our Party's work during the whole period of the
open struggle against tsarism, from the time o.i tha_a Russo-
Japanese war down to the February Revolution in 1917,

The function of political strategy is, primarily, on
the basis of the data provided by the theory and pro-
gramme of Marxism, and.taking into account the expe-
rience of the revolutionary struggle of the workers ‘of all
countries, correctly to determine the main direct.-mn of
the proletarian movement of the given country in the
given historical period. o

STRATEGIC PLAN
1. HISTORIC TURNS. STRATEGIC PLANS

The Party’s strategy is not something constant,
fixed once and for all. It alters in accordance w1Lh.the
turns in history, with historic changes. These alt-eratmns
in strategy find espression in the fact that .wuh eac‘h
separate turn in history a separate st.rategl_c planl is
drawn up corresponding to that turn, and eifective during
the whole period from that turn lo Lhe_nex!.. The strate-
gic plan defines the direction of the main blow to be fie-
livered by the revolulionary forces and Lhe. corresponding
disposition of the vast masses on the social .Iron!.. Na't.-
urally, a strategic plan suitable for one period of his-
tory, which has its own specific features, cannot be 51:1'“,—
able for another period of history, which has entire-
ly different specific {eatures. Corresponding to each turn
in history is the strategic plan essential for it and adapted
to its tasks.

The same may be said about the conduct of war. The
strategic plan that was drawn up for the war agafnst
Kolchak could not have been suitable for the war against
Denikin, which called for a new strategic plan, which,
in its turn, would not have been suitable for, 'sa).r, the
war against the Poles in 1920, because the direction of

the main blows, as well as the disposition of the main
fighting forces, could not but be different in each of
these three cases.

The recent history of Russia knows of three main his-
toric turns, which gave rise to three different strategic
plans in the history of our Party. We consider it neces-
sary to describe them briefly in order to show how the
Parly’s strategic plans in general change in conformity
with new historic changes.

2. THE FIRST HISTORIC TURN AND THE COURSE
TOWARDS THE BOURGEOIS-DEMOCRATIC
REVOLUTION IN RUSSIA

This temn began at the beginning of the present cen-
tury, in the period of the Russo-Japanese war, when the
defeat ‘of the tsar's armiies and the tremendous political
strikes of the Russian workers stirred up all classes of
the population and pushed them into the arena of the
political struggle. This turn came to an end in the days
of the February Revolution in 1917.

During this period Lwo strategic plans were at issue
in our Party: the plan of the Mensheviks (Plekhanov-
‘Martov, 1905), and the plan of the Bolsheviks (Comrade

" Lenin, 1905).
The Menshevik strategy planned the main blow at
tsarism along the line of a coalition between the liberal
hourgeoisie and the proletariat. Proceeding from the fact.
that at that time the revolution was regarded as a bour-
geois revolution, this plan assigned the hegemony (leader-
ship) of the movement to the liberal bourgeoisie and
doomed the proletariat to the role of “extreme left opposi-
tion,” to the role of “prompter” to the bourgeocisie,
while the peasantry, one of the major revolutionary forces,
was entirely, or almost entirely, left out of account.
It is easy to understand that since this plan Ieft out of.
account the millions of peasants in a country like Rus-
sia it was hopelessly utopian, and since it placed the fate
~of the revolution in the hands of the liberal bourgeoisie

(Lhe hegemony of the bourgeoisie) it was reactionary, for
" the liberal bourgeoisie was not interested in achieving
_the complete victory of the revolution, it was always
“ready to end the matter by a deal with tsarism,

The Bolshevik strategy (see Comrade Lenin’s book Two
Tactics™) planned the revolution's main blow at tsarism
along the line of a coalition between the proletariat and
the peasantry, while the liberal bourgeoisie was to be
neutralised. Proceeding from the fact that the liberal
‘bourgeoisie was not interested in the complete victory

‘of the bourgeois-democratic revolution, that it preferred
a deal with tsarism at the .expense of the workers and
peasants to the victory of the revolution, this plan as-
signed the hegemony of the revolutionapy movement to
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the proletariat as the only completely revolutionary class
in Russia. This plan was remarkable not only because it
took iuto account correctly the driving forces of the
revolution, but also because it contained in embryo the
idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat (the hegemony
of the proletariat), because it brilliantly foressw the next,
higher phase of the revolution in Russia and facilitated
the transition to it.

The subsequent development of the revolution right
up to February 1917 fully confirmed the correetness of
this strategic plan.

3. THE SECOND HISTORIC TURN AND
THE COURSE TOWARDS THE DICTATORSHIP
OF THE PROLETARIAT IN RUSSIA

The second turn began with the February Revolution
in 1917, after tsarism was overthrown, when the imperial-
ist war had exposed the fatal ulcers of capitalism all over
the w;rld; when the liberal bourgeoisie, incapable of
taking in its hands the actual government oi- the coun-
try, was compelled to confine itself to holding forx‘nal
power (the Provisional Government); when the Soviets
of Workers' and Soldiers’ Deputies, after getting actual
power into their. hands, had neither the experience nor
the ‘will to make the necessary use of it; when the sol-
diers at the front and the workers and peasants in the
rear were groaning under the burdens of the war and eco-
nomic disruption; when the “dual power” and .“contacl.
committee™ regime, torn by internal contradictions and
capable neither of waging war nor of bringh?g abou:
peace, not only failed to find “a way out of the impasse
but confused the situation still more. This period ended
with the October Revolution in 1917.

Two strategic plans were at issue in vhe Soviets at
that time: the Menshevik-Socialist-Revolutionary plaz,
and the Bolshevik plan.

The Menshevik-Socialist- Revolulionary -alrategy, \'nc-
illating at first between the Soviets sod: the Provision-
al Goverammmt,: batween :revolution and counter-revo-
lution, took final shape at the time of the opening of
the Democratic Conference (September- 1917). It t.(_)ok
the line of the gradual but steady removal of the Sf)vxets
from power and the concentration of all pow?r in the
country in the hands of the “Pre-parliament,” the pro-
totype of a future bourgeois parliament. The quest'lons
of peace and war, the agrarian and labour quesuo'ns,
.48 well as the national question, were shelved, pendu')g
the convocation of the Constituent Assembly, which, in
.uts turn, was postponed for an indefinite period. “All
power to the Constituent Assembly " —this was how the
Socialist-Revolutionaries and the Mensheviks formulated
their strategic plan. It was a plan for the preparation of
a bourgeois dictatorship, a combed and brushed-up, "pel.'-
fectly democratic * dictatorship it is true, but a bourgeois

dictatorship for all that. :

The Bolshevik strategy (see Comrade Lenin's “The-+

ses,” published in April 1917") planned the main blow
along the line of liquidating the power of the bourgeoi-

sie by the combined forces of the proletariat and the

poor peasants, along the line of organising the dictator-
ship of the proletariat in the shape of a Soviet Republic.
Rupture with imperialism and withdrawal from the war;
liberation of the oppressed nationalitics of the formmy'
Russian Ewmpire; expropriation of the landlords and capi-
talists; preparation of the conditions for organising so-
cialisl economy —such were the elements of the Bolshe-
viks' strategic plan in that period. “All power to the
Soviets”"—this was how the Bolsheviks tlen formulated
their strategic plan. This plan was important not only
because it took into account correctly the actual dri\',ing
forces of the new, proletarian revolution in Russia, but al-
s0 because it facilitated and accelerated the unleashing of
the revolutionary movement in the West. :
Subsequent developmenls right up to the October

Revolution fully confirmed the correctness of this stra-
tegic plan. :

4. THE THIRD HISTORIC TURN
* AND THE COURSE TOWARDS THE PROLETARIAN
REVOLUTION IN EUROPE

The third turn began with the October Revolution,
when the mortal combat between the two imperialist
groups in the West had reached its climax; when ther
revolutionary crisis in"the West was obviously growing;
when the bourgeois government in Russia, bankrupt and
entangled in contradictions, fell under the blows of the
proletarian revolution; when the victorious proletarian
revolution broke with imperialism and withdrew from
the war, and thereby made bitter enemies in the shape of
imperialist coalitions in the West; when the new Soviet
Government’s decrees on peace, the confiscation of the
landlords’ land, the expropriation of the capitalists and
the liberation of the oppressed nationalities carned for
it the confidence of millions of toilers throughout the
world. This wasaturnonau international scale, because,
for the first time, the internationai wruat of capital was
breached, the question of overthrowing capitalism was
for the first time put on a practical footing. This trans-
formed the October Revolution from a national, Russian
force into an international force, and the Russian work-

ers from a backward detachment of the international
proletariat into its vanguard, which by its devoted strug-
gle rouses the workers of the West and the oppressed
countries of the East. This turn has not yet come to the
end of its development, for it has not yet developed on
an international scale, but its content and general diree

tion are already sufficiently clear.

Two strategic plans wera at issuo in political olealon
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-in Russia at that time: the plan of the counter-revolution-
aries, who had drawn into their organisations the active
sections of the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries

and the plan of the Bolsheviks. .

. j )
The counter-revolutionaries and active Socialist-Rev>
olutionaries and Meansheviks planned along ther line
of uniting in onecamp all the discontented elements:
‘the old army officers in the rear and at the front, the
‘bourgeocis-nationalist governments in the border regioas,
the capitalists and landlords who had been expropriated
by the revolution, the agents of the Entente who were
proparing for intervention, and so forth. They steered
'a course towards the overthrow of the Soviet Government
;hy means of revolts or foreign intervention, and the res-
‘toration of the capitalist order in Russia.

The Belsheviks, on the contrary, planned along the
line of internally strengthening the dictatorship of the
proletariat in Russia and extending the sphare‘of opera-
tion of the proletarian revolution to all countries of the
world by combining the efforts of the preletarians ‘uf
Russia with the efforts of the proletarians of Europe
and wilh the efforts of the oppressed nations of tht.a East

"against world imperialism. Highly note\vnrthy. is tho.
exact and concise formulation of this strategic plau
given by Comrade Lenin in his pamphlet The Prole-
tarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky, namely:
“To do the utmost possible in one couniry (one.’-s own—
J. 8t.) for the development, support and awa&:enmg of U_.'e
revolution in all countries.” The value of lluf strategic
plan lies not only in that it took into account correctly

the driving forces of the world revolution, but also -
- in that it foresaw and facilitated the subsequent precess

of transformation of Soviet Russia into the focus of at-
tention of the revolutionary movement throughout tl'1e
" world, into the banner of liberation of the workers in
the West and of the colonies in the East. . :
The subsequent development of the revolulion all
over the world, and also the five years' existence of
Saviet power in Russia, have fully confirmed the correct-
ness of this strategic plan. The fact that the counter-
revolutionaries, Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensh.e-
viks, who made several attempts to overlhrow. the Soviet
Government, are now émigrés, while the Snw_ef. C'kovem-
ment and the internstional proletarian-organisation are
becoming the ma jor instruments of the policy of the w?rld
proletariat, and other facts of this kind, are _obkus
testimony in favour of the Bolsheviks' strategic plan.

OCTOBER REVOLUTION
AND TACTICS

The preparation for October
thus proceeded under the leadership of one party, the
Bolshevik Party. But how did the Party carry out this
leadership, along what line did the latter proceed? This
leadership proceeded along the line of isolating the compro-
mising parties, as the most dangerous gréupings in the pe-
riod of the outhreak of the revolution, the line of isolat-
ing the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks.

What ia the fundamental strategic rule of Leninism?

It is the recognition of the following:

1) the compromising parties are the most dangerous
social support of the enemies of the revolution in the
period of the approaching revolutiotary outbreak;

2) it is impossible to overthrow the enemy (tsarism
or the bourgeoisie) unless these parties are isolated;

3) the main weapons in the period of preparation
for the revolution myst therefore be directed towards
isolating these parties, towards winning the broad masses
of the working people away from them. n

In the period of the struggle against tsarism, in

the period of preparation for the bourgeois-democratic
-revolution (1905-16), the most dangerous social support
of tsarism was the liberal-monarchist party, the Cadet
Party. Why? Because it was the compromising party,
the party of compromise between tsarism and the major-
ity of the people, i.e., the peasantry as a whele, Natu-
rally, the Party at that time directed its main blows
&t the Cadets, for unless the Cadets were isolated there
could be no hope of a rupture between the peasantry
and tsarism, and unless this rupture was ensured there
could be no hope of the victory of the revolution, Many
‘people at that time did not understand this specific
feature of Bolshevik strategy and accused the Bolsheviks
of excessive “Cadetophobia "; they asserted that with the
Bolsheviks the struggle against the Cadets “overshadowed”
the struggle against the principal enemy—tsarism. But
these accusations, for which there was no justification,
revealed an utter failure to understand the Bolshevik
strategy, which called for the isolation of the com-
promising party in order to facilitate, to hasten the
victory over the principal enemy.

It scarcely needs proof that without this strategy
the hegemony of the proletariat in the bourgeois-demo-
cratic revolution would have been impossible.

In the period of preparation for October the centre
of gravity of the conflicting forces shifted to another
plane. The tsar was gone. The Cadet Party had been trans-
formoed from a compromising force into a governing

force, into the ruling force of impoerinlism, Now the
fght wan no longoer botween tsarlsm and the people, but,
botween the bourgeolsie and the prolotaciat, ITn this
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period the petty-bourgeois democratic pariies, the par-
ties of the Socialist-Revolutionsries and Mensheviks,
were the most dangerous secial support of imperialism.,
Why? Because these parties' were then the compromising
pariies, the parties of compromise between imperialism
and the labouring masses. Naturally, the Bolsheviks
at that time directed their main blows at these parties,
for unless these parties were isolated there could be no
hope of a rupture between the labouring masses and
imperialism, and unless this rupture was ensured there’
could be no hope of the victory of the Soviet revo-
lution. Many pecple at that time did not understand
this specific feature of the Bolshevik-tactics and accused
the Bolsheviks of displaying “excessive hatred” towards
the Socialist-Revolutionaries and .Mensheviks, and of
“forgetting” the principal goal. But the entire period
of preparation for October eloquently testifies to the
fact that only by pursuing these tactics could the Bol-
sheviks ensure the victory of the October Revolution.

The characteristic feature of this period was the

further revolutionisation of the labouring masses of the
peasantry, their disillusionment with the Socialist-
‘Revolutionaries and Mensheviks, their defection from
these parties, their turn towards rallying directly sround
the proletariat as the only consistently revolutionary
force, capable of leading the country to peace. The history
of this period is the history of the struggle between the
Socialist-Revolutionaries and Mensheviks, on the one
hand, and the Bolsheviks, on the other, for the labouring
masses of the peasantry, for winning over these masses,
The outcome of this struggle was decided by the coali-
tion period, the Kerensky period, the refusal of the So-
cialist-Revolutionaries and the Mensheviks to confiscats
the landlords’ land, the fight of the Socialist-Revo-
slutionaries and Mensheviks to continue the war, the
June offensive at the front, the introduction of capital
punishment for soldiers, the Kornilov revolt. And they
decided the issue of this struggle entirely in favour of
the Bolsbevik strategy; for had not the Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries and Mensheviks been isolated it would have
been impossible to overthrow the government of the
imperialists, and had this government not been over-
thrown it would have been impossible to break away
‘from the war. The policy of isolating the Socialist-Revo-
lutionaries and Mensheviks proved to be the only cor-
rect policy, :

Thus, isolation of the Menshevik and Socialist-
Revolutionary parties asthe main line in-directing the
preparations for October—such was the second specific
feature of the tactics of the Belsheviks. -

It scareely needs proof that without this feature of
the tactics of $he Bolsheviks, the allfance of the working
cluss and the hbourfug messds of the peasantry would
bave been: left henging in the air.






