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notion that the Soviet Union could ever 
have been socialist, since Western-style 
capitalism has been put in place there 
“without a civil war.” What does he 
have to say about the fact that every sin­
gle Maoist group argued that precisely 
this had taken place in the USSR after 
Stalin’s death? Even PUL, arguably the 
most flexible U.S. Maoist group and a 
major predecessor of Freedom Road, 
insisted in its signature book 2, 3, Many 
Parties of a New Type? that:

The third position, shared by the CPC, 
the PLA [Albania], and a number of 
other Marxist-Leninist Parties, believes 
that the rise to power of revisionism 
means the rise to power of the bour­
geoisie.... The restoration of capitalism 
in a country as powerful and centralized 
politically and economically as the Soviet 
Union means the emergence of imperial­
ism or social-imperialism... the question

Khalil Hassan responds

I appreciate the comradely spirit of 
Max’s response. The following are 
a few quick thoughts.

Let’s start that Max is correct that the 
stand that people like me took during 
the ’70s and early ’80s that the so-called 
“capitalist restoration thesis” had to be 
a bottom line for unity, was incorrect. 
While I believe that a new class society 
— probably state capitalism — 
emerged in the USSR, the manner in 
which this debate was used to divide the 
Left was overwhelmingly unproductive, 
if not outright destructive. Max is right 
to point this out.

Having said that, I believe that Max 
and I, while agreeing on so much, sim­
ply have a significant difference of 
opinion on a few things. Max points out 
that Maoism was a strident defender of 
Stalin. He raises this in opposition to 
my position that Maoism was an 
attempt to address the crisis of social­
ism, and represented a critique of 
Stalinian Marxism from the Left (and 
within a Marxist-Leninist paradigm). 
The problem is that Max is not looking 
at the whole picture.

of the USSR stands at the center of the 
world stage...Communist unification 
will require basic agreement around this 
analysis, (p. 218)

Given this framework, it’s not the 
Chinese party’s support for Pinochet or 
denunciation of Cuba which “almost 
defies explanation” as Hassan argues. 
Rather, it’s why Hassan thinks there is 
anything whatsoever mysterious about 
either these stances or Maoism’s 
alliance with apartheid South Africa 
against the MPLA in Angola or its back­
ing for the genocidal Pol Pot regime in 
Kampuchea.

Maoism’s stance undermined nation­
al liberation struggles that had been 
waged for decades across the global 
south, and was of tremendous value to 
U.S. administrations from Nixon to 
Reagan. That’s why the Popular Front

The Chinese Party did uphold Stalin 
in opposition to Khrushchev but when 
one looks deeper at Maoism — leaving 
aside the various tendencies within it — 
one sees a critique of the Soviet experi­
ence under Stalin. This included the 
question of the Comintern, industrial­
ization (and the peasant question), the 
theory of dialectics, the notion of class 
struggle under socialism. In fact, the 
Party of Labor of Albania, when it broke 
with the Chinese in the 1970s, attacked 
the Chinese for being insufficiently 
Stalinist and alleged that the party had 
never really upheld Stalin. I think that 
Max is overstating the case and missing 
some key ingredients in Maoism.

In order to avoid going into a lengthy 
exchange, let me suggest that Max uses 
slanders against China (e.g., an alleged 
alliance with apartheid South Africa —

for the Liberation of Palestine (among 
other liberation movements on the 
frontlines) concluded in 1981 that the 
“Chinese leadership’s position in the 
international class conflict is one of 
retrogression and cooperation with 
imperialism.”

Those who come out of the Maoist 
trend have a responsibility to more 
forthrightly face these realities. There 
may be certain ideas that come out of 
Maoism which can be useful for current 
efforts to find a 21st century revolution­
ary path. But they will not have much 
credibility with the vast majority of rad­
icals who experienced the 1960s-1980s, 
or with those from a new generation 
who have studied those years, if those 
who advance them are unwilling to 
engage with the actual role Maoism 
played in the international class struggle.

not even the US suggests this) in order 
to bolster his position that the Chinese 
undermined national liberation move­
ments. The problem, and I tried raising 
this in my original piece, is that com­
rade Max is interestingly silent on the 
role of the Soviet Union in numerous 
national liberation struggles, e.g., 
Algeria where the USSR was, at best, 
very late to the table.

He also ignores a very important 
question: was the USSR an actual threat 
to China? Based on various revelations 
— as mentioned in my original text — 
that there were at least two Soviet initi­
ated discussions about a nuclear 
bombardment of China, this might help 
one understand some of the peculiari­
ties in Chinese foreign policy.

The main point, however, is that one 
can learn from both the Soviet and
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Chinese experience that foreign policy, 
regardless of the rhetoric, is driven by 
various factors. For those of us on the 
Left in the USA to be advancing our 
strategies and programs based mainly 
or solely on the political line of a party 
in power in another country is, at best, 
risky. No successful Left movement has

ever built its line around the foreign 
policy of another country. Unfortu­
nately, many of us — and certainly 
including those of us who came 
through the Maoist experience — rec­
ognized this a bit too late.

In Struggle,
Khalil Hassan

The Editors respond to Max

I
n critiquing Maoism, Max, as does 
the political tradition that he 
comes out of, places his main 

emphasis on one aspect of China’s for­
eign policy in the Mao era — its 
relations with unsavory governments. 
With this one-sided approach Max 
repeats the same error that Khalil previ­
ously identified — attempting to 
explain away Maoism by narrowly 
equating it with these external govern­
mental relations. While we agree with 
Max that there were real problems with 
many aspects of China’s foreign policy 
(and Khalil points to at least some of the 
causative factors involved there), we 
believe that this approach is reduction- 
istic.

The Maoist political tradition — 
which the majority of people in 
Freedom Road, as well as the majority 
of the New Communist Movement that 
Max wrote about in his book, identify 
with — has a fundamentally different 
approach toward analyzing the charac­
ter of “socialist” countries. Our critique 
of the Soviet Union is a fundamentally 
internal one. We believe it is necessary 
to examine the class relationships within 
a country: Are the people from the 
working class and other formerly 
oppressed groups in their millions actu­
ally learning to exercise political power 
within a country, leading the struggle to 
eliminate the vestiges of the old society, 
and fighting to prevent the develop­
ment of a new exploitative order? Or is 
a layer of self-reproducing elites merely 
ruling in the name of the working class 
and oppressed masses, who are mobi­

lized merely for economic production? 
In the view of Maoism, the latter was 
the basic character of the Soviet Union, 
and we think the ease of the transfor­
mation of the “Communist” rulers into 
the new capitalist rulers after 1991 
proves it.

Given this emphasis on China’s for­
eign policy, it is ironic that Max skips 
right over that of the USSR. Whereas 
China may have had ties with regressive 
regimes, it had a fundamentally defen­
sive military policy. Its army was 
organized mainly around defending the 
national territory, and it had no blue- 
water navy. The Soviet Union, on the 
other hand, economically and militarily 
dominated the countries in its bloc and

W e 're  N o t  G oing B a c k  C o n tinu ed

I think the challenge is that Prison- 
Industrial Complex is an elite term and 
we have to figure out how to make that 
term — and also the connections 
between militarism abroad and 
increased policing, prisons and surveil­
lance at home — real to people. The 
anti-war movement is very middle class 
and white here in New Orleans and I’m 
sure plenty of other places too, even 
though both war and the domestic PIC 
primarily affect people of color.

What riles me up — and Michael 
Moore’s film Bowling for Columbine 
pointed it out — is that it is the same 
group of people who stand to gain from 
locking people up who benefit from 
going to war. The weapons manufactur­
ers, politicians, police, companies that

insisted on total political subservience. 
We mustn’t forget examples like the 
invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 to 
crush the Prague Spring uprising, or 
when the Soviets gave the Polish gov­
ernment a choice: declare martial law or 
face an invasion to crush Solidarity. The 
USSR also treated parties under its 
political leadership in countries outside 
the Soviet Bloc as mere tools of its for­
eign policy. One such country, which 
has been in the news the last couple 
years in part because of the legacy of 
this social-imperialist policy, is Afghan­
istan. China had no such mechanisms 
to create and maintain an international 
bloc under its domination.

We hail the milestone importance of 
Max’s book and share with him at a 
deep level the desire for a Newer 
Communist Movement based much 
more on a spirit of unity. At the same 
time, we value constructive struggle 
over how to sum up the history of the 
Twentieth Century’s socialist experi­
ments. We continue to believe that a 
dialectical materialist class analysis has 
to be applied to these countries if we are 
to learn the lessons we need to do things 
better the next time.

get contracts to build prisons, build 
walls at our borders and rebuild Iraq — 
they are all part of the same complex of 
interests. The manufacturers of the cul­
ture of violence, retribution and 
punishment both abroad and at home 
are the ones that benefit from their so- 
called “solutions” to violence and crime 
— more prisons, more police, more 
borders, more surveillance, more war.

Dan: We can fight to stop a prison here, 
fight to stop one there, but that’s not 
going to stop the PIC. Same with the 
anti-war work, if we fight one invasion, 
then another, that doesn’t stop imperi­
alism. It needs to be strategic, and needs 
to make connections. Any kind of anti­
war work needs to be rooted in fighting 
for economic and social justice for it to 
succeed.
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notion that the Soviet Union could ever 
have been socialist, since Western-style 
capitalism has been put in place there 
“without a civil war.” What does he 
have to say about the fact that every sin­
gle Maoist group argued that precisely 
this had taken place in the USSR after 
Stalin’s death? Even PUL, arguably the 
most flexible U.S. Maoist group and a 
major predecessor of Freedom Road, 
insisted in its signature book 2, 3, Many 
Parties of a New Type? that:

The third position, shared by the CPC, 
the PLA [Albania], and a number of 
other Marxist-Leninist Parties, believes 
that the rise to power of revisionism 
means the rise to power of the bour­
geoisie.... The restoration of capitalism 
in a country as powerful and centralized 
politically and economically as the Soviet 
Union means the emergence of imperial­
ism or social-imperialism... the question

Khalil Hassan responds

I appreciate the comradely spirit of 
Max’s response. The following are 
a few quick thoughts.

Let’s start that Max is correct that the 
stand that people like me took during 
the ’70s and early ’80s that the so-called 
“capitalist restoration thesis” had to be 
a bottom line for unity, was incorrect. 
While I believe that a new class society 
— probably state capitalism — 
emerged in the USSR, the manner in 
which this debate was used to divide the 
Left was overwhelmingly unproductive, 
if not outright destructive. Max is right 
to point this out.

Having said that, I believe that Max 
and I, while agreeing on so much, sim­
ply have a significant difference of 
opinion on a few things. Max points out 
that Maoism was a strident defender of 
Stalin. He raises this in opposition to 
my position that Maoism was an 
attempt to address the crisis of social­
ism, and represented a critique of 
Stalinian Marxism from the Left (and 
within a Marxist-Leninist paradigm). 
The problem is that Max is not looking 
at the whole picture.

of the USSR stands at the center of the 
world stage...Communist unification 
will require basic agreement around this 
analysis, (p. 218)

Given this framework, it’s not the 
Chinese party’s support for Pinochet or 
denunciation of Cuba which “almost 
defies explanation” as Hassan argues. 
Rather, it’s why Hassan thinks there is 
anything whatsoever mysterious about 
either these stances or Maoism’s 
alliance with apartheid South Africa 
against the MPLA in Angola or its back­
ing for the genocidal Pol Pot regime in 
Kampuchea.

Maoism’s stance undermined nation­
al liberation struggles that had been 
waged for decades across the global 
south, and was of tremendous value to 
U.S. administrations from Nixon to 
Reagan. That’s why the Popular Front

The Chinese Party did uphold Stalin 
in opposition to Khrushchev but when 
one looks deeper at Maoism — leaving 
aside the various tendencies within it — 
one sees a critique of the Soviet experi­
ence under Stalin. This included the 
question of the Comintern, industrial­
ization (and the peasant question), the 
theory of dialectics, the notion of class 
struggle under socialism. In fact, the 
Party of Labor of Albania, when it broke 
with the Chinese in the 1970s, attacked 
the Chinese for being insufficiently 
Stalinist and alleged that the party had 
never really upheld Stalin. I think that 
Max is overstating the case and missing 
some key ingredients in Maoism.

In order to avoid going into a lengthy 
exchange, let me suggest that Max uses 
slanders against China (e.g., an alleged 
alliance with apartheid South Africa —

for the Liberation of Palestine (among 
other liberation movements on the 
frontlines) concluded in 1981 that the 
“Chinese leadership’s position in the 
international class conflict is one of 
retrogression and cooperation with 
imperialism.”

Those who come out of the Maoist 
trend have a responsibility to more 
forthrightly face these realities. There 
may be certain ideas that come out of 
Maoism which can be useful for current 
efforts to find a 21st century revolution­
ary path. But they will not have much 
credibility with the vast majority of rad­
icals who experienced the 1960s-1980s, 
or with those from a new generation 
who have studied those years, if those 
who advance them are unwilling to 
engage with the actual role Maoism 
played in the international class struggle.

not even the US suggests this) in order 
to bolster his position that the Chinese 
undermined national liberation move­
ments. The problem, and I tried raising 
this in my original piece, is that com­
rade Max is interestingly silent on the 
role of the Soviet Union in numerous 
national liberation struggles, e.g., 
Algeria where the USSR was, at best, 
very late to the table.

He also ignores a very important 
question: was the USSR an actual threat 
to China? Based on various revelations 
— as mentioned in my original text — 
that there were at least two Soviet initi­
ated discussions about a nuclear 
bombardment of China, this might help 
one understand some of the peculiari­
ties in Chinese foreign policy.

The main point, however, is that one 
can learn from both the Soviet and
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Chinese experience that foreign policy, 
regardless of the rhetoric, is driven by 
various factors. For those of us on the 
Left in the USA to be advancing our 
strategies and programs based mainly 
or solely on the political line of a party 
in power in another country is, at best, 
risky. No successful Left movement has

ever built its line around the foreign 
policy of another country. Unfortu­
nately, many of us — and certainly 
including those of us who came 
through the Maoist experience — rec­
ognized this a bit too late.

In Struggle,
Khalil Hassan

The Editors respond to Max

I
n critiquing Maoism, Max, as does 
the political tradition that he 
comes out of, places his main 

emphasis on one aspect of China’s for­
eign policy in the Mao era — its 
relations with unsavory governments. 
With this one-sided approach Max 
repeats the same error that Khalil previ­
ously identified — attempting to 
explain away Maoism by narrowly 
equating it with these external govern­
mental relations. While we agree with 
Max that there were real problems with 
many aspects of China’s foreign policy 
(and Khalil points to at least some of the 
causative factors involved there), we 
believe that this approach is reduction- 
istic.

The Maoist political tradition — 
which the majority of people in 
Freedom Road, as well as the majority 
of the New Communist Movement that 
Max wrote about in his book, identify 
with — has a fundamentally different 
approach toward analyzing the charac­
ter of “socialist” countries. Our critique 
of the Soviet Union is a fundamentally 
internal one. We believe it is necessary 
to examine the class relationships within 
a country: Are the people from the 
working class and other formerly 
oppressed groups in their millions actu­
ally learning to exercise political power 
within a country, leading the struggle to 
eliminate the vestiges of the old society, 
and fighting to prevent the develop­
ment of a new exploitative order? Or is 
a layer of self-reproducing elites merely 
ruling in the name of the working class 
and oppressed masses, who are mobi­

lized merely for economic production? 
In the view of Maoism, the latter was 
the basic character of the Soviet Union, 
and we think the ease of the transfor­
mation of the “Communist” rulers into 
the new capitalist rulers after 1991 
proves it.

Given this emphasis on China’s for­
eign policy, it is ironic that Max skips 
right over that of the USSR. Whereas 
China may have had ties with regressive 
regimes, it had a fundamentally defen­
sive military policy. Its army was 
organized mainly around defending the 
national territory, and it had no blue- 
water navy. The Soviet Union, on the 
other hand, economically and militarily 
dominated the countries in its bloc and

W e 're  N o t  G oing B a c k  C o n tinu ed

I think the challenge is that Prison- 
Industrial Complex is an elite term and 
we have to figure out how to make that 
term — and also the connections 
between militarism abroad and 
increased policing, prisons and surveil­
lance at home — real to people. The 
anti-war movement is very middle class 
and white here in New Orleans and I’m 
sure plenty of other places too, even 
though both war and the domestic PIC 
primarily affect people of color.

What riles me up — and Michael 
Moore’s film Bowling for Columbine 
pointed it out — is that it is the same 
group of people who stand to gain from 
locking people up who benefit from 
going to war. The weapons manufactur­
ers, politicians, police, companies that

insisted on total political subservience. 
We mustn’t forget examples like the 
invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 to 
crush the Prague Spring uprising, or 
when the Soviets gave the Polish gov­
ernment a choice: declare martial law or 
face an invasion to crush Solidarity. The 
USSR also treated parties under its 
political leadership in countries outside 
the Soviet Bloc as mere tools of its for­
eign policy. One such country, which 
has been in the news the last couple 
years in part because of the legacy of 
this social-imperialist policy, is Afghan­
istan. China had no such mechanisms 
to create and maintain an international 
bloc under its domination.

We hail the milestone importance of 
Max’s book and share with him at a 
deep level the desire for a Newer 
Communist Movement based much 
more on a spirit of unity. At the same 
time, we value constructive struggle 
over how to sum up the history of the 
Twentieth Century’s socialist experi­
ments. We continue to believe that a 
dialectical materialist class analysis has 
to be applied to these countries if we are 
to learn the lessons we need to do things 
better the next time.

get contracts to build prisons, build 
walls at our borders and rebuild Iraq — 
they are all part of the same complex of 
interests. The manufacturers of the cul­
ture of violence, retribution and 
punishment both abroad and at home 
are the ones that benefit from their so- 
called “solutions” to violence and crime 
— more prisons, more police, more 
borders, more surveillance, more war.

Dan: We can fight to stop a prison here, 
fight to stop one there, but that’s not 
going to stop the PIC. Same with the 
anti-war work, if we fight one invasion, 
then another, that doesn’t stop imperi­
alism. It needs to be strategic, and needs 
to make connections. Any kind of anti­
war work needs to be rooted in fighting 
for economic and social justice for it to 
succeed.
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