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Comrades ::

Your proposal has: two perts: first it that we engage in debates wi th
you on the level of theory '"to bring the discussion of Althusserian
marxism spuarely into the center of the theoretical struggle within
our trend."

The Theoretical Review has striven from its inception to put discus-
sion of its politics and theoretical fiamework before the party-build~
ing movement, As you point out, it is clear to the most casual reader
of the TR that we have used the work of several contemporary theorists
including Althusser, Bettelheim, Balibar and Poulantzas, etc., to illu-
minate the currest state of marxism and the communist movement, here: and
abroad, TR's earliest work concentrated on developing and popularizing
a marxist-leninist theoretical framework that was new to the U.S, com=
munist movement, In the years TR has been publishing, we have meved
in the directien of increasing politicization of oeur line, through
the application of our theoretical framework to the pressing poIitical
problems facing the communist movement, This internal development
coincided wi th criticisms: of our work, coming from within and’' without
the nranks of TE supporters; some comrades said that we were: trying to
conduct politicaX struggle only on the terrain of theory., Among the
most criticaX were prominent members of the National Network of Marxist-
Leninist CiIubs (now Line of March), You criticized us for wanting to
engage in a "sterile debate" over concerns which yeu characterized as
points of "methodolagy?™.

Wa're glad that your peint of view has. changed, and you now recog-
nize: the importance of our differences with the rectification and fusion
lines on the level of marxist theory, But it was not our earlier work,
which intended to make exactly that point, which: convinced you, In
fact, it was the develecpment of cur positions on the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan, on Poland, and on the current situation in the U.S.
that has apparently brought home to LoM and to others that LcM and
TR. are indeed working from two very diametrically opposed positians,
for example, on Poland: LoM supporting the state apparatus, and TR
the workers!' movement,

Our analyszis has been a beginning attempt to f£fill the need for a
revitalized marxist-leninist theory as a guide to action, and this
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work has been our contribution to 2 party-building movement which for
years has recognized that "theory is primary" in this peried, There~
fore, we completely disagree with your assessment of "objective irres-
ponsibility " on our part towards the future of anti-revigionist
communism in this countrvy,.

Cur increasingly political focus has been a positive development.
For that reason, it would be 2 step backwards for TR, and for the
party-building movement, to retreat from the terrain of political line
struggle to debate simply in the realm of theory, We have seen in
practice thet struggles on the theoretical level alone, without poli-
tical focus, not only do not answer pelitical qguestions, but fail even
to highlight what is at stake in the struggle, A debate of the kind
you suggest would be just such a struggle,

The second suggestion you make is that TR unilaterally clarify our
Pesition on the current state and direction of the anti-dogmatist,
anti-revisionist trend, First, it should be noted that failure to
respend to the agenda LeM has chogen for the rest of the movement,
doas not constitute indifference to party-building tasks, It would
be strange if two centers based, as LoM points out, on such different
approaches to the problem, did share an agenda, item for item. Where
cur tasks coincide with LoM's agenda, we will continue to engage in
joeint discussion,.

Ass to the party-building movement, TR is in the process of develop-
ing just such a statement as LoM reguests, LoM knows that we are re-
thinking what the anti-dogmatist, anti-revisionist trend represents,
and also the issue of how party-building has traditionally been viewed
in the anti-revisionist left in this country, This discussion is going
on among TR affiliates nationwide, and no firm conclusions have yet
been reached, We do not, however, regard the disintegration of the
Organizing Committee for an Ideological €enter as the passing of just
anether- group, or a sign of "maturation™, ss does LoM, The face of
the anti-dogmatist, anti-revigionist trend has changed drastically in
just a few years, and we sre taking some time to analyze what it meems,
The results of our discussion will be published in an editorial state-
ment in a future TR,

In Struggle,

The Boston and Tucson Editorial Boards of the
Theoretical Review



