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INVOLVEMENT IN STRUGGLE
CHALLENGE FROM OXFORD

We are pleased to publish the following contribution from Oxford in number 4
of The Marxist. The issues it raises, concerning the journal’s role in the revolu-
tionary movement, are of fundamental importance. It is essential that the
Marxist should serve those who are engaged in the struggle. We urge readers
to join the discussion and to send in their views.

We are delighted that The Marxist has come into existence and that
it is making the long-needed effort to bring Marxism-Leninism back to
life in England. But we feel it is time to stop patting the journal on the
back and congratulating it on its existence and to begin asking it what its
purposes are. Is The Marxist to be merely a journal of discussion, comment
and review—an English equivalent of such American publications as
Monthly Review or Science and Sociery? Or is it to be something more?
Is it to involve itself in the struggle now beginning in this country to build
a new revolutionary movement? If The Marxist decides to play safé¥and
take the former role it is hardly likely to prosper. Although theory, of a
kind that the journal evidently espouses and wishes to propagate, is sorely
needed in this country, theory in the absence of practice always turn out
to be bad theory. One of the lessons of Marxism-Leninism that The
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Marxist should be teaching by its own example is that theory and practice
form a dialectical unity. One without the other is useless, indeed
meaningless.

Let us assume that The Marxist has learned this lesson and that it
wants to involve itself in the revolutionary struggle. One way to do this
would be to leave its office stool and go to the struggles wherever they are
taking place. The ideological character of these struggles is immaterial;
any conflict between any section of the population and the ruling class or
its state apparatus is worth reporting and analysing. During the last six
months there have been a number of notable industrial strikes that have not
received 2 word of mention in The Marxist, e g, Morris Radiators, Myton’s
and Sunley’s, Roberts-Arundel. Tenants movements, student movements,
immigrant workers’ movements and movements against the Vietnam war—
all these might be investigated and discussed.

It is worth giving special attention to those areas of struggle (even
though they are no larger than fragments) in which leadership is being
provided by Marxist-Leninists. Indeed The Marxist should put itself at
the service of existing Marxist-Leninist groups which are actively engaged
in struggle. No matter how small these groups at present may be, the
fact that they are giving correct ideological guidance to struggle makes
them important and worth cultivating. The Marxist could then help by
reporting their activities and thus becoming a medium for the sharing of
revolutionary experiences.

As we ate essentially starting from scratch in this country, innovation
and experiment in the realm of tactics are desirable, but they must be
followed by proper assessment. This could be made in the pages of the
journal, and the effect would be to involve all its readers in the successes
and failures of the new activities. The Marxist could also help to advance
the education in Marxist-Leninist theory of people in the groups. This
should not, of coutse, be just a vague exposition of theory but rather should
attempt to meet the specific needs of those engaged in struggle. For
example, groups which find themselves fighting revisionism use Lenin’s
State and Revolution as a weapon. But this work was written fifty years ago:
it needs to be seen in its historical context and in the light of experience
gained in the last half-century.

If The Marxist plays the role described above it will find itself
becoming the organ of a movement of people engaged in struggles
themselves and aware of the nature of all the struggles going on
around them. This movement will have an obvious ultimate goal—
the seizure of state power and the establishment of a proletarian
dictatorship. It will have an equally obvious proximal goal—the
formation of a revolutionary political party. But the details of the
programme of the new movement are not so obvious. These will
have to be thrashed out in The Marxist as revolutionary experience
accumulates.

The new movement must give full emphasis to both theory and
practice. Many young people who are actively involved in struggle today
are motivated by high ideals but guided by no revolutionary theory. Lacking
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theory, they usually move into the periphery of various small ‘left-wing’
sects, often composed of Trotskyites, anarchists, revisionists or social-
democrats. Inevitably they allow their activities to be governed by
bourgeois theories and tend to drift into economism or some other variety
of reformism. After a brief period of militancy they either recognise the
logic of their own activities and become careerists in the Labour Party or
the trade union movement, or become disillusioned and apolitical. It is
quite wrong to write these people off from the start. If, early in their
political lives, they had come into contact with a revolutlonary group that
was studymg and applying Marxist-Leninist theory, their later careers
might have been quite different.

But revolutionary practice is as essential as revolutionary theory.
There are many people who during the last decades have rejected the
revisionism of the Communist Party, have retained their Marxist-Leninist
fire, but have allowed themselves to become divorced from struggle. They
have tended to become personally arrogant and sectarian in their attitudes.
In stressing theory to the virtual exclusion of practice they have drifted
into the same kind of error that we see endangering The Marxist.

If a new movement gets underway which strikes a proper balance
between theory and practice it should be able both to train young militants
in Marxist-Leninist theoty and to involve in struggle the older people who
have already come to an anti-revisionist position. _

We have described above the role that the Marxist can play in the
movement. We hope to see signs in the near future that you are responding
to this challenge.

Nick and Val Bateson

Mike and Jacqui Johnson
Oxford |

CURRENT SURVEY

The Indian and French Elections : We.rt Germany’s Growmg
Assertiveness : By-Elections in Britain

THE INDIAN ELECTIONS

WE DO NOT ATTEMPT to deal here with the internal significance of
the Indian election results. Their significance internationally is that the
crumpling of the Congress Party represents a weakening of the main
political instrument upon which the Americans have up till now relied
for control of India. The measures the us is now taking to reinforce the
feeble Congress government can only discredit it further. Moratji Desai,
an experienced reactionary committed to a pro- U s orientation, has become
deputy prime minister and concurrently finance minister. Consequently
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the U s SENATE, in 2 debate which lasted for less than five minutes on March
16 (only the third day after the installation of the Indian Government) felt
able to pass unanimously a resolution sanctioning an additional three
million tons of food-grains and twenty-five million dollars for other emer-
gency ‘food relief” for India.

Terms for this type of ‘assistance’ have been made much harsher
than before. Recipient countries have to reduce their acreages of cash
crops, such as cotton, to provide bigger markets for us cotton, tobacco
and other products and U's sales to them are to be made in future only
against dollars, not local currencies. They must create a better environment
for private foreign investment and the U's has said it will ‘supervise’ their
economies. As a Chinese commentator has said: “The more food-grains
the u s will grant India, the more will the Indian government sell out its
sovereignty to the U s’

The weakened position of the Congtess Party will not of course deter
the u s imperialists from pursuing their aims in India, although they may
have to review their methods. They may have to back other political
groupings or even switch to military government, a line which the Indian
bourgeoisie may resort to in the future.

But whatever may be the political forms, the more the Americans
intervene against the anti-imperialist class struggle in India, the more they
will inflame it. ‘The Indian election results represent a considerable set-back
to the u s imperialists.

THE FRENCH ELECTIONS

The French election results provide the us with no consolation for
its worries over India. De Gaulle’s foreign policy of opposing U s domina-
tion received wide support. It reflects a coincidence of interests for the
time being between the French imperialists, opposing their U s rivals, and
broad sections of the French people concerned for their national
independence. Lecanuet’s group, which took a pro-American line, lost
considerable ground. The gains of the ‘united left’ reflected dissatisfaction
with aspects of the government’s domestic policies, not its foreign policy.
The ‘united left’ was far from being united over foreign policy, with some
of its elements backing N A T 0 and the Communists following Moscow’s
line of seeking accommodation with the us under cover of emphasising
dangers from West Germany. That the ‘united left’ in its electioneering
glossed over these differences indicated its realisation that a direct challenge
to de Gaulle’s foreign policy would have been electorally unrewarding.

Without entering into the internal aspects of the elections, we make
one passing comment about the role of the French Communist Party,
which increased its vote to nearly four million, thus maintaining in a larger
poll its one-fifth share of the total votes. All commentators concur that
the Party’s principal aim was to become accepted as a normal parliamentary
party which could form part of an electoral coalition and even have ministers
in a coalition government. Kosygin, during his visit to France, worked
with the French Party leaders to this end. This being so, we should
recognise that in France today social-democracy is effectively represented
not by its titular adherents, the French Socialist Party, which is weak,
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declining and based on sections of the petty-bourgeoisie rather than the
workers, but by the French Communist Party.

Tronically a victory for the electoral grouping which included the
Communist Party would have been regarded by the us as a satisfactory
result. It is the French Communist Party which is the instrument for
enmeshing the working class in the illusions of reformism and bourgeois
democracy. It is the French Communist Party which would make French
foreign policy conform to the requirements of the Soviet revisionists in
their collusion with the us. Its gain in votes reflects the willingness of
other parties to manoeuvre with it in the bourgeois electoral game now
that they no longer regard it as a revolutionary force.

WEST GERMANY’S GROWING ASSERTIVENESS

The French election results have been quickly reflected in modifications
of U s policy towards the West German government. Evenmore strenuously
than before, the us is trying to woo Bonn from ‘Gaullism’, 7 ¢ taking an
independent line from the us. The sound and fury of American and
British demands for German contributions to the foreign exchange costs
of their troops has been hushed. They have accepted Germany’s derisory
offers.

But the more humbly the wooer pleads, the more tartly the lady replies.
The West Germans have started to object to the proposed terms of the
nuclear non-proliferation treaty, jointly framed by the us and the Soviet
Union, on grounds that demonstrate that they, like the French, wish to go
their own way and will no longer meekly accept U s behests.

The West German economy is the strongest in Western Europe: for
example, its steel production is double the French and its exports
per cent greater than those of the uk. With a favourable balance of
payments, it has built up large reserves and a strong financial position.
It supports the Common Market as a grouping of European countries able
to challenge the us and to put pressure on the Soviet Union. These
imperialist aims have in present conditions a certain positive aspect, insofat
as they lead to opposition to us domination. But there should be no
illusions about the West German regime. It is controlled by the same
reactionary forces as have ruled Germany since her unification in 1871 and
which waged two world wars and nurtured fascism.

Salvaged after 1945 by the other imperialists in the general interests
of world imperialism, the West German imperialists have rebuilt their
strength to a level where they are once more ready to consider independent
action for asserting their interests. It may still suit them for the moment
that France should appear as the leading country within the Common
Market, for France has the diplomatic, political and military standing to
appear in this role without provoking all the reactions that would arise if
West Germany itself played the same role. But the West Germans will
not indefmitely follow French leads. West German ‘Gaullism’ represents
not a following of France but taking an independent line for its own interests.
In due course the West Germans intend, if they can, to seize the leadership
of Western Europe from the French for themselves. They support the
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grouping of West European capitalist countries into a bloc in order to
utilise this as a base for the development of their own power. We do not
forecast, of course, a repetition of 1939—the realities of power in the world
have changed much since then. But in ways which take appropriate account
of current political and military realities, the German imperialists will,
like the French, increasingly assert their interests against the U s.

Thus the French elections, which by endorsing de Gaulle’s foreign
policy were a set-back to the us, have also led to American attempts to
woo the West Germans. These attempts will lead to a further weakening
of us domination over Europe as the Germans play ‘hard to get’ and
demand concessions for which they will give the Americans little in return.

VIETNAM

In the Vietnam war u s imperialism has now openly set its sights on
a military victory. Why? Its decision does not reflect an improved us
military position. All serious and informed commentators, American no
less than others, agree that the bombing of the North is militarially in-
effective; that the liberation forces fighting in the South are more numerous
than ever and receive all necessary supplies; that the fighting spirit of the
Vietnamese people is indomitable; that the Southern puppet-forces are
useless and the so-called ‘pacification’ programme a failure. Why then
the us decision? |

The reason is that today more than ever the Americans feel confident
that the Soviet revisionists are playing the cards their way. When Kosygin
visited London in February, he connived with Wilson in the pretences
that all manner of serious discussions were afoot behind the scenes, that
agreement for starting negotiations was near, and that Hanoi would respond
if only the Americans would desist from bombing. This whole approach,
with its central emphasis on the question of bombing, serves U s interests
by confusing public opinion. It is an approach which fortifies us pro-
paganda, which is built up on a series of propositions.

First, the us balances its bombing of the North against ‘infiltration’
into the South. Based on this, it is held that Vietnam comprises two
sovereign states and that the Northern state has intervened against the
South. From this the argument develops that the division of the country
into two states should continue and that the Southern state must be free,
as a separate countty, to continue its relationship with the us. Thus the
conclusion is that the basis for ending the war is cessation of U s attacks
on the North in return for Hanoi’s acceptance of the continued partition of
Vietnam and American domination of the South.

Hanoi’s demand for the us to end its attacks on the North
unconditionally is a direct refutation of all this, by rejecting the starting-
point of the argument. The Vietnamese people assert the principle that
Vietnam is one country whose affairs must be decided by themselves alone.
The us and Vietnamese concepts are not reconcilable. After Kosygin’s
London performance which consciously glossed this over, Johnson feels
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confident of Soviet acquiescence in his extension of us military measures.
The Soviet leaders may deny saying anything publicly which endorses u s
policies. But they can oppose them effectively only by forthright exposure
of the whole us ‘bombing’ tactic. This they have deliberately avoided

doing.

This therefore was the setting in which Ho Chi Minh published his
February cotrespondence with Johnson. Johnson’s letters show that his
private proposals were in no respect whatsoever more accommodating
than his public statements made at the same time. All the talk by Wilson
and others of secret discussions and the nearness of agreement was sheer
humbug. Since all this was, of course, not news to any of the parties
concerned—Washington, Hanoi, Moscow, and London—Ho Chi Minh’s
public revelation of the facts can be interpreted only as a blow to the Soviet
revisionists and all others misrepresenting the Vietnamese position to the
public. That he deemed it necessary to take this action shows both Viet-

- nam’s determination to stand firm and the role of the Soviet revisionists

in colluding with the Americans. It is this collusion which has encouraged
the u s imperialists to intensify their military action.

When recent developments over the world are reviewed, it is only
in the extension of soviET-Us collusion that the American imperialists
can see anything favourable to themselves. All else is adverse. The
developing guerilla fighting on the South American continent shows the
rising anti-imperialist tide. In Europe, the French elections, Bonn’s
assertiveness, the growing working-class opposition to Johnson’s most
obedient satellite, the Wilson government, presage mounting difficulties.
In Asia, the sharpening struggle in India, where the election results mark
a new stage, will lead to intensified opposition to imperialism. Above all,
in Vietnam, the central focus of struggle, there have been no u s military
gains to shew results for all the men and resources deployed.

Through all this, U s-revisionist collaboration has moved forward—
over the nuclear non-proliferation treaty; over Kosygin’s agreement to
discuss the question of anti-ballistic missile systems; over trade relations
(where we should mark the foreshadowing of economic penetration of
Eastern Europe implied in the Jugoslav statement on encouraging foreign
investment); and over Vietnam.

Touchstone of Attitude

 Inevitably, as the revisionists move closer to the us, their hostility
to China increases. They are sharply attacked by the Chinese. Do these
Chinese attacks push the revisionists towards the us ? Are the Chinese
responsible, as the revisionists allege, for us aggression? These ideas
scarcely deserve consideration. China’s statements are the consequence
not the cause, of the revisionists’ policies. Responsibility for disunity lies
with those who talk hypocritically about unity while collaborating with
the imperialists. Can there be unity between those who stand firm with
Vietnam and those who would abandon her? Vietnam is a touchstone
of attitude towards imperialism. So much is this the case that it can be
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argued that the American position on continuing the war is in some respects
becoming modified. The u s imperialists see the Vietnam war as a wedge
splitting the former socialist camp more and more deeply. They see it
as 2 means of isolating China. While they have reasons for wishing the
Vietnam war to end (always providing that this is on their own terms),
it does seem that increasingly they see advantage in keeping the war going

‘in order to use its continuation to pressurise the countries controlled by

the revisionists and to lead towards a joint U s - SOVIET front against China.

We can expect no early end to the Vietnam war.

THE BY-ELECTIONS IN BRITAIN -

By way of tailpiece we comment on the five recent by-elections in
Britain. Our Current Survey in January said:

‘In Britain we are at the beginning of big changes in political alignment,
with a growing discrepency between the real feelings of the people
and the actions of the political organisations which profess to represent
them . . . the answers of the established political parties are not being
accepted. The people are mistrustful of politicians.”

'This is precisely what the by-elections show. The Labour Government
has lost support massively. This was outstandingly demonstrated in
Rhondda, one of those areas about which it has been said that a donkey
could count on being elected so long as he was labelled ‘Labour’. But
Labour’s loss of votes have not been Tory gains.

Such a situation might seem tailor-made for ensuring the electoral
advance of the Communist Party. Yet in Rhondda West, where the
workers can withhold their votes from Labour without having to wotry
their heads over the stock reproach that this can let the Tory in, and which
adjoins Rhondda East (nursed for so many years by Harry Pollitt), the
candidate of the Communist Party gained no votes whatsoever. He lost votes,
collecting only ninety-four per cent of the 1,853 votes secured at the
General Election in March, 1966. Like a suddenly switched-on searchlight,
the recent by-elections show the complete failure of the Communist Party
to gain any electoral advantage from its taking the ‘British Road’ away
from Marxism. The workers seem to have felt that there was no point,
when rejecting the Labour Party, in accepting the same political line under
a communist label. The Communist Party’s failure to win votes deprives
it of political leverage for persuading the Labour Party to admit it to the
reformist fold. In abandoning Marxism it has thus done worse than
Esau, who at least got a mess of pottage for selling his birthright.

No wonder the report in the Morning Star on the by-elections hurriedly
slid over the Communist results and refrained from any questioning of the
policies which led to them. Lenin said that the hallmark of a genuine
Marxist was readiness to examine experiences, admit mistakes and learn
from them. If the Communist Party does not do this, on what can it base
any pretence still to be Marxist?

April, 1967
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VICTORY IN VIETNAM

By Denys Noel

APPEARANCES ARE SOMETIMES deceptive. A man may claim to
be my friend and indeed for a time appear outwardly to be so, in the help
he gives me. Eventually he turns out to have been a secret enemy all
along. How does one find out such a rogue in good time?

Such a man, indeed any man, must be judged in three ways: by what
he says, by what he does, and by his motives. In sorting out real friends
from hidden enemies, the question of motive can be of decisive importance.
This is as true in relation to support of the Vietnamese peoples as it is
in everyday life. |

The people of Vietnam, in North and South, have a sworn and ogpen
enemy in Us imperialism. They are engaged in armed struggle to rid
themselves once and for all of this arch interferer and suppressor. They
can count on solid support from various quarters, notably from the People’s
Republic of China, which in word and deed has helped Vietnam to the
uttermost, making, in Lin Piao’s words, ‘the maximum national sacrifice.”
Many times have Vietnamese representatives paid tribute to China’s help,
describing it as ‘incompatably tremendous’ (Ambassador of the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam DRV in Peking, Tran Tu Binh, July 1966) and
‘incomparably great and most effective’ (National Front for Liberation
representative in China, July 1966). Moreover China’s motives are clear
for all to see. China regards the Vietnamese people’s struggle as an
immense help to China herself. She firmly supports revolutionary wars
against imperialism all over the world, in whatever country they arise,
and regards it as her ‘bounden internationalist duty’ to help Vietnam.
A mass rally in Peking last December declared, ‘We are ready to match to
the front at any time’ in aid of Vietnam. No one can doubt that these

words are seriously meant.

The Soviet Union is also giving certain material aid to Vietnam for
which the p R v Government has expressed thanks, describing it as ‘valuable’
and ‘important’ (Pham Van Dong, November 1966). Moreover the
Soviet Union has proposed certain measures of ‘united action’ by socialist
countries to strengthen aid to Vietnam. Concurrently with these actions
the Soviet Union has also, and over long a period, engaged in diplomatic
exchanges with various parties who support the Johnson aggression.
As regards a solution, the Soviet Union, always stressing the dangers to
world peace ‘inherent’ in the Vietnam war, has repeatedly pronounced in
favour of an immediate ending of the ‘conflict’; has emphasised the cessation
of bombing by the us as the key to peace; and has equivocated on the
matter of peace talks. These are the contradictions which appear on the
surface, and such contradictions are certainly puzzling to anyone who
retains the memory of the Soviet Union as the champion of revolutionary
causes. It can only be clarified and explained in terms of the motives
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which lie behind the actions. Can it be that the Soviet Union is using
its material aid to Vietnam to hide from the public gaze the real and sinister
steps it is taking to deliver the Vietnamese people into the hands of aggres-
sive U s imperialism ?

The question can be put this way: by what yardstick is one to distinguish
the true friends of the Vietnamese people from their hidden enemies?

The v s is the chief imperialist power in the world today and is engaged
in interfering in the affairs of dozens of countries all over the world with a
view to controlling them politically and economically, and building up
positions of military strength which will make possible an eventual military
onslaught on socialist China. This fiendish design, if realised, could
precipitate a world holocaust of unprecedented proportions, involving
incalculable suffering for humanity. It could also spell the doom of
imperialism once and for all. But the practical question that arises for
the peoples of the world is how to seal the fate of imperialism wizhout this
immeasurable suffering and loss. Revolutionary peoples are finding this
answer by firmly countering interference and aggression from the us
wherever it arises and so lessening the aggressive potential of u s imperialism.
Thus it is that revolutionary people, in resisting World Public Enemy
Number One, are at one and the same time firmly supporting the cause
of world peace. The more difficult it is made for the U s to make progress
with its monstrous world plan, the less likely are we to find ourselves

enmeshed in a2 world war.

The Vietnamese people are in the thick of the struggle and are daily
performing wonders in their war for independence and national salvation
against U s aggression. By the same token they are performing wonders
in support of world peace. This small nation of thirty-one million inhabi-
tants, technologically backward and possessing limited natural resources,
is exposing to the whole world, and to the American leaders themselves,
the impotence of u s imperialism in face of a determined and closely united
people. Revolutionary struggles against imperialism in other countries
are inspired and invigorated by the Vietnamese example, whereas imperialist
governments, including the British, look on the future with foreboding.

Friends or Enemies?

Both governments and individuals are to be judged primarily on the
attitude they take towards the struggles against imperialism, both in their
words and in their actions. True friends of the Vietnamese people are
those who recognise that the anti-u s war in Vietnam brilliantly serves the
interests of the Vietnamese nation and also promotes the cause of world
peace. Hidden enemies of Vietnam are those who, while occasionally
recognising that the U s is committing aggression, argue that in resisting
aggression the Vietnamese people are endangering wotld peace. The
underlying aim and object of such people becomes to accommodate U
imperialism rather than oppose it, while at the same time seeking to appear
before the world as the champions of the Vietnamese cause and the champions

of world peace.
What loathsome duplicity.
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