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Foreword to Part Two

Contents

of an imperialist country like Canada includes the
monopoly bourgeoisie and indeed is led by this reac-
tionary big bourgeoisie. The Canadian big bour-
geoisie is the strongest and most powerful section of
the Canadian national bourgeoisie. Thus, although
the theories of the CPC(M-L) leadership about the
middle bourgeoisie and the non-monopoly strata of
the bourgeoisie are wrong in and of themselves, they
have in fact been prettifying the Canadian big bour-
geoisie. rabidly imperialist to the core, or major sec-
tions of it as ‘middle bourgeoisie’ or an anti-colonial
sort of ‘national bourgeoisie.” "

The following sentence should be added to page
16, column 2, the sixth line from the bottom: *‘For
the sake of phrasemongering, they sometimes call
the revolution a socialist revolution but at the same
time they still insist on painting it in anti-colonial
colors."”

Also, near the same place on the bottom of col-
umn 2 on page 16, it is stated that the Special Con-
gress of CPC(M-L) of April 29 - May 9, 1978 did not
produce any documents. However, according to
People’s Canada Daily News, the organ of the CC of
the CPC(M-L). the Special Congress did adopt a new
constitution for CPC(M-L) and discuss ‘‘the basic
clements of the Political Programme.’” (PCDN,
May 15, 1978 and January 22, 1979) The constitution
was published in the June S, 1978 issue of PCDN and
then republished as amended by the Fourth Plenum
of the CC in the January 22, 1979 issue of PCDN.
Also, starting one year after the Special Congress in
the PCDN of April 23, 1979, a series of different elec-
tion programs were published, including the notori-
ous Browderite program of February 15, 1980, but
none of them were identified as the official program
of CPC(M-L). However all this does not change the
conclusion that is drawn in The Workers' Advocate
that the last regular congress of CPC(M-L), the
Third Congress of 1977, is still the currently binding
congress. The Special Congress is called ‘*special,”
and not the *‘Fourth Congress,’" in order to stress
that it is simply the conclusion of the Third Congress,
something like a second sitting of the Third Con-
gress. According to PCDN, the constitution and the

*‘basic elements of the Political Programme’’ were
both dealt with at the Special Congress *‘on the basis
of the Resolutions of the Third Congress'" and the
“*basic elements of the Political Programme™ had
been widely discussed ‘‘since the time of the Third
Congress."" (*Communique of the Fourth Plenum of
the CC of CPC(M-L),”" PCDN, January 22, 1979)
This is also apparent when one examines the consti-
tution itself. For example, it repeats the denuncia-
tion of ‘‘one-stage revolution’’ from the Third Con-
gress when, in regard to the relation between anti-
imperialist struggle and socialist revolution in Cana-
da, it maintains that it is ‘‘ultra-left’’ to oppose *‘the
step-wise development of the revolution consistent
with historical conditions’ and condemns **the soph-
ism that the struggle is between the proletariat and
the bourgeoisie.”’ In the light of the Maoist blunders
of the Third Congress, class struggle is a *‘soph-
ism,"" but for revolutionary Marxist-Leninists. it is
the cornerstone of their activity.

Finally, we take this occasion to reiterate the stand
of our Party towards the CPC(M-L) from the Intro-
duction to Part One:

**For our part, we wish no harm to the CPC(M-L).
On the contrary, we sincerely hope that the leader-
ship of CPC(M-L) overcomes the Maoist and liquida-
tionist deviations which are proving to be so detri-
mental to the CPC(M-L) itself. We American
Marxist-Leninists have always and will continue to
work for the closest fraternal bonds with the Canadi-
an Marxist-Leninists. The MLP,USA continues to
stand for true friendship with the CPC(M-L). We
hope therefore that the leadership of CPC(M-L)
repudiates their hostile war against the MLP,USA.

**In the meantime, no one can deprive our Party of
the right to defend its integrity nor should anyone
underestimate our determination to do so. As a loyal
and militant contingent of the international Marxist-
Leninist communist movement, the MLP,USA will
continue to exert every effort to strengthen the party
of the proletariat in the U.S., to defend the princi-
pled unity of the Marxist-Leninist communist parties
of the world, and to defend the invincible revolution-
ary doctrine of Marxism-Leninism."’
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Ideological Issues
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ism. But vou hold that support for the norms dictated
by Marxism-Leninism and proletarian international-
ism could have "‘no other reason'’ than the “‘objec-
tives of disrupting the relations between CPC(M-1)
and COUSML."

When you ridicule these Marxist-Leninist norms.
vou are not simply making an empty rhetorical point.
On the contrary, you are led to mock at the Marxist-
Leninist norms as part of your view that a “special
relationship’* should govern the norms between our
two Parties. You regard the *‘concrete’’ norms be-
tween our two Parties as being those of the **special
relationship.’” while you have relegated the Marxist-
Leninist and proletarian internationalist norms to the
realm of mere “‘phrases.”” You yourself recognize
that your view of the *‘special relationship’” contra-

dicts the Marxist-Leninist norms. That is why you -

say that raising the issue of the Marxist-Leninist
norms can have no other purpose but “‘[disrupting]
the relations,”’ that is, to be more precise, to disrupt
the "'special relationship. "

In the discussions of May 1978 between our two
Parties you admitted that your conception of “‘spe-
cial relations™ was that of relations that ‘‘are not
part of the international movement."" You stressed
that such special relations were in your view the ac-
tual relations then existing between CPC(M-L) and
certain other parties such as ours. You hypocritically
talked about wanting to *‘normalize'" this situation.
Your representative stated:

'l think_you comrades are not understanding

this correctly. We need to have normalized rela-

tions among the four parties [XXX, Canada.

YYY and the U.S. — ed.], relations that are

part of those of the international movement and

not special and apart from it. [i.e.. you are stat-
ing that presently the relations are speciahl-ﬁnd
apart from the international movement — ed. |

But these special relations do exist. You cannot

shut your eyes to it. You have to deal with this

fact and discuss it a lot. Then we can hold a

meeting to resolve these questions. ... [Your

representative then went on to briefly discuss
this question with respect to the Marxist-Lenin-
ists in ZZZ — ed.]”" (From our minutes, em-
phasis added)
But, as we shall see, despite your talk about ‘‘nor-
malizing'’ the relations, in your letters of Decem-
ber 5 you are still stressing that to say that the rela-
tions between our Party and the CPC(M-L) are part
of the international relations is *‘intellectualist bal-
derdash.’’ Thus your talk about “‘normalizing’’ the
relations was just hypocrisy, just an excuse to insist

on your idea that the real relations at the pfesent are
the *'special relations. "’

Thus the following passage from vour letters of
December S stresses that, in vour view. the relations
between our two Parties are not part of the general
ties between the parties in the international Marxist-
Leninist communist movement. You write:

“"Joseph Green writes: *The proletariat is an in-

ternational class. and its parties in the individu-

al countries are fighting contingents of the one
international party of communism, of the Inter-
national Marxist-Leninist Communist Move-
ment." This is an intellectualist balderdash to
cover up the entire history of the fraternal rela-
tions between COUSML (and before it. the

American Communist Workers Movement) and

CPC(M-L) (and before it, the Internationalists)

which have been based on Marxism-Leninism

and proletarian internationalism. ... This intcl-
lectualist hyperbole is dished out for the pur-
poses of insinuating that there is nothing what-
soever between the CPC(M-L) and COUSMIL.
no history and no common struggle. all with the
ulterior motive of rewriting this history and dis-
rupting the relations between CPC(M-L) and
COUSML."" (p. 2, emphasis added)
Thus you denounce in the strongest terms the view
that our two Parties have fraternal relations because
they are both fighting contingents of international
communism. You regard this as a denial of the **his-
tory’" and *‘common struggle " of our two Parties, as
"insinuating that there is nothing whatsoever be-
tween the CPC(M-L) and COUSML, no history and
no common struggle.” This is an extremely negative
view towards the glorious fraternal ties between the
different contingents of the international Marxist-
Leninist movement. This is an extremely negative
attitude towards ties based on sharing a common
Marxist-Leninist ideology and on representing the
interests of the same class. the proletariat. This pas-
sage from you shows that you have stopped regard-
ing the relations between our two Parties, our histo-
ry of struggle in the same trench together, as a mani-
festation of the ties between two fighting contin-
gents of the international Marxist-Leninist move-
ment. Instead you have replaced this conception
with something else. According to you, the real his-
tory of relations, its actual significance, lies in some-
thing else. In short, you are insisting on some sort of
“‘special relationship’* with us, apart from and dis-
tinct from the ties in the international Marxist-Lenin-
ist movement.
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VIII-B: We do not agree with vour theorv of ‘*‘two (or more) trends'" in the international Marxist-Leninist

communist movement

Since the fraternal ties between our two Parties
are not in vour view supposed to have been part of
the general international ties in the international
Marxist-Leninist movement, then what are they sup-
posed to have formed part of? You hold that they are
part of a separate, special *'trend."’ This brings us to
vour theory of “‘two (or more) trends’" inside of the
international Marxist-Leninist movement. With
this theory of several trends. vou are not referring to
the revolutionary Marxist-Leninist trend versus the
various revisionist trends. On the contrary. vou are
denving the existence of the trend of revolutionary
Marxism-Leninism and dividing up the revolutionary

~ Marxist-Leninists into several different Marxist-

Leninist trends.

Thus in your letter you separate off the “’Interna-
tionalist Movement™' as something distinct from the
Marxist-Leninist movement.* You write:

**...this concept that we have advanced that the

Internationalist Movement came up as one

movement and merged with the International

Marxist-Leninist Communist Movement, with

no exception. This is a very important issue.”

(p- 20)

This is literally all that vou say on the issue in yvour
letters of December 5, despite the fact that the ques-
tion of the **two (or more) trends ™" in the internation-
al Marxist-Leninist movement is one of the crucial
ideological questions behind the theory of the “‘spe-
cial relationship.”" Nevertheless. from this passage it
is already clear what you mean when you charge us
with “*cover(ing) up the entire history of the fraternal
relations’” between our two Parties and with *‘insin-

uating that there is nothing whatsoever between the
CPC(M-L) and the COUSML. no history and no com-
mon struggle.’” You are angry because we consider
ourselves as a contingent of international commu-
nism. as a part of the Marxist-Leninist trend. and do
not agree to any special trend or anv special disci-
pline. You are angry because we do not recognize
the Internationalists as a special trend inside of the
Marxist-Leninist movement. You are trving to use
the memory of the Internationalists to justify the
“‘special relationship.”” You are counterposing the
**Internationalist Movement™' to the Marxist-Lenin-
ist movement. That is why vou say that the *‘Interna-
tionalist Movement' had to **'merge’" with the inter-
national Marxist-Leninst communist movement.
Since it had to mesfge with it. it follows that the Inter-
nationalists were distinct from the Marxist-Leninist
movement.

Actually, in the above passage vou are not direct
and straightforward. You hide the fact that vou hold
that there is presently. and not just in the past. an
Internationalist “'trend.”” And the crux of the matter
is that vou hold that today. at the present, there are
several different Marxist-Leninist trends inside the
Marxist-Leninist movement. Indeed. you are trying
to enforce the discipline of a separate trend upon us
with your letters of December 5. In Section VI-S we
already showed that you both advocate and take ac-
tions on the basis of the concept of several trends in
the international Marxist-Leninist movement. We
shall come back to this question in a moment. But
first we shall finish up some of the questions ot his-
tory that you have raised in the above passage.

*The leadership of CPC(M-L) uses the phrase "*Interna-
tionalist Movement'' to denote some or all of those that it
considers inside the ‘‘trend’’ grouped around CPC(M-L).
Strictly speaking, the name ‘‘internationalists’’ is a refer-
ence to three organizations composed mainly of university
students and faculty that existed in the 1960’s. The first to
appear was the (Canadian) Internationalists, which was
originally “‘a completely student and faculty organisation
founded on March 13th, 1963 (Mass Line. Journal of CPC
(M-L), March 13, 1971, p. 2, col. 2) at the University of
British Columbia in Vancouver, Canada. According to a
journal founded to implement one of the decisions of the
Necessity for Change Conference in London, England of
August 1967 organized by the Internationalists, “‘The In-
ternationalists developed from an ‘informal discussion
group’ in 1963 to a ‘centre-left’ organisation based on op-
position to imperialism in 1966, anti-imperialist youth and
student movement in August 1967 and Marxist-Leninist
youth and student movement in 1968."" (World Revolu-
tionary Youth, Organ of the Preparatory Committee to or-
ganize the *'First International Congress of Marxist-Lenin-
ist Youth,'" February 1969, p. 6) In two other countries in
the 1960's besides Canada, similar organizations were

formed. But the (Canadian) Internationalists, on the basis
of the activity of its founder in the creation and shaping of
the other two organizations, is described in the documents
of the Internationalists as the center and inspiration of the
entire *‘Internationalist Movement.’ By January 1970, all
the organizations of the Internationalists had been sup-
planted by their successors. But the leadership ot CPC
(M-L) continues to make demagogic use of the phrase 'In-
ternationalist Movement'' in order to indicate various
forces over whom it claims a ‘‘special relationship.’" The
fact that this term has more to do with the pretensions of
the leadership of CPC(M-L) and their need to find a pleas-
ant-sounding screen for their international tactional activi-
ties than to any genuine concern for history is shown,
among other things, by the fact that the ''Internationalist
Movement’’ is supposed to include the Marxist-Leninists
in certain countries where the Internationalists never ex-
isted. For example, there never was any organization of
*‘Internationalists’” in the U.S. Hence 10 years after the
demise of the Internationalists, the leadersiiip of CPC
(M-L) is still trying to build up a mystique around these or-
ganizations of the 1960’s as one of its justifications for its
attempts to build up its own factional *‘trend.’”’ — W.A.
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What can it mean to say that ‘‘the Internationalist
Movement came up as one movement and merged
with the International Marxist-Leninist Communist
Movement’’? Does it mean that the Internationalists
in various countries were separate from and fought
against the Marxist-Leninist parties in their coun-
tries? Or that they were separate from the Marxist-
Leninist parties in their countries and then merged
with them? No, neither of these two things is true.
The Internationalist organizations in various coun-
tries gave rise to the genuine Marxist-Leninist par-
ties. But then does it mean that the Internationalists
arose as a movement with an ideology separate from
and distinct from Marxism-Leninism and only later
adopted the Marxist-Leninist ideology, thus merging
with the international Marxist-Leninist movement?
If this is what you mean, we also disagree. The only
“‘Internationalist Movement’’ which we acknowl-
edge any relation to are the Internationalists who
were loyal to Marxism-Leninism. Or do you mean
that there are many different varieties of Marxism-
Leninism, and the Internationalists were one such
variety that later merged with a number of others in
the international Marxist-Leninist movement? But
we don't accept the idea of different varieties of
Marxism-Leninism, whether national brands or in-
ternational cartels. There is only one scientific ideol-
ogy of Marxism-Leninism, which is an integral revo-
lutionary theory that is valid all over the world.

Thus it is no wonder that you have so far not dared
to elaborate your views on the Internationalists as a
trend. Put forward consistently, such an idea inevita-
bly leads to the concept of different varieties of
Marxism-Leninism or to the congept that this trend
is not based on Marxism-Leninism but on something
else. You take actions based on your view that the In-
ternationalists are a separate ‘‘trend,”” but you re-
fuse to elaborate this view of yours.

We do not agree with your concept of the Interna-
tionalists as a “‘trend.”” We supported the Interna-
tionalists and we still support their memory because
they were Marxist-Leninist revolutionaries. They
were loyal to Marxism-Leninism, to revolution and to
the international communist movement. We regard
any attempt to set the Internationalists apart as dis-
tinct from being loyal contingents of the internation-
al communist movement as opposition to the real
spirit of the Internationalists. And this is the view
that we have held ever since we came into contact
with the Internationalists, over ten years ago. You
demagogically accuse us of “‘rewriting this history.”’
But it is you who are going against the previously ac-
cepted views on this question with your theory of an
Internationalist ‘“trend.”” You yourself admit this in-
directly when you write that this idea is a ‘‘concept
that we [the leadership of CPC(M-L) — ed.] have ad-
vanced.”’ You had to advance this concept to us be-

cause it was a new concept, one different from the
previously accepted views on this question. At least,
one separate from the views that we have always ac-
cepted and advocated.

Furthermore, you do not define at all what you
mean by the *‘Internationalist Movement."' For ex-
ample, unlike the situation in certain other coun-
tries, there was never in the U.S. any organization
by the name of the ‘‘Internationalists."’ The roots of
our Party and its predecessors go back deep into the
revolutionary mass movements of the 60’s and 70’s,
and these roots are distinct from the International-
ists. Our relationship to the Internationalists comes
about on the basis of the unity of the Marxist-Lenin-
ists. In May 1969 the Canadian Internationalists or-
ganized the Regina Conference, which was the first
Conference of North American Marxist-Leninists. As
a result of the encouragement and correct orienta-
tion given by this conference, the American Commu-
nist Workers Movement (Marxist-Leninist), a prede-
cessor of the MLP,USA, was founded by the com-
rades of the Cleveland Workers Action Committee,
The ACWM(M-L) was built and functioned as the
single nationwide center for the U.S. Marxist-Lenin-
ists. The ACWM(M-L) was eager to learn from the
experience of the Marxist-Leninist revolutionaries in
Canada because it regarded them as Marxist-Lenin-
ists, not as members of some distinct and separate
trend. Therefore the ACWM(M-L), the COUSML
and the MLP,USA have attentively studied the
experience of the Internationalists and the various
parties descended from them, supported them
against the neo-revisionists, fought side by side with
them and cherished them. We have paid special at-
tention to the experience of the CPC(M-L), the first
party to be reconstituted on the Marxist-Leninist ba-
sis in North America. Itis a tribute to the proletarian
internationalist spirit of the ACWM(M-L) and COUS
ML that they united so closely with other fighting
contingents of the international communist move-
ment such as the parties descended from the Inter-
nationalists to the point that the ACWM(M-L) and

'COUSML were themselves regarded, and correctly

so, as “‘Internationalists.”” The MLP,USA has a high
valuation of the historical role played by the Inter-
nationalists. But it is clear that the relationship be-
tween the ACWM(M-L) and COUSML and the par-
ties descended from the Internationalists was based
on common adherence to Marxism-Leninism and
common dedication to the revolutionary struggle and
to the resultant mutual support and cooperation. It
was not based in any way on adherence to any trend
or ideology or special sectarian principles apart from
revolutionary Marxism-Leninism. It was not based
on developing some special relationships apart from
the international communist movement, but on the
ACWM(M-L) and COUSML taking up their role as
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Poges

contingents of the international communist move-
ment.

But, for that matter, even as regards the parties
which are descended from organizations called the
‘‘Internationalists,’’ it still has to be defined in what
sense these parties can be grouped into an “‘Interna-
tionalist Movement.’’ This is not at all obvious.and
you refrain from any explanation. The International-
ists were loyal to Marxism-Leninism and to the inter-
national Marxist-Leninist communist movement, not
to a separate trend or sect. It is against the whole
spirit of the Internationalists to counterpose them to
the other Marxist-Leninist parties. The unity of the
Internationalists of different countries was also a
manifestation of unity of the Marxist-Leninists. In
this serious question of principle, vague phrases and
hints don’t suffice. It is not sufficient to refer to the
history of relations of the various parties that con-
sidered themselves ‘‘Internationalists,”’ or to use
the phrase ‘‘parties that came out of the Internation-
alists,”” a phrase which, as we have pointed out
above, excludes us. It is necessary to analyze that
history deeply and correctly.

Now we will return to the fact that, despite the de-
ceptive words in your letters of December 5, you are
advocating that at the present time the International-
ists are a separate trend within the Marxist-Leninist
movement. In the discussions between the repre-
sentatives of our two Parties at the time of the 6th
Consultative Conference, you put forward the follow-
ing:

““In practical terms, not political, there are the
Marxist-Leninist parties that came out of the
struggle against Khrushchovite revisionism led
by the PLA and those who come out of the Inter-
nationalists. There is a question of merging
them as one trend. The historical significance of
the Internationalists and the work we have done
shouldn’t be underestimated: 1) common
struggle; 2) relations and unity. Should utilize
this as a force to develop strong relations in the
International Communist Movement. In the
present situation, the parties coming from the
Internationalists can make a big contribution,
utilizing the existing strength in the struggle
against revisionism and opportunism. While I
[CPC(M-L)’s representative — ed.] was in Al-
bania, I came to the view of the need for a joint
statement of the Parties from the International-
ists. I went to XXX and YYY to propose one or
two informational meetings to exchange views,
particularly regarding the international situa-
tion and the international Marxist-Leninist
communist movement, and a joint statement of
the Parties, ... (continues with further discus-
sion of the joint meeting and joint statement)
...."" (From our minutes)

Thus you are putting forward the theory of the ex-
istence of different Marxist-Leninist trends in the in-
ternational Marxist-Leninist movement. Once again
we stress that the central point of this thesis of yours
is that you are clearly not referring to the question of
the Marxist-Leninist trend versus the revisionist
trends, but to different Marxist-Leninist trends. You
put forward the idea of strengthening the trends as
trends as the alleged path of strengthening the inter-
national Marxist-Leninist movement. We, on the
contrary, think that such a theory of ‘‘two (or more)
trends’’ inside the Marxist-Leninist movement is in
fact fraught with the danger of unprincipled splits
and wild factionalism. ‘

It can also be seen from your description of the
trends that you have a great deal of difficulty des-
cribing the basic features characterizing the two
trends. In order to‘po s0, you counterpose the parties
from the Internationalists to those that came up in
the struggle against Khrushchovite revisionism.
Even aside from the historical and factual points that
we have raised earlier in this section, this classifica-
tion is utterly astonishing to us. The Internationalists
themselves came up in the struggle against Khrush-
chovite revisionism and supported the struggle of
the Party of Labor of Albania. Indeed, it is one of the

many repulsive features of this theory of ‘‘two (or
more) trends’’ that it places the Internationalists into
a separate trend away from the Party of Labor of Al-
bania. But where would we all be without the historic
struggles against revisionism waged by the Party of
Labor of Albania and without the Party of Labor of
Albania’s trenchant ideological work! How can one
avoid feeling extremely close to the glorious Marx-
ist-Leninist fighters from Albania! We find it a
source of great and inexhaustible strength that we
are in the same trend as the Party of Labor of Alba-
nia, the trend of revolutionary Marxism-Leninism.
The triumphant advance of the Party of Labor of Al-
bania and the construction of socialism in Albania is
a victory for the broletarian trend everywhere, for
the trend of Marxism-Leninism, and it is precisely
this feeling that should be inculcated in the working
class of the whole world. This is the only proletarian
internationalist conception of the issue of trends!
You raise the issue, as the basis of the concept of
an Internationalist *‘trend,”’ that there is a history of
having developed relations over the years. But if that
is taken as the basis of a ‘‘trend,’” then the issue in-
evitably arises that the other parties too fall into sev-
eral or many groupings. This is not to mention the
tremendous difficulties that would accompany any
attempt to divide the international Marxist-Leninist
movement on any kind of objective basis into group-
ings based on historical relations. It is impossible to
-do so. Nevertheless, it is clear that your theory of
““two trends’’ inevitably becomes a theory of quite a
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few trends, if it is elaborated with any consistency.
That is why we call it a theory of ‘‘two (or more)
trends,’’ a theory of ‘‘many trends.”” Once Marxism-
Leninism is given up as the common bond uniting
the world’s Marxist-Leninists, but instead some-
thing else is taken as the basis of developing
“trends,”’ then many different groupings or
“‘trends’’ can be brought into existence. Still, you
divide the whole movement into two, but that is be-
cause you are simply dividing it into ‘‘us’’ versus
“them.”” We do not agree with this attitude towards
the other Marxist-Leninist parties of the world. It is
not Marxist-Leninist nor proletarian internationalist,
but an ugly, corrosive sentiment opposed to the spir-
it of fighting under the inspiring banner of world
Marxism-Leninism.

We are opposed to the idea that the way to consoli-
date the international Marxist-Leninist movement is
to consolidate ‘‘trends.’’ We are in favor of the inter-
nationalist rallies of Marxist-Leninist patrties, of bi-
lateral and multilateral meetings and of the further
strengthening of the various forms of cooperation,
consultation and joint action between the Marxist-
Leninist parties. But the strengthening of the rela-
tions is not for the sake of consolidating new
““trends”’ of various sorts, and such an idea of estab-
lishing various ‘‘trends’” will in fact harm the pro-
cess of developing closer relations. Furthermore, a
unified international Marxist-Leninist communist
movement cannot be regarded as an alliance or
merger of different trends. As far as the issue of
““trends'’ goes, the task is to develop the trend of
revolutionary Marxism-Leninism in struggle against
the various revisionist and opportunist trends. The
relationship of the question of trends to the question
of unity was expressed well by Comrade Enver
Hoxha when he wrote:

“‘unity will be re-established in the communist

movement and the socialist camp, but it will

be re-established by the Marxist-Leninists

without revisionists and traitors and in resolute

struggle against them.’’ (Report to the 5th Con-
gress of the PLA as cited in The History of the
PLA, Ch. VII, Sec. 2, p. 605)
The same conception of the relation of the issue of
trends to the question of unity was stressed by Com-
rade Agim Popa at the Scientific Sessions in Albania
of October 1978. He stated:

“Real unity in the Marxist-Leninist commu-
nist movement is possible only on the basis of
unwavering loyalty to Marxism-Leninism which
shows the proletariat and the peoples the only
correct road to their social and national libera-
tion. ... It is precisely deviation from the princi-
ples and teachings of Marxism-Leninism that is
the main cause of the split in the workers’ and
communist movement. As in the case of the be-

trayal of Marxism-Leninism by the Second In-
ternational and that by the Khrushchovite revi-
sionists in the 50’s and 60’s, the emergence on
the scene and crystallization of the present-day

Chinese revisionism with its counterrevolu-

tionary theory of ‘three worlds’ has caused a

split in the Marxist-Leninist movement to-

day. ...

“Experience shows that only on the basis of a
merciless struggle against opportunism and re-
visionism of all hues is it possible to preserve,
strengthen and continuously temper sound
Marxist-Leninist unity. ... They [the PLA and
the other fraternal Marxist-Leninist parties —
ed.] have waged and are waging an uncom-
promising principled struggle against all those
who betray Marxism-Leninism and thus split
the revolutionary unity, be they Soviet, Yugo-
slav, Italian, French, Spanish, Chinese or oth-
ers.”” (‘‘The Marxist-Leninist Parties — the
Leading Force of the Revolutionary Movement
Today,”’ Problems of Current World Develop-
ment, Tirana, pp. 103-104, emphasis as in the
original)

In your letters of December 5 you try to tone every-
thing down and slur over the issues involved by
such things as talking of ‘‘the Internationalist Move.-
ment”’ instead of the Internationalist *‘trend.”’ But
this makes no difference. Call it what you will —
trends, groupings, movements, headquarters — it
makes no difference. The basic fallacy remains: the
idea that not Marxism-Leninism but something else
is the basis of unity between the Marxist-Leninist
parties. There are only two choices. Either: the con-
solidation of different ‘‘trends’’ in the international
Marxist-Leninist movement. Or: the vigorous devel-
opment of the Marxist-Leninist trend in life-and-
death struggle against the opportunist and revision-
ist trends. Those are the two possible conceptions of
the matter.

Your thesis of “‘two (or more) trends inside the in-
ternational Marxist-Leninist movement’’ is a dan-.
gerous and fallacious one. And it is closely related to
and intertwined with your theory of the ‘‘special re-
lationship’’ between our two Parties. These theories
of “'special relationship’’ and ‘*‘two (or more)
trends’’ explain why you on one hand deny that the
fraternal ties between our two Parties are part of the
usual fraternal ties between fighting contingents of
international communism, while on the other hand
you insist that these fraternal ties have great inter-
national importance everywhere. In Section VIII-A,
we showed how you insisted that to regard our ties
as part of the general ties between the parties of in-
ternational communism was just ‘‘intellectualist bal-
derdash to cover up the entire history of the fraternal
relations between COUSML...and CPC(M-L)."” In
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this way, you negated the Marxist-Leninist norms
and insisted on a ‘‘special relationship’® outside
these norms. However, at the same time, you also
write:
‘‘19. Then yet another shameless and dema=
gogic example of ‘American exceptionalism’
with which you want to bedazzle us. ‘We be-
lieve that the cooperation of our Parties in the
struggle against imperialism and revisionism
has great significance for North America’. You
can believe whatever you like because you are
hell-bent on provocation, but the genuine and
revolutionary cooperation between CPC(M-L)
and COUSML has inestimable significance
everywhere for the struggle for revolution and
socialism.... But such is your peculiar analysis
and exceptionalism that you want to carve out
the proletariat of the United States and the pro-
letariat of Canada and the proletariat of Mexico
from the international proletariat and isolate
and detach it from the struggle of the interna-
tional proletariat...all those who wish to smash
this cooperation under the pretext of creating a
private ‘Marxist-Leninist’” movement of North
America will come to no good end.” (p. 7, em-
phasis added)
You stress the ‘‘inestimable significance every-
where’’ of the ‘‘special relationship’ between our
two Parties because you view this ‘‘special relation-
ship’’ as part of building up a *‘trend’’ which should
play a big international role. As usual, in trying to
defend this idea you fall into contradiction after con-
tradiction and come out with astonishing positions.
You bludgeon us with the term ‘‘American excep-

tionalism’’ for refusing to take part in any trend ex-
cept that of Marxism-Leninism, while at the same
time you yourselves are the ones insisting on the
‘‘exceptionalist’’ position of advocating a ‘‘special
relationship’’ between our two Parties outside of the
scientific Marxist-Leninist norms. You are painting
regional cooperation in such ugly colors as a ‘‘pri-
vate ‘Marxist-Leninist’” movement of North Ameri-
ca'’ and as ‘‘peculiar analysis and exceptionalism’
— at a time when regional cooperation including re-
gional joint statements and regional multilateral
meetings is one of the methods being used to
strengthen the ties between the parties in the inter-
national Marxist-Leninist movement — while you
yourselves are advocating the division of the inter-
national Marxist-Leninist movement into different
“‘trends.”’ And the difference between regional co-
operation and the division into *‘trends’’ can roughly
be compared to the difference between having party
bodies based on a”production and territorial basis
and having party bodies based on each having its
own ideological platform. Your thesis of *‘two (or
more) trends’’ inevitably boils down, when put for-
ward consistently, to the idea of the legitimate exist-
ence of different varieties of Marxism-Leninism, one
for each trend. The fact that you want to create and
use a ‘‘special relationship’’ between our two frater-
nal Parties as a model with “‘inestimable signifi-
cance everywhere’’ in the international Marxist-Len-
inist movement goes to show how extremely impor-
tant it is for our Party to insist on its principled stand
against the ‘‘special relationship” and against the
theory of ‘‘two (or more) trends’’ in the international
Marxist-Leninist movement.

VIII-C: The double standard and the question of equality

You have insisted on a double standard in the rela-
tions between our two Parties. Part of your theory of
‘‘two (or more) trends’’ is your conception that the
leadership of CPC(M-L) has special prerogatives and
rights 'within its ‘“trend.’”” This indeed is central to
the “‘special relationship’’ between our two Parties
which you are fighting so hard for. This is the heart
of the ‘*special relationship.’

Thus it is not surprising that in your letters of De-
cember S you openly complain that we have given up
the formulation that CPC(M-L) is the leading party
in North America. You write:

‘‘...but it is we who are astonished at your 180-

degree turn against our Party. From being the

Party which is leading in North America, CPC

(M-L) now ‘underestimates the struggle against

American opportunism.” What a fraud!’’ (p. S,

emphasis added)

As we have pointed out in Section VI-E, you are ac-
cusing us of a ‘‘180-degree turn’’ because it is you

who are taking a hostile stand against our Party.
What this passage does is to complain and protest
against our giving up the formulation that you are
the leading party in North America. Perhaps you
may be trying to imply that allegedly our Party has
swung from one extreme to the other, while you al-
legedly oppose both extremes. But this would not be
true. For not only have you never protested against
such formulations as CPC(M-L) being the leading
Party in North America, but you have insistently
urged on us exactly this idea expressed in a number
of different ways. And your actions with respect to
us have been such as could only be regarded as an
assertion of the most strict, draconic sort of ‘‘leader-
ship’” over us. For example, it is notable that
in this passage itself you equate any. criticism of you
at all, such as that you have ‘‘underestimate(d) the
struggle against American opportunism,’’ as a ‘*180-
degree turn’’ to a hostile stand against your Party!

Let us examine some of your formulations of your
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leading role in North America. For example, in dis-
cussions with our delegation to the Third Congress
of the CPC(M-L), you put forward the following view
in reference to the situation in the U.S.:

*‘The opportunists are finished....

“Anyway, CPC(M-L) is on the- agenda one
way or another. All of the fears of these guys
came true. They wére scared that the American
proletariat will follow CPC(M-L) — now it will
come true. For us this is a matter of Marxism-
Leninism and proletarian internationalism but
for them it is a petty thing.’*

In the same discussion you came back to this point
and said: ,

“‘In North America there must be very strong
unity between the Marxist-Leninists. This will
b.e f:reated on the dead body of American chau-
vinism.”’

You elaborated this as follows:

*“The key point is American chauvinism is on

the way out. It will work this way: anywhere

COUSML takes its line they say that this is

CPC(M-L)’s line. The question then arises, why

don’t you follow CPC(M-L)? This is a straight-

forward question, why are you not following

Marxism-Leninism. CPC(M-L) is the party

which has consistently advanced Marxism-

Leninism. They have to fight this and they are

lost, they have already lost.”” (From minutes of

discussions of February 6, 1977)

This is an amazing idea. For the issue that was
fought over intensely in the U.S. in 1977 was Marx-
ism-Leninism or ‘‘three worlds-ism,”’ it was the fight
against social-chauvinism, and it was the fight in
defense of socialist Albania. It was not over whether
or not to follow CPC(M-L).

In the discussions of January 11-13, 1978, you put
forward the idea that ‘“‘when Albania recognized
CPC(M-L), they recognized the whole trend.”’ This
is another astonishing statement! This type of state-
ment begins to draw from the theory of *‘two (or
more) trends’’ the conclusion that the affairs of the
international Marxist-Leninist movement will be de-
cided by the relations between the heads of the
‘‘trends.”’ Furthermore, you attribute your concep-
tion of ‘‘two (or more) trends’’ to the Party of Labor
of Albania. But there can be no doubt about the op-
position of the PLA to this conception of **trends.”’

And in the discussions of November 1978, you said
the following:

“He [the representative of CPC(M-L) — ed.]

spoke about the diminishing role of CPC(M-L),

PCDN and NPC in the U.S. Slowly and slowly

these things are coming to an end. They played

an important role at one time, but now it is

COUSML (which is) more and more giving the

line and CPC(M-L)’s role must come to an end.

They [the leadership of CPC(M-L) — ed.] (stat-

ed that) they know this and they are not unhap-

py about this.”’
Far from being happy about giving up a ‘‘special re-
lationship’ with our Party, you are fighting for it.
But the main point about this statement is that it
clearly shows that you have given yourself a role in
the U.S. outside the proper norms of fraternal rela-
tions between parties. That is why you view this role
as diminishing with the growth and strengthening of
your fraternal party. This speaks volumes about
what type of role you are talking about. The role and
influence of the international Marxist-Leninist move-
ment in the U.S. grows tremendously, and does not
diminish, as its fighting contingent in the U.S., our
Party, develops and strengthens itself. Indeed, one
could say that the influence of the international
Marxist-Leninist movement in any particular coun-
try is manifested mainly through the growth and de-
velopment of its fighting contingent in that country.
But you have counterposed your role in the U.S. to
the development of the Marxist-Leninist Party in the
U.S. This shows that you are talking about a role out-
side the Marxist-Leninist norms and opposed to the
application of the party principle in the U.S. And it is
notable that you are still talking about this role in
November 1978, over nine years after the formation
of the Marxist-Leninist center in the U.S. with the
founding of the ACWM(M-L) in May 1969.

We could quote many more statements of yours on
this theme. Nevertheless the general drift of your
conception is already quite clear. It is clear that you
believe that you have special rights with regard to
the parties in your ‘‘trend,”’ or, in any case, with re-
gard to our Party. That is why you are upset over our
dropping the formulation of CPC(M-L) as the leading
party in North America. S

It is very significant that the current series of
problems in our relations did not arise as a dispute
over the phrase *‘‘leading role of CPC(M-L) in North
America.”’ They arose over our defense of the organ-
izational integrity of our Party and our insistence on
the necessity to apply the party principle consistent-
ly. For irrespective of whether or not we have given
the formulation of the “‘leading role of CPC(M-L) in
North America,"’ our view was always that the prop-
er Marxist-Leninist norms should be upheld. Far
from going from one extreme to the other, we have
shown iron consistency on this issue for the whole
period since the start of the current series of prob-
lems in our fraternal relations in late 1975. The
meeting of March 4, 1978 is a good example of this.
You walked out of this meeting and exerted great

pressure on us, as we have detailed in Section VII-
A-5. But at that time we still upheld the phrase of
“‘the leading role of CPC(M-L) in North America.”
But in our written speech, which you did not let us
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present, we explained that ‘‘In order for CPC(M-L)
to exercise its leading role, the correct norms of re-
lations must exist between the CPC(M-L) and the
COUSML.” Thus we only recognized leadership
within the Marxist-Leninist norms. But for your part,
you walked out of the meeting as soon as you saw
that we were bringing up for the agenda the ques-
tions of your violations of the norms of relations be-
tween fraternal Marxist-Leninist parties.

In order to insist on your special prerogatives and
special rights, you have gone against the Marxist-
Leninist norms. That is why you ridicule our asser-
tion that the norms and relations between fraternal
parties are regulated by the principles of Marxism-
Leninism and proletarian internationalism and sar-
castically write: ‘‘But what are these ‘norms and re-
lations’ in concrete terms?’’ (p. 2) Having raised this
question, you then refuse to answer it. You raise this
question solely to mock the Marxist-Leninist norms
as allegedly not *‘concrete.’’ But in fact these norms
are vital for the development of proper relations in
the international Marxist-Leninist movement.

Comrade Agim Popa elaborated on these norms at
the Scientific Sessions in Albania in October 1978.
He wrote:

‘‘Proletarian internationalism today requires
that every fraternal party and genuine proletar-
ian revolutionary give full support to the Marx-
ist-Leninist movement in other countries and do
everything within their power to strengthen
sound militant unity in the Marxist-Leninist
communist movement as a whole. This unity is
based on rigorous respect of the principles gov-
erning relations among fraternal parties and
socialist countries — principles of independence
and complete equality, non-interference in one
another’s internal affairs, consultation, talks
and mutual comradely criticism in working out
common views and overcoming differences
which might arise, mutual help and fraternal
internationalist support. Violation of these prin-
ciples, attempts to impose the views of one par-
ty on others and the use of pressure to force oth-
ers to submit to its chauvinist dictate, the use of
‘aid’ as a means of pressure and dictate,divisive
activities and brutal interference in the internal
affairs of fraternal parties, etc., are all actions
which have nothing in common with Marxism-
Leninism and gravely impair unity.”” (‘‘The
Marxist-Leninist Parties — the Leading Force
of the Revolutionary Movement Today,”’ Prob-
lems of Current World Development, Tirana,

1979, pp. 105-06, emphasis as in the original)
Comrade Popa vigorously denounced the Chinese
revisionists for their violations of these norms.
Among other things, he pointed out that:

‘‘Many facts, well-known to both the PLA and

the fraternal Marxist-Leninist parties prove that

for the Chinese leadership, the fundamental cri-

terion for recognizing these parties and estab-
lishing relations with them is not adherence to
the principles of Marxism-Leninism, but adher-

ence to the Chinese line.”’ (Zbid., p. 106)

These norms not only have great importance in
the struggle against Chinese revisionism, but they
also played a big role in the struggle against Khrush-
chovite revisionism. Commenting on the publica-
tion of the nineteenth volume of Enver Hoxha's
works, Zeri i Popullit discussed the role of the norms
of relations:

**The violation by the Soviet revisionists and
other revisionists of the norms regulating the
relations between the Marxist-Leninist parties,
is seen in the violation by them, from the begin-
ning, of the principle of equality, which is one of
the main features distinguishing these rela-
tions. The Marxist-Leninist parties are equal in
the relations between them. The strict observa-
tion of this principle is a condition to ensure
their real and unbreakable Marxist-Leninist
unity. Being aware of the content and impor-
tance of the principle of equality, the Party of
Labor of Albania (and) Comrade Enver Hoxha,
at the Moscow Meeting and on other occasions,
exposed the view and stands of Khrushchovite
revisionists who divided the parties into mother
and daughter parties, into parties that have the
baton and parties that obey blindly to their will,
into big parties and small parties, into old pat-
ties that as such have privileges and into young
parties, into parties that can submit to no princi-
ple and norm and into parties that should accept
the arbitrariness and chauvinism of the big
party, into parties that have the monopoly in the
ideological interpretations and into parties that
should accept and blindly apply these interpre-
tations, even if they are anti-Marxist.”’ (As
quoted by the Albanian Telegraphic Agency and
cited in the Norman Bethune Institute edition of
Through the Pages of Volume XIX of the Works
of Comrade Enver Hoxha, Canada, 1976, p. 46)

These norms are quite ‘‘concrete.’’ The issue is that
you are violating these norms and replacing them
with the ‘‘special relationship.’”’ The ‘‘special rela-
tionship’’ is an utter negation of the equality be-
tween parties, and in practice it includes the viola-
tion of the organizational integrity of our Party and
opposition to the application of the party principle-in
the U.S. By threatening our fraternal relations and
taking a hostile stand to our Party on the basis of
fighting for a ‘‘special relationship,”’ you are judg-
ing our Party not on the basis of adherence to Marx-
ism-Leninism, but on whether or not we disagree
with you on anything, on whether or not we are
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agreed to be part of a special “‘trend’" inside the in-
ternational Marxist-Leninist movement. In this let-
ter, we detail your violation of numerous of the
Marxist-Leninist norms governing relations. It is
this violation of the Marxist-Leninist norms that lies

VIII-D: On the epithet ‘*peculiar’

In your letters of December 5 and elsewhere you
have taken to denouncing our views as “‘peculiar.”’
With this epithet, you show that you regard it as
wrong in principle for us to ever give any views dif-
terent from yours. It is not a question of whether
these views are right or wrong, based on Marxism-
Leninism or not, in accord with the concrete situation
or not, but simply that they are *‘peculiar’ as they
differ from yours. You seem to feel that this label of
““peculiar’ is an irrefutable and crushing refutation
of us. You do not have to elaborate why this or that
thesis of ours is wrong. Horrors! You even have de-
veloped whole theories denouncing such elaboration
as allegedly being ‘“‘polemics”™ or ‘‘two-line strug-
gle’ or “‘ideological struggle.’" All you feel that it is
necessary to do is to brand our views **peculiar. "’

Thus on page 15 you brand the phrase “‘idealist
anti-revisionism’' as *‘‘peculiar jargon.”’ And on
page 22 you write that ** *U.S. neo-revisionism is the
American expression of the international opportunist
trend of Chinese revisionism’' is another peculiar
theory.” On pages 22-23 you denounce our argu-
ments in favor of struggle against the ‘‘RCP,USA""
as the “*peculiar theory of ‘weak link’."" Indeed, you
.denounce our struggle against domestic opportun-
ismin the U.S. as both *‘peculiar’’ and even a mani-
festation of **American exceptionalism.”" You go to
the extent of summing up that the problem between
our two Parties lies in our coming forward with pe-
culiar theories. You write:

"It is this strong opposition of our Party to the

concoction of various peculiar ‘theses’ and pet

‘theories’ which has put the damper on this

worm to the extent that he is wildly swinging

his head in all directions."" (p. 23) .

In the meetings of early August between our two
Parties, you also sounded this theme. You denounec-
ed the movement against social-chauvinism as a
“‘peculiar movement' and claimed that it was a
“‘different preoccupation’’ than the international
movement. For example, you raised such issues as
whether or not the Party of Labor of Albania has a

at the root of the problems in the practical relations
between our two fraternal Parties.

In the rest of Section VIII, we will £0 into various
more particular aspects of your denial of the Marx-
ist-Leninist norms.

movement against social-chauvinism and so forth.

' Thus you try to make a pretense that by **pecul-
1ar’’ you mean different from the accepted theories
in the international Marxist-Leninist movement. In
Section X we shall therefore go through a number of
our allegedly *‘peculiar’ theses and compare them
with the theses given by Comrade Enver Hoxha, by
the Scientific Sessions in Albania of October 1978
and other such sources. We shall see that generally
speaking the very theses you denounce as “‘pecul-
iar"" are the ones which are the most orthodox. Your
raving about our ‘‘peculiar’ and ‘‘exceptionalist”’
theories is just demagogy, emotionalism and a big
smoke screen. The bitter truth is that behind this
smoke screen of outcries about ‘‘peculiar’’ theses,
you are seeking to force us to adopt various theses of
yours which either are genuinely and truly “‘pecul-
iar” or are outright opposed to the orthodox theses
of Marxism-Leninism.

Indeed, one cannot help but notice that it is at
least a little strange that you are raving on about our
“peculiar’’ theses and about theses allegedly differ-
ent from those of the international movement, when
at the same time you are advocating the division of
the genuine Marxist-Leninists into *‘two (or more)
trends.”" On the one hand you are trying to enforce a
“'special relationship'’ with us and to negate the in-
ternational norms, while on the other you rave
against *‘peculiar’’ theses. This would be comical if
it wasn’t such a tragedy. In fact, it is the most dis-
gusting, revolting and repulsive hypocrisy.

Thus all your cries about ““peculiar’’ mean is that
certain of our theses are different from yours. Your
crushing irony about our ‘‘peculiar concoctions’*
simply means that you refuse to deal seriously with
our views and that you prefer to use the method of
dictation. With this epithet of “‘peculiar,’” you are
insisting that we should support your views inde-
pendently of whether they are correct or not, just
because they are your views. The epithet ‘‘peculiar’’
shows the brutal dictation inherent in the ‘*special
relationship.™

VIII-E: The leadership of CPC(M-L) vehemently rejects any and all criticism

Another striking feature of the *‘special relation-
ship’ is that you vehemently oppose any criticism of
the leadership of the CPC(M-L). This is clear from
your letters of December 5. You justify your entire

hostile stance against our Party as an allegedly legit-
imate response to our letter of fraternal criticism of
December 1. You call comrades ‘‘agent-provoca-
teurs™ and ‘‘national and social chauvinists’’ on the
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basis that they have criticized or even simply dis-
agreed with you. You accuse us of campaigns to
damage the relations between our two Parties on the
basis that we have maintained over a period of time
our views in the disagreements between the Parties.
You demand a split in our leadership and you boycott
our Party all because we criticized you. This is not
just opposition to criticism, this is all-out war on your
part against any criticism of your views.

You explain your stand by stressing that criticism
of yourself is incompatible with the maintenance and
strengthening of fraternal ties. You write:

**18. Having reduced the relations of our two

Parties to this level, you carry on with your dem-

agogy. ‘We stand for strengthening the rela-

tions between our two Parties.’ Do you really?

What does this mean in concrete terms? Is this

putrid and foul letter of December 1, 1979, a

model example of your windbaggery of your

‘stand for strengthening the relations between

our two Parties’? With such a stand of

‘strengthening,’ you do not need any wreckers,

splitters or disruptors at all. These ‘strength-

eners’ will amply do the job for you.”’ (p. 7)

According to you, criticism is an activity of ‘‘wreck-

ers, splitters or disruptors.”” Well, we firmly declare
that our letter of December 1, 1979 is indeed a good
example of proper, principled, constructive and com-
radely criticism. We, who had good reason to be
angry and outraged with your actions, maintained a
calm and patient stand. Our letter of December 1 is
constructive and fraternal. It takes great pains to de-
velop the analysis of the issue at stake and to seek to
explain to you the issues. It is entirely lacking in
threats or ultimatums or insults of any kind. All it
takes is the briefest comparison of our letter of De-
cember 1 and your letters of December S to see the
wide gulf between fraternal criticism and brutal
pressure and dictation.

You also stress your view that criticism of yourself
and friendly relations are incompatible by denounc-
ing the fact that we invited you to send delegations
to the Preparatory Conference for the Founding of
the MLP,USA and to the Founding Congress of the
MLP,USA in our letter of November 29, 1979 while
we criticized your sale of the English translation of
the Palacios book to the **‘RCP,USA’’ in our letter of
December 1, 1979. You rage against how such things
could be done in letters only a few days apart. You
denounce this as ‘‘the tricks of the entire lying
trade’’ and as having a ‘‘forked tongue’’ (p. 4). But
where is the contradiction between the two letters?
There is only a contradiction if you believe that criti-
cism is incompatible with fraternal relations, if you
believe that our absolute agreement with you, right
or wrong so long as it's your views, is essential for
fraternal relations. Later, in Section VIII-G, we shall

also see that it is hypocrisy, as you yourself have
even denounced us in provocative and brutal ways
and invited us to meetings in the very same letter.
But this only shows that your opposition to criticism
is part of your.double standard. You are not opposed

- to all criticism in our relations. Oh no. You are only

opposed to criticism of yourself.

You have gone to the extent that you have devel-
oped various theories against criticism. You call
criticism of yourself *‘provocations.’’ Yeu denounced
views separate from yours as ‘‘peculiar.”’ And you
have maintained the view that letters between par-
ties and the elaboration of views concerning the dis-
agreements are ‘‘polemics.”’ For example, in our
discussions of January 11-13, 1978 you denounced
our letters, saying:

‘*‘Anyway | [the representative of CPC(M-L)

—ed.] told (the COUSML representative) when

he was here that we do not accept these letters.

They are wrong and their language is not cor-

rect. Comrades do not polemicize against-each

other.”
You gave these views repeatedly. Thus in the dis-
cussions of early September 1978 you stated:

‘“We have your letters and views. It seems that

what you wait is to make a polemic against our

leadership....”” (Minutes of the discussion of

Friday afternoon, September 8, 1978)

It was in these discussions that you refused to speak
to our NEC and insisted on speaking to only part of
our delegation. You also used the device of denounc-
ing every disagreement with you as a *‘polemic’ in
order to justify your opposition to the integrity of our
party committees. When our delegation decided that
the NC would have to decide on a certain proposal of
yours, you withdrew the proposal (which had not
been made seriously but on the spur of the moment)
and stated:
‘“Why does everything have to go to your Na-
tional Committee? You must have some plan.
You want to polemicize against our leadership.”’
(September 8, 1978)
This entire theory of criticism as ‘‘polemics’’ is
wrong. The Party of Labor of Albania explained the
fallaciousness of this theory in the Letter of the CC of
the Party of Labor and the Government of Albania to
the CC of the Communist Party and the Government
of China {July 29, 1978). This letter states:

‘‘Among the Marxist-Leninist norms which
regulate relations among communist parties
there exists also that of the correct and recipro-
cal, principled and constructive, criticism of
mistakes which are observed in the line and the
activity of this or that party. Such a comradely
criticism cannot be called polemics, as the Chi-
nese leadership interprets this norm. Polemics,
as the word itself indicates, means a state of
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ideological and politieal struggle, it is a state in
which non-antagonistic contradictions are trans-
formed into antagonistic contradictions. [

"*...Whenever it [the PLA — ed.] has seen
that the Communist Party of China adopted
stands and took actions in opposition to Marx-
ism-Leninism and proletarian internationalism,
in opposition to the interests of socialism and
the revolution, it has pointed out the mistakes
to, and criticized it in a comradely manner. This
is borne out by written documents of our Party
and State, which are in your possession. And
what has the attitude of the Chinese leadership
been? While it welcomed and highly praised the
Party of Labor of Albania and the Albanian Gov-
ernment for their support for, and defense of,
People’s China, the Chinese side never wel-
comed the correct and principled remarks of our
Party. ... Reasoning and acting according to the
concepts and logic of a great power, of a great
party and a great state, which considers itself an
infallible genius, it has demonstrated that it
knows no other way apart from dictate and im-
position of its views on the others, especially
on the smaller parties and states.’" (pp. 20-22)

““The Central Committee of the Communist
Party of China did not reply to the principled

and correct letter of our Party. The Chinese

leadership never gave our Party any explanation

on this question of so great importance. Mao

Tsetung limited himself to a verbal statement to

the effect that ‘we will not reply to your letter

because we do not want to stir up polemics’. In
our view, which is in keeping with Leninist
norms, the exchange of opinions, comradely
criticism and each other's enlightenment are
normal things between two communist parties.

They can by no means be considered polemics."*

(p- 30)

We hold that you are committing a major error of
principle when you oppose criticism as allegedly in-
compatible with fraternal relations. You have called
criticism of your views and actions **polemics’’ and
you have sought to impose the norm that views dif-
ferent from yours are ‘‘peculiar.’”” But we think that
the experience of the struggles against Chinese and
Khrushchovite revisionism proves yet again the
burning necessity of upholding the Marxist-Leninist
norms on these questions. The truth is that, by op-
posing principled, fraternal and constructive criti-
cism of yourself, you have violated the equality of
our two Parties, imposed a double standard and
posed as the leading party of a ‘‘trend,”’ disagree-
ment inside the ‘‘trend’’ with its leading party being
considered a ‘‘provocation.”’

VII-F: Opposition to the Marxist-Leninist norms on consultation and cooperation

We have already seen in Section VIII-A that you
mock and ridicule the norms regulated by Marxism-
Leninism and proletarian internationalism for the
relations between fraternal parties. You denounce
them as not "‘concrete.”” As well, in your letters of
December 5 you also single out the Marxist-Leninist
norms on consultation and cooperation in particular.
You write:

““In the final paragraph on page three of his

Part Two, Joseph Green again uses demagogy

in the most shameless fashion in order to serve

his pragmatic ends. He writes: ‘This question of
consultation and cooperation is, in our view, one
of the most important questions of principles in-
volved in the issue of the selling of the rights to

Palacios’ book to the ‘RCP,USA’. Why is this

‘one of the most important questions of prin-

ciple’? It is because this worm has found out

through this so-called ‘consultation’ a ‘fact’
through which he can wriggle with to nail the

CPC(M-L). There is no other reason whatsoev-

er.”" (p. 13, emphasis added)

And earlier in your letters you denounced as ‘‘dema-
gogic nonsense’’ (p. 6) our assertion that *‘the build-
ing and strengthening of our cooperation require
that the problems that emerge be dealt with straight-

forwardly, calmly and openly, they must be looked at
squarely in the face."

It is a sad thing to see a Marxist-Leninist party
such as yours denounce the Marxist-Leninist norms.
International cooperation and consultation is one of
the most important principles involved in fraternal
relations. By denouncing the importance of the
norms governing consultation and cooperation you
are showing once again that you are fighting to re-
place the Marxist-Leninist norms with the *‘special
relationship.” Indeed, as long as you uphold the
“'special relationship,’’ as long as you regard any
criticism of or disagreement with your views as sim-
ply “‘provocations,”” ‘‘polemics’’ or manifesta-
tions of **national and social chauvinism,"’ then what
possible value can you put on ‘‘consultation and co-
operation’'? According to the ‘‘special relation-
ship,” the issue is that we should simply implement
this or that proposal of yours and adopt this or that
view of yours, not consult and cooperate with you.

Look at how you describe bilateral discussions be-
tween our two Parties! You write:

“‘This worm pays lip-service to the norms and

forms in words because for him these bilateral

discussions are ‘one of the most important’ in-
struments for his own sinister ends, to pick up
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information like a garbage collector which he
¢an then hurl back against the genuine Marx-
ist-Leninist and revolutionary forces.”” (p. 13,
emphasis added)

What a grudge you have against consultation and

_ cooperation! Thus it is not surprising at all that your

opposition to the norms governing consultation and
cooperation has been one of the important factors
creating many problems in and putting many obsta-
cles in the path of our practical relations. This has
manifested itself in a number of ways.

One of the key issues is that you have opposed the
proper revolutionary formality in our practical rela-
tions. In Sections Il, VI and VIl we have described
various features of the methods of discussion you
have insisted on in opposition to Marxist-Leninist
formality. We have stood for revolutionary formality,
for the use of party methods in the relations between
the two Parties and in favor of the integrity of the
party and of the party committees. For this reason,
you have denounced us for years as ‘‘formalists."
You have done this repeatedly. A typical example
comes from the discussion of January 1978. In talk-
ing about the problems in our relations, you de-
nounced formality. Our minutes of the discussion
contain the following views put forward by you:

‘‘He [the representative of CPC(M-L) — ed.]

said that this formality is wrong. That it is now

coming up internationally to use this business
of non-interference in other parties to develop
national and social chauvinism. These things
look very innocent at first, but it is here that op-
portunism will attack."

And you drew the following conclusion:

‘*He [the representative of CPC(M-L) — ed.]

charged that elements [in the leadership of

COUSML — ed.] were using this formality to

promote social-chauvinism."’

Thus you converted the issue of revolutionary for-
mality into the question of the norm of non-interfer-
ence into the internal affairs of other parties. Very
well. But you then denounced this Marxist-Leninist
norm and described it as the source from which op-
portunism will attack the international communist
movement. Indeed, you called this Marxist-Leninist
norm a source of national and social-chauvinism.

In your letter you denounce us for having a *‘gro-
cery list mentality.”” (p. 15 and elsewhere) This is
another way you have invented of presenting the
norms of consultation and cooperation in an ugly
light. With this ugly and rather puzzling name, you
defend your practice of holding casual, spur-of-the-
moment and offhand discussions by castigating dele-
gates who come prepared to deal with various issues
as having a ‘‘grocery list mentality."" As well, you
are using the expression *‘grocery list mentality'" to
denounce us for asking you to carry through with

your obligations. You feel free to promise this or that
and to propose agreements involving mutual respon-
sibilities. But when we ask you to carry out your
commitments or to take responsibility for your acts,
you call this a *'grocery list mentality.'” This devas-
tating expression, ‘‘grocery list mentality,"" is anoth-
er expression of the double standard of the ‘*special
relationship.”” a double standard which gives us all
the obligations and gives you the freedom from any
responsibility for your words and actions.

One of the most serious ways you oppose the ordi-
nary norms of consultation and cooperation is
through not elaborating or writing down your views.
In Section VII-B we showed how over years you have
failed to elaborate your views in documents and op-
posed even examining our documents. In this light,
it is quite interesting that you try to deny the various
theses you have very insistently urged on us over the
years against the itruggle against the domestic op-
portunists by saying:

"‘There is neither official nor unofficial docu-

ments of CPC(M-L) which can ‘verify’ the ‘ac-

curacy’ of his wild slander and intellectualist hy-

perbole...."" (p. 22)

This makes it clear that you oppose elaborating your
ideas in documents not just because certain of these
ideas are half-baked and undeveloped, but so that
you can deny responsibility for them. This is an ugly,
repulsive, unprincipled practice. This is why you
have sometimes asked our delegates not to take
notes and have conducted discussions in ways that
make it difficult to keep good records. That is also
why you curse so hard against being what you call
“NAILED" to any definite position. It is a major
cause of problems in our practical relations.

Nevertheless, the facts are that there is abundant
documentation of your theories against the struggle
against opportunism. We have our minutes of the
discussions, which show you consistently developing
such theses. There is your opposition to our struggle
against opportunism. There are your public state-
ments denouncing the struggle against opportunism
as “‘two-line struggle.”” And many other sources.
However, we cannot say exactly what *‘official and
unofficial documents of CPC(M-L)"" you have. If it
is true that these theses of yours are not contained in
such documents, then that shows that you are not
only violating the Marxist-Leninist norms concern-
ing fraternal relations, but you are also violating the
Marxist-Leninist norms concerning the inner-party
life of your own Party. Such key theses on the burn-
ing questions of the world Marxist-Leninist move-
ment naturally should be thoroughly discussed in
the appropriate party committees and elaborated in
party documents. To fail to do so means to subject
the Party to grave dangers and to flagrantly violate
the Marxist-Leninist norms on party-building.
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While you are opposed to revolutionary formality,
vou make an astonishing fetish out of the technicali-
ties of form. Instead of elaborating your views, you
have repeatedly used the method of submerging
everything in a mass of trivialities over form and try-
ing to trip us up in this Alice in Wonderland maze of
torm independent of content. This maze of technical-
ities is used both to oppose and dissolve the actual
questions of revolutionary formality and to try to put
us in the wrong over our disagreements on various
issues without actually taking up the issues involved.
It is quite striking that in your letters of December 5
you replace elaborating your views on the key issues
at stake by instead raising all sorts of questions
about whether or not we agreed to this or that propo-
sal for discussions, whether we did or did not reply
in precisely this or that form, and so on and so forth.
You even reach the point of denouncing us as a
“worm’ and as refusing to talk openly to you
because — we used a pair of parentheses in our let-

.ter to you of December 1! You write:

**And, like the worm he is, he sneaks in a paren-

thetical comment.... Now why did Joseph Green

not bare himself to his ‘dear fraternal comrades’
and write this comment without parenthesis?"’

(p- 16, emphasis added)

This complaint 1s the last word in pettifogging soph-
istry and empty juggling with forms! In Section VI
we showed that your picture of our discussions and
agreements was a fantasy picture, full of outright
lies and incredible distortions. But with these fanta-
sies about form, you try to tie things up in a thou-
sand technical points.

Let us examine an example of your method in ac-
tion. On page 20 you give your coriception of formal
and informal discussions. Therefore this passage has
some importance in giving your ideological views be-
hind the way you conduct discussions. You write:

‘‘among other things, our representative

communicated to them [the representatives of

the COUSML in the discussions of early Octo-

ber 1979 —ed.|:
‘Thirdly, we think that we should be very
vigilant on international developments. We
would like to have formal discussions on
this question. Of course, by this, we don't
mean these discussions are not formal. For
us, formal means that with preparation on
very definite topics and informal means
Jjust the exchange of views on allready
known and adopted positions. We propose,

. if you like, and whenever you like, whenev-

er it is convenient, to discuss this concept
that we have advanced that the Internation-
alist Movement came up as one movement
and merged with the International Marx-
ist-Leninist Communist Movement, with no

exception. This is a very important issue. ...
Further on in this talk, our representative re-
quested: ‘You should discuss this question. We
have very important views on this matter. At the
same time, if I for some reason am not ayail-
able, then any comrade on the Central Commit-
tee can discuss this question with you."
"*CPC(M-L) has received to-date no answer to
our formal request to COUSML, except this wild

‘off-hand’ provocative letter against our Party."’

(p. 20, emphasis added)

In Section VI-S, we have already shown that it is
vou who have been evading discussion on the ques-
tion of your theory of *‘two (or more) trends’’ in the
international Marxist-Leninist movement. And it has
been you who has fought against formal meetings.
As well, we neither agree with your account of this
“proposal”’ nor that any ‘‘formal request’® was
made. Even by your own account, it was just another
one of your casual, offhand proposals that you make
in great numbers. You didn’t even bother to put it in
writing or to address it to any party committee of our
Party or from any party committee of your Party.

But here we are interested in the rationale you
give in your letters of December S for your alleged
“‘proposal.’” This will give an example of how you
play with forms, pulling norms and forms out of a
hat, in order to mystify and oppose genuine revolu-
tionary formality and to avoid dealing with the ques-
tions of content. You say that you want *‘formal dis-
cussions.'' But at the same time you insist that ‘‘we
don't mean these discussions are not formal.'’ Is it
possible to make heads or tails of this? If you said
that the discussions of early October were informal
and that you wanted formal discussions, then at least
one might be able to understand your ‘‘proposal.’’
One could agree or disagree with such a proposal,
but at least one could understand it. But you both in-
sist that you can’t talk in early October because you
want ‘‘formal discussions'’ and simultaneously hold
that the discussions of early October are indeed
“*formal.”’ Charming, is it not? This shows that this
entire ‘‘formal request’’ was just playing with forms
in order to avoid discussion of the question of ‘‘two
(or more) trends. "’

Furthermore you define *‘formal’’ in the passage
we have quoted. You write: '‘For us, formal means
that with preparation on very definite topics.'’ That
is, you say that formal discussions are those with
preparations and informal discussions are those
without preparations. This is rubbish. While prepa-
rations on definite topics can be an important, even
an essential, part of a successful formal meeting (but
also of a successful informal meeting), preparations
are not the definition of formality. It is quite possible
to have a ‘‘prepared’’ meeting that utterly violates
party formality. For example, the composition of the
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‘meeting may be illegitimate, or the meeting may

have been convened to circumvent the authority of
the appropriate party committees, or the meeting
may be conducted informally and so forth. You are
raising the issue of '‘preparation on very definite
topics’ one-sidedly as the criterion of formality in
order to justify your negation of revolutionary for-
mality and various Marxist-Leninist norms, such as
your repeated attempts to circumvent the authority
of our party committees.

Furthermore. it should be noted that your concern
for **preparation on very definite topics’" is blatant
hypocrisy. You have continually held casual, offhand
meetings with our delegations. Even at the formal
meeting of delegations of our two Parties of March 4,
1978, you admitted that you were not prepared. In-
deed you have even insisted on methods that make
preparations rather difficult. For example, you have
persisted in and defended the method of sending us
urgent requests for a delegation to visit you, without
notitying us of what the meeting is for, to say noth-
ing of the subjects that you wish to take up for dis-
cussion. But of course your definition of **formal dis-
cussions’’ can serve as a prettification of this prac-
tice. For since you were asking for ‘*informal discus-
sions,’’ hence preparations would go against your
very definition of such discussions.

But in your passage you are not content to give on-
ly one definition of formal and informal discussions,
that it depends on whether there are preparations on
definite topics. You immediately proceed to give a
second and totally different definition. No wonder
you are so emphatic in denouncing the very idea of
consistency that you curse the very thought of being,
to use your own words, 'NAILED" to a definite po-
sition. You say that ‘‘informal means just the ex-
change of views on allready known and adopted posi-
tions.”" This is rather ambiguous. Nevertheless, it
is also astonishing. One might think that “‘allready
known and adopted positions’' were indeed a good
subject for formal agreements, joint statements and
so forth. But you insist that *‘allready known and
adopted positions™ are for informal discussions,
while presumably not yet adopted positions are for
“*formal discussions.’’ Since it often happens that
formal meetings are used not just for “‘the exchange
of views' but for formal agreements — and indeed
you emphasize this by putting ‘‘exchange of views"
in the definition of ‘‘informal discussions’ — it
follows that your definition would presumably imply
that formal discussions and agreements can be con-
cluded on positions not yet adopted by the appro-
priate party committees. Such a definition clearly
serves as a prettification of your practice of trying to
circumvent our party committees and violate the or-
ganizational integrity of our Party.

For that matter, compare this last definition of

“formal” and "‘informal’" to the discussions of early
October 1979. Both Parties had "*allready known and
adopted positions’" on the theory of “‘two (or more)
trends.’” The NC of the COUSML had already dis-
cussed this theory and reiected it. You were inform-
ed of this and of the reasoning and views of the NC
on this question. For example, in the discussions of
mid-September 1979 you were informed of our stand
on this question, while we already knew as much of
your views on this question as you have revealed to
us to this day. Hence both sides had ‘‘allready
known and adopted positions.”" Hence why couldn’t
there be an “‘exchange of views on allready known
and adopted positions’'? According to your defini-
tion, such an exchange of views not only could occur
in an “‘informal discussion,’’ it was literally your
definition of **informal discussion.”” Yet you insisted
that you could only engage in such an exchange of
views in a ‘‘formal discussion.'” This blatant contra-
diction shows énce again that your alleged ‘‘re-
quest’” had nothing to do with providing you the op-
portunity to elaborate your views on *‘two (or more)
trends.'* These contradictions show the unprincipled
character of your quibbles on form. Your definitions
of form are as flexible as a rubber band. They are not
designed to be tgken seriously, but to confuse and to
put up a smoke Screen.

Thus the only purposes of your concoction of a
“*formal request’' is to hide your actual opposition to
formal meetings and to allow you to curse us without
ever dealing with the content of the disagreements
between the two Parties. You do your best to distract
from the issues involved and instead to shout very
loudly about nonsensical quibbles. Thus you rave on
in your letter after bringing up this alleged *‘formal
request’ as follows:

**CPC(M-L) has received to-date no answer to
our formal request to COUSML, except this wild
‘off-hand’ provocative letter against our Party.
This further reveals the hypocrisy and dema-
gogy of this Joseph Green with regard to his
preachings on “discussion and consultation’ and
‘notification’ and ‘approval’, etc. Joseph Green
claims that he speaks ‘for the' National Execu-
tive Committee of the Central Organization of
the U.S. Marxist-Leninists, but how can it be
that he does not once mention in his provocative
letters the request of CPC(M-L) for ‘formal dis-
cussions'? If Joseph Green had such ‘deep love
required to tell the truth’, which he hypocritical-
ly and demagogically claims to have, then how
is it that he does not tell the truth concerning
our request for ‘formal discussions’? Further-
more, if Joseph Green had such concern about
what he asserts to be the ‘logical conclusion” of
our Party going to bed with the ‘three-worlders’,
then how is [it] that he refused to avail himself
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SECTION IX: Opposition to the struggle against opportunism and revisionism, Chinese
revisionism in particular, is the main ideological content of the December 5

letters

Your letters of December S also present a number
of theses directed against the struggle against op-
portunism and revisionism in general and the strug-
gle against Chinese revisionism in particular. Along
with your theory of the ‘‘special relationship.’" your
theses in opposition to the struggle against oppor-
tunism and revisionism constitute the main ideologi-
cal content of your letters of December 5.

In your letters you denounce the struggle against
opportunism as ‘‘the Maoist theory of ‘two-line
struggle' "’ (p. 12 and elsewhere), deny the present-
day activation of revisionism and opportunism
against the revolution, accuse our Party of ‘‘spread-
ing pessimism, gloom and a siege mentality’ (p. 3).
especially oppose the struggle against the concilia-
tors of social-chauvinism, and so forth. You yourself
find *‘the crux of the matter'’ in the fierce struggle of
our Party against Chinese revisionism. You write,
denouncing our letter of December 1, as follows:

‘9. Here is the crux of the matter: ‘The strug-

gle of the Marxist-Leninists against Chinese

revisionism, ‘‘three-worldism’’ and so forth re-
quires the closest international cooperation and
the most serious and sober estimation.’ This is
vet another concoction from your head. It is
not just the ‘struggle of the Marxist-Leninists
against Chinese revisionism, ‘‘three worldism”’
and so forth’ which ‘requires the closest inter-
national cooperation and the most serious and
sober estimation,’ but it is first and foremost
the unity based on the principles of Marxism-

Leninism and proletarian internationalism

against imperialism, social-imperialism and all

reaction and against revisionism and opportun-
ism of all hues and in the defence of the purity

of Marxism-Leninism and the principles of pro-

letarian internationalism and for the triumph of

the revolution and socialism. Your logic is
two-faced. Thus, if you are denounced by our

Party for only highlighting ‘Chinese revision-

ism, “‘three worldism'" and so forth,  then, you

can, of course, beat your breasts and scream
blue murder that all along you really meant the
struggle against imperialism, social-imperial-
ism and all reaction and against revisionism
and opportunism of all hues. But you do not
mean this at all and you will not be able to
squirm and wriggle out of the sentence you
have written which we have quoted above.''

(pp. 3-4, emphasis added)

In this passage, you denounce the struggle against
Chinese revisionism as ‘‘only highlighting Chinese

revisionism, ‘three worldism™ and so forth.”” With
the blatant dishonesty typical of vour letters of De-
cember S, you set up the straw man of “‘onlyv’" high-
lighting Chinese revisionism or advocating interna-
tional cooperation only for the sake of the struggle
against Chinese revisionism. You oppose the strug-
gle against Chinese revisionism by counterposing it
to everything under the sun and '‘first and fore-
most’’ to “‘unity.”” You vow that ‘‘the crux of the
matter.”’ hence the reason why you denounce our
letter of December 1 and call us ‘‘agent-provoca-
teurs,'’ is that we ‘"highlight'" the struggle against
Chinese revisionism. You are demanding that we
tone down or stop altogether this or that aspect of
the struggle against Chinese revisionism.

But we fully agree that one of the central issues,
an important *‘crux of the matter,’” is whether or not
o ‘‘highlight’’ the struggle against Chinese revi-
sionism. We are vigorously waging this struggle,
while you are floating one thesis after another
against this struggle and subordinating this struggle
to ‘‘unity,’’ that is, to pragmatic considerations of
one kind or the other.

A large number of the complaints that vou raise
against our Party all hinge upon or are related to
your opposition to the struggle against revisionism
and opportunism. This comes through clearly in such
theses as the following:

— Your opposition to the Call of the NC of the
COUSML of May 12, 1979 entitled *‘Build the Marx-
ist-Leninist Party Without the Social-Chauvinists
and Against the Social-Chauvinists. "’

— Your opposition to our polemics against the con-:
ciliators of social-chauvinism, such as the social-
democrats of the MLOC/'‘CPUSA(ML)"" and the
“‘three worlders"' of the “*‘RCP,USA.”" This began
with your opposition to our article in the February
10, 1978 issue of The Workers' Advocate entitled
‘“How to Advance the Struggle Against Social-
Chauvinism."”

— Your opposition to the movement agamst social-

chauvinism.

— Your denunciation of the struggle against revi-
sionism and opportunism as ‘‘the Maoist theory of
‘two-line struggle’’’ and as ‘‘ideological struggle.
— Your complete underestimation of our principled
and consistent struggle against our domestic Ameri-
can opportunists. You sneer that this struggle is
‘‘peculiar,”’ ‘‘American exceptionalism’’ and even
“beat(ing) not the beast [by which you are referring
to the International Commission of the RCP of Chile,
not to Mao Zedong Thought or the Chinese revision-

I
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ists — ed.] but only its shadow.™
— Your claim that struggle against Chinese revi-
sionism puts one into the company of the centrists.
You write that:
..these centrists are also not only opposed
lthe pencilled-in quotation marks around the
word “*opposed’’ change nothing — ed.] to the
‘international trend of Chinese revisionism’ but
to its "American’ or any other expression, as
well. Thus you are in good <.0mpam with these
centrists.”" (p. 18)
— Your counterposing of polemics agamst domestic
opportunists to polemlcs against the international
opportunist trends. Also your bizarre counterposing
of polemics in general to the elaboration of Marxism-
Leninism and to the defense of the purity of Marx-
ism-Leninism. And numerous counterpositions. such
as counterposing the struggle against opportunism
to the other facets of revolutionary work and of par-
ty-building.
It is notable that you counterpose the struggle
agamst chinese revisionism to the question of *‘uni-
* You never refer directly to our stand of leading

thc movement against social-chauvinism  and of

fighting the conciliators, but repeatedly refer to the
question of *‘unity.’’ Thus you write:

" **What is the ulterior motive behind the pro-

vocative actions of Joseph Green? The real mo-
tive lurking underneath this perfidious acfivity
is to push his anpi-Leninist tactics on the ques-
tion of building and strengthening the unity
amongst the genuine Marxist-Leninist forces in
one country and between genuine Marxist-Len-
inist parties and groups and shield 'American
opportunism.’** (p. 11, emphasis added)
‘*What has damaged the interests of COUSML
and the proletariat in the United States is the
anti-Leninist stand of Joseph Green on the
question of building the unity of the Marxist-
Leninists and his anti-Leninist analysis of
American opportunism, as well as his clinging
to the Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle‘ i
(p 12, emphasis added)

..the criticism and repudiation by CPC(M-L)
of his tactics on the questions of building the
unity of the genuine Marxist-Leninists in the
USA...."" (p. 14, emphasis added)

*...for some time now,. Joseph Green has been
tearing his hair out because our Party has been
opposing his anti-Marxist-Leninist road on the
fundamental questions. of the unity ofthe Marx-
ist-Leninists. Party-building and the struggle
against opportunism, as well as other. related
questions."* (p. 24, emphasis added)

Unity with whom? Who are the alleged ‘‘genuine

Marxist-Leninists’* with whom our Party does not

conciliators and ‘‘centrists’’! You are afraid to say
this openly. so vou keep beating around the bush.
You are counterposing uniting the Marxist-Leninists
to polemics. and in particular you are denouncing

_the struggle against the conciliators as a disruption

of the unity of the ‘'genuine Marxist-Leninists.”

Thus you denounce our article *"How to Advance the

Struggle Against Social- Chauvmlsm of February
1978 as follows:

**What are the facts? Qur Party disagreed with
the theses emanating from these Joseph
Greens and provided comradely criticism and
principled line on the question of the building
of the unity of the genuine Marxist-Leninist
forces in the USA. One of the elements of our
comradely criticism was our opposition to the
use of peculiar jargon which is not only concoct-
ed but also characteristic of typical intellectual-
ism: within this context. the use of the phruse
‘idealist anti-revisionism™ was opposed. His-
torical facts cannot be denied. ... Thus, exactly
in the same manner that as before propagandu
was carried out on the one hand calling for the
unity of the genuine Marxist-Leninist forces in
the USA while, on the other hand, without ex-
hausting the full possibilities of this opportunity
of building the unity of the genuine Muarxist-
Leuniitistss hidden attacks are launched against
others. today mud is dumped onto our Party
from those who are calling themselves our ‘dear
fraternal comrades’ for whom they have the
‘deepest communist regards’.”" (pp. 15-16. em-
phasis added)

In this passage you are denouncing the movement
against social-chauvinism for wpserting dr(’ums of
“‘unity"* with the conciliators and *‘centrists.”" You
even make a direct comparison between unity with
the conciliators and unity between our two fraternal
Marxist-Leninist Parties. And you are so concerned
about *‘the full possibilities of this opportunity of
building the unity of the genuine Marxist-Leninists™
with the social-democrats of the MLOC. "CPUSA
(ML)."" that you vent great anger at the term "‘ideal-
ist anti-revisionism."" You even go to the extreme of
denouncing the article **How to Advance the Strug-
gle Against Social-Chauvinism'" for disrupting unity
even though it did not name any particular group of
‘conciliators. This proves that you are beating around
and around the bush when you talk about *‘peculiar
jargon'* and ‘‘typical intellectualism.’” Your opposi-
tion to the term *‘idealist anti-revisionism’’ is based
on your views of the possibility of unity with the con-
ciliators such as the social-democrats of the MLOC/

**CPUSA(ML)"' and of your view on what basis they .

should be united with. You opposed the term *‘ideal-
ist anti-revisionism'® not because it was ineffective

wish to unite? You are expressing concern for the ‘‘jargon’" but for precisely the opposite reason, be-
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cause this term struck home. That is why vou also
haven't shown any enthusiasm for the term *’social-
democrat”” either. In your above passage. vou prove
that vou are counterposing pragmatic maneuvers un-
der the signboard of “*unity"" to the vigorous devel-
opment of the movement against social-chauvinism
and of the great polemic against Chinese revision-
ism.

In your letters of December 5. vou make a big pre-
tense of being the sternest opponents of ‘‘cen-
trism.” This is a fraud. Far from vour being the
staunchest opponents of “*centrism."'’ vou are float-
ing thesis after thesis against those very things that
have proved to be the biggest fiascos and disasters
for the conciliators and ‘‘centrists’’ of various
shades. namely. the movement against social-chau-
vinism and the polemic against Chinese revisionism
and Mao Zedong Thought. You don't even recognize
the existence of ‘‘centrism’’ as an issue in the U.S.
until fall 1979, over one and a half vears after our
Party began open polemics against conciliationism
as an obstacle in the struggle against Chinese revi-
sionism, and vou write about **...this entire centrist
trend which unfolded right under his nose across the

USA this fall [1979!!! ed.].”” (p. 8. bottom) All
vour posturing about “centrism’’ amounts to is de-
nouncing us for not attacking the RCP of Chile by
name in the press at vour direction in the latter part
ot 1979. In fact. your letters defend a policy of prag-
matic maneuver with certain conciliators or “‘cen-

trists.”” That is the meaning of vour denunciation of

the article “"How to Advance the Struggle Against
Soctal-Chauvinism' as allegedly harming the unity
of the ""genuine Marxist-Leninists.”” You denounce
““hidden attacks™ in order to defend vour pragmatic
maneuvering with the social-democrats  of the
MLOC “"CPUSA(ML).”" You also continue in vour
letters your complete underestimation of our strug-
gle against the American opportunists, including the
“eentrists.” You go to the astonishing extent of de-
fending your sale of rights to the English translation
of the Palacios book to the “"RCP.USA.”" denving
that any bad consequences flowed from this act; and
comparing it to a simple commercial transaction in
the book and pamphlet trade.

In the rest of this section and in several following
sections we shall go into these questions in more de-
tail.

IX-A: The ideological and polemical struggle against Chinese revisionism and the other revisionisms must

be intensified and carried through to the end

Thus, alongside your insistence on a ‘‘special
relationship,’* the other central issue raised in your
letters of December S is that you are demanding that
we tone down or stop altogether this or that aspect
of the struggle against revisionism and opportunism,
from the movement against social-chauvinism to po-
lemics on the burning ideological and political issues
to the principled and consistent struggle against the
conciliators and *‘centrists’’ of all shades. Thus the
questions at stake concern: the carrying through to
the end of the struggle against Chinese revisionism;
the role of the struggle against revisionism and op-
portunism in general (including but not restricted to
Chinese revisionism) in revolutionary work; the role
of polemics in the struggle against revisionism and
opportunism; and the analysis of the nature of the
conciliators. ?

Our Party holds that the struggle against revision-
ism and opportunism must not only be continued, it
must be deepened and intensified. The struggle a-
gainst revisionism and opportunism is one of the
basic principles of Marxism-Leninism, and this
teaching of Marxism-Leninism appears especially
fresh and new today when the bourgeoisie is activat-
ing the opportunists and revisionists in country
after country and on a global scale for the struggle
against the revolution and Marxism-Leninism. Any
illusions that this struggle is a mere side issue or any
loosening of the grip against the revisionists and op-

portunists can only give rise to grave danger for the
revolutionary forces. To think that, for example, with
the condemnation of Mao Zedong Thought the strug-
gle against Chinese revisionism has come to a suc-
cessful end, would be a grave mistake. On the con-
trary, it is essential to use the condemnation of Mao
Zedong Thought to deepen and intensify the strug-
gle against Chinese revisionism and to give that
struggle a yet deeper ideological content. The ques-
tion of fighting revisionism is not just the question of
repudiating a phrase or of repeating a six-word quo-
tation, as the Chinese revisionists liked to reduce
everything to. Fighting Mao Zedong Thought is not
just a matter of repeating ‘‘down with Mao Zedong
Thought,"’ or of just repeating that the Chinese revi-
sionist groups are criminals, but of elaborating
Marxism-Leninism and of reexamining every ques-
tion that has been confused by the Chinese revision-
ists. And indeed it involves other questions too and
in a sense permeates much or all of the other revolu-
tionary work. The question of the struggle against
the international opportunist trend of Chinese revi-
sionism — which includes both open tools of the
Hua-Deng clique as well as those groups who fight
for the basic stands of Chinese revisionism while
professing some disagreement with the Hua-Deng
clique — cannot be regarded with complacency, that
they are now exposed so we can go to sleep or just
call them names, nor can it be separated from the
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providing of a deep ideological basis to the struggle
against Chinese revisionism. The great setbacks and
disasters that Chinese revisionism has faced every-
where for the last few years should not be used as a
pretext for complacency, but as a spur to further ac-
tion. The great scientific works from socialist Alba-
nia, the great books by Comrade Enver Hoxha such
as Imperialism and the Revolution, and Reflections
on China and With Stalin, the Scientific Sessions,
should be used to spur on the struggle, not to say
that, OK, now everything's settled.

The struggle against revisionism is not something
away from the masses, not a matter of some pro-
found thoughts for a handful while the real revolu-
tionary work among the masses is something else.
On the contrary. (1) The struggle against revisionism
and opportunism is on questions of vital importance
for the orientation and direction of the work of revo-
lution. It is a fight both over the general principles of
the revolution and over all the concrete problems of
the revolutionary movement. It comes up in the for-
mulation and defense of the revolutionary strategy
and tactics in the concrete situations facing each par-
ty, over the questions of how and what revolutionary
mass organizations to build, over the question of
how work among the masses is to be conducted, etc.
(2) The struggle against revisionism must be taken
to the masses. This is part of imbuing the proletariat
with Marxism-Leninism, it is part of the party’s task
of educating the proletariat. As it was put by Com-
rade Figret Shehu in the Scientific Sessions of Octo-
ber 1978 in Albania: “‘The historical experience of
the struggle between Marxism-Leninism and revi-
sionism over the last decades too, fully confirms Len-
in’s teaching that the only correct Marxist line in the
world communist movement is to explain to the pro-
letariat and all the working people the absolute need
to break with revisionism and opportunism, to edu-
cate the masses through a consistent struggle a-
gainst those trends, to expose their betrayal of the
cause of the proletariat and the peoples and all the
infamy of the policy they pursue.’’ (‘‘Broadening
and Deepening of the Struggle Against All Currents
of Modern Revisionism — An Historical Necessity,"’
Problems of Current World Development, Tirana,
1979, p. 68, emphasis added)

The struggle against the revisionists and oppor-
tunists necessarily includes the polemical struggle.
If someone were to say that they are for struggle,
even the allegedly most stern and uncompromising
struggle, against revisionism and opportunism —
but yet to advocate and practice the toning down or
cessation of the polemics or advocate and practice
the reduction of polemics to trivialities or side issues
devoid of the proper theoretical and political content
— then this would be to simply pay lip service to the
Marxist-Leninist teachings on the struggle against

opportunism for the sake of emasculating them and
undermining them. An example of the type of strug-
gle we must wage can be seen from the example of
the Party of Labor of Albania. Without ceasing in the
slightest their revolutionary work among the masses
and all other fronts of revolutionary work, indeed
while constantly strengthening and invigorating the

-other fronts of work, the PLA has waged a step-by-

step, careful, but bold and breathtaking in sweep,
ideological and polemical struggle against Chinese
revisionism. A partial listing of their recent work in-
cludes:

— Comrade Enver Hoxha's Report to the 7th Con-
gress of the PLA;

— the editorial "'The Theory and Practice of the
Revolution'’;

— the Scientific Sessions of October 1978 '*Prob-
lems of Current World Development'’;

— Comrade Enver Hoxha's books Imperialism and
the Revolution,"?Reﬂections on China. and With
Stalin;

— numerous articles in Albania Today, many other
speeches, pamphlets and books.

This work has had a tremendous effect in fighting
Chinese revisionism and has been and is indispen-
sable to the strgngthening of the unity ot the inter-
national Marxist-Leninist communist movement. It
is essential to make great etforts to study and assimi-
late these great works. And it is also essential to
learn from the PLA the importance ot the Marxist-
Leninist teachings on the necessity of the ideological
and theoretical struggle and of polemics.

Comrade Lenin wrote explicitly about the sad re-
sults of trying to avoid the polemical struggle or the
struggle against opportunism. In the quote below he
is referring to the situation within the Swiss Social-
Democratic Party, while we are discussing the pres-
ent-day struggle between the revisionist and oppor-
tunist trends and the Marxist-Leninist parties, but
the basic point nevertheless remains fully applicable
and comes through'very clearly. Lenin wrote:

“Nor can we avoid hard struggle within the
parey....

“The real choice is this: either the present
concealed forms of inner-party struggle, with
their demoralizing effect on the masses, or open
principled struggle between the international-
ist revolutionary trend and the Grutli trend in-
side and outside the party.

“An ‘inner struggle' in which Hermann
Greulich attacks the ‘ultra-radicals’ or the ‘hot-
heads,’ without naming these monsters and
without precisely defining their policy, and
Grimm publishes articles in the Berner Tag-
wacht larded with hints and only comprehensi-
ble to one out of a hundred readers... — that
kind of inner struggle demoralizes the masses,
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who see, or guess, that it is a ‘quarrel among

leaders’ and do not understand what it is really

about.

“But a struggle in which the Grutli trend
within the party — and it is much more impor-
tant and dangerous than outside the party —
will be forced openly to combat the Left, while
both trends will everywhere come out with their
own independent views and policies, will fight
each other on matters of principle allowing the
mass of party comrades, and not merely the
‘leaders, ' to settle fundamental issues — such a
struggle is both necessary and useful, for it
trains in the masses independence and ability to
carry out their epoch-making revolutionary mis-
sion. " (V.1. Lenin, *‘Principles Involved in the
War Issue,’’ Collected Works, Vol. 23, pp. 159-
60, emphasis as in the original)

Without committing suicide, one can not avoid the
polemical struggle, even if one wanted to. The issue
is how it will be waged. Either it will be waged on
matters of principle and in such a way that it *‘trains
in the masses independence and ability to carry out
their epoch-making revolutionary mission, '’ or it will
be waged in a way that ‘‘demoralizes the masses. "’
The theories that oppose the polemical struggle, or
advocate polemics devoid of ideological content, or
counterpose it to work among the masses or to other
revolutionary work, rather than correctly defining
the role, scope and methods of the polemical strug-
gle and its proper relations to the other fields of rev-
olutionary struggle, do not prevent the polemical
struggle but instead channel it into forms that are
demoralizing to the masses.

The movement against social-chauvinism led by
our Party was precisely such an invigorating strug-
gle against opportunism as is being referred to by
Comrade Lenin in the above quotation. The emer-
gence of the theses of ‘‘directing the main blow at
Soviet social-imperialism,’’ the propagation of the
blatant counter-revolutionary theses of the ‘‘three
worlds’’ theory and the deepening degeneration of
the Communist Party of China called forth an objec-
tive reaction against it in the U.S. This movement a-
gainst social-chauvinism existed independently of
the desires or wishes of our Party. The issue was not
whether or not such indignation among the masses
against the counter-revolutionary theses of Chinese
revisionism would exist or not. The question was
that either the motion among the masses would be
demoralized, factionalized, trivialized, subverted,
liquidated or even turned into its opposite, or else
it would be led by the Marxist-Leninists and utilized
to “‘train in the masses independence and ability to
carry out their epoch-making revolutionary mis-
sion. '’ By leading the movement against social-chau-
vinism, our Party put it onto the correct path of

struggle, gave it a correct orientation, and deepened
and broadened it. This movement gave an immense
moral prestige to the COUSML and the MLP,USA.

Starting sometime in 1978 you have repeatedly
expressed doubt about or denied the existence of the
movement against social-chauvinism. You have de-
nounced it as a ‘‘peculiar movement™ and as al-
legedly a manifestation of ‘‘the Maoist theory of
‘two-line struggle.’’’ You seem to believe that
it is an invention or concoction of the National
Committee of the COUSML. But the movement
against social-chauvinism was an objective phe-
nomenon, a powerful revolutionary movement. It
is the American component of the great international
struggle against Chinese revisionism. Today we
have militants of the MLP,USA and entire units who
came forward to rally around the COUSML precise-
ly through this movement. It is this struggle against
social-chauvinism that has spelled bankruptcy, dis-
aster and utter fiasco for the neo-revisionists. It is
not enough that the ‘‘three worlders’" have revision-
ist positions for them to suffer fiasco — the struggle
against the ‘‘three worlders’’ must be consciously
organized and led. It is this struggle against social-
chauvinism that has preserved the honor of Marx-
ism-Leninism in the U.S.

The work of our Party in leading the movement a-
gainst social-chauvinism has also been important
for reexamining and clarifying the questions confus-
ed by the social-chauvinists and for providing clarifi-
cation of the political line for revolution in the U.S.
It is not enough that the various opportunist groups
suffer defeat in and of themselves. The political and
ideological basis of the bankrupt groups must be re-
pudiated and the questions of principle put to the
fore, so that it is revisionism and not just some group
in and of itself that suffers defeat. Our Party gave a
broad outlook and orientation to this movement. We
oriented this movement to seeing the inseparable
connection between neo-revisionism and social-
chauvinism. We connected it to political clarification

on the burning questions of the American revolution -

and to the repudiation of Browderite liberal-labor
politics. The theoretical work done in conjunction
with this movement has been indispensable for the
progress of the work on the mass fronts and for the
correct general orientation.

The struggle against the conciliators and ‘‘cen-
trists”’ was an integral component of this struggle
right from the beginning. It is in the movement a-
gainst social-chauvinism that all the neo-revisionists
saw their doom. Therefore, besides the open Klon-
skyite social-chauvinists, the Pentagon-socialist
advocates of ‘‘directing the main blow against Soviet
social-imperialism,’’ as well the conciliators of so-
cial-chauvinism came out to wage a fierce battle to
liquidate the movement against social-chauvinism.
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The conciliators wished to preserve the basic neo-re-
visionist politics, the basic corrupt Browderite lib-
eral-labor politics that underlies and nourishes open
social-chauvinism, at the expense of a bow to the
left or of giving up one or the other thesis. So the
conciliators would even take up this or that thesis of
the Marxist-Leninists in order to maintain some
credibility among the activists, but always at the
same time the conciliators would move heaven and
earth to smash the movement against social-chau-
vinism. For example, the social-democrats of the
Barry Weisberg MLOC/ *CPUSA(ML)"" wished to
preserve the basic neo-revisionist politics of the
Klonskyites. Therefore they went from being advo-
cates of ‘‘three worlds-ism'’ and most ardent Klon-
skyites to being vacillating opponents of “‘three
worlds-ism'’ who, however, openly denounced the
movement against social-chauvinism. They advocat-
ed everything: that the lines of demarcation had al-
ready been settled; counterposing the fight against
social-chauvinism and ‘‘three worlds-ism’’ to the
fight against Khrushchovite revisionism and the
“*C''PUSA; counterposing the fight against revision-
ism in general to the defense and elaboration of
Marxism-Leninism; that the basic issue is ultra-left-
ism, etc. As well, the neo-revisionists and “‘three
worlders'' of the **RCP,USA"" quickly dropped their
short-lived struggle against the open social-chauvin-
ism of the Klonskyites and also did everything pos-
sible to smother the struggle over the ‘‘three worlds
theory." They even went to the point of inventing
two allegedly different *‘three worlds™" theories, the
allegedly good one of Mao’s and the bad one of
Deng's. For the leadership of the **‘RCP,USA"" knew
that the vigorous development of the movement a-

gainst social-chauvinism and "‘three worlds-ism"’
would mean utter fiasco for their detense of Chinese
revisionism and their elaboration of Mao Zedong
Thought.

Our Party holds that the struggle against the ide-
ology of Chinese revisionism and against the inter-
national opportunist trend of Chinese revisionism
has to be continued and carried through to the end.
At the same time, the struggle against the other re-
visionist trends can not be neglected. For example,
there can be no complacency about the struggle a-
gainst modern Soviet revisionism which remains a
deadly enemy of the international communist and
workers' movement. And among the domestic revi-
sionists in the U.S., there are those who follow Sovi-
et revisionism, **Eurocommunism’’ and other revi-
sionist trends as well as those who follow Chinese
revisionism. Indeed, the movement against social-
chauvinism struck not just at the *‘three worlders."
but at the other domestic revisionists too, who are
also social-chauvinist through and through. As well,
at this time social-democracy is being further ac-
tivated by the bourgeoisie to use against the work-
ers’ movement and the revolution. Social-democratic
campaigns are being organized, the labor bureau-
cracy is being given a deeper tinge of social-democ-
racy and the ‘‘three worlders'" are on the path of
merger with social-democracy. Other revisionists,
such as the *‘C”"PUSA and the '*CLP,USNA,"’ have
long been on the path of merger with social-democ-
racy. Hence our Party holds that it is essential to
step up the war on social-democracy, as an essential
part of the struggle against revisionism and oppor-
tunism.

IX-B: You have condemned our struggle without careful consideration and study, but solely on the basis of
anti-Marxist-Leninist generalities against the anti-revisionist struggle

In your letters of December 5 you reiterate your
denunciation of our struggle against revisionism and
opportunism. But neither in your letters nor in your
discussions with us on these questions do you ever
stop to examine the actual development of our strug-
gle and the situation which it faces nor do you refer
to the extensive literature of our Party elaborating
our views and analyzing the situation. Instead at
most you pick at this or that phrase or slogan in isola-
tion and try to deduce all sorts of things from it by
abstract logic or by quibbling. Or you simply make
unsupported declarations. In your letters of Decem-
ber 5, you not only provide no analysis to back up
your declaration, but you generally fail to even indi-
cate precisely what it is that you disagree with and
what your own views are, even to the extent that you
have already done so in previous discussions. You
denounce this ‘‘stand’’ of ours or those ‘‘tactics’” of

ours in the harshest terms without indicating what
that “‘stand’’ or those *‘tactics’’ are. You neither ex-
amine our documents nor provide your own analysis
of the concrete situation facing our Parties. You have
condemned our struggle without making the slight-
est study of it and solely on the basis of anti-Marxist-
Leninist general principles against the anti-revision-
ist struggle, principles which you put forward as
vague hints of ideas and which you leave unelaborat-
ed.

Although we hold that even regarding our phrases
and slogans in themselves, your comments are
wrong, that doesn’t excuse you from the necessity to
take a serious attitude to the questions which you
take up for discussion. Since you are denouncing our
struggle, you were bound to examine the situation
facing us and to deal with our documents. For exam-
ple, a whole series of documents exist, starting from
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September 1, 1976, on the movement against social-
chauvinism. These documents of our Party are a
powerful body of literature that extends over years,
are consistent in principle, provide an excellent pic-
ture of the development of the struggle in the U.S.,
and broaden and deepen their analysis and correct
any errors as the movement develops and as the in-
ternational struggle develops. A partial listing fol-
lows, a listing that is selected from public documents
that are available to you and that we have sent to you
or internal documents that we have given to you:

— The pamphlet U.S. Marxist-Leninists, Unite in
Struggle Against Social-Chauvinism! Proletarian
Revolution in the U.S. Is Our Sacred Internationalist
Duty! — Two Articles on the Path Forward in Party
Building. This pamphlet reprinted articles from the
March 10, 1977 issue of The Workers' Advocate.
This pamphlet bears the stamp of the times in which
it was written, but at the same time it gave a correct
basic program and developed much of the plan for
the direction given to the movement against social-
chauvinism by the COUSML.

— The Internal Bulletin from the internal conference
of late 1977 entitled: ‘*Get Organized for the Revolu-
tionary Upsurge! Build the Party in the Working
Class!’’ This bulletin elaborates our views on party-
building and the tasks facing the organization and al-
so goes into the movement against social-chauvin-
ism. Without using the term *‘centrism’’ or concilia-
tionism, it in fact develops the analysis of the role of
the conciliators ‘‘to prevent the Marxist-Leninists
from splitting with social-chauvinism, to try to stop
this polarization by allegedly ‘opposing’ the most
blatant social-chauvinist slogans while in fact sup-
porting all the main social-chauvinist theses and pre-
paring conditions to totally capitulate to the social-
chauvinists in the future.’’ (p. S9)

— The article of February 10, 1978 entitled ‘ ‘How to
Advance the Struggle Against Social-Chauvinism.’’
This article reiterates the basic program for the
movement against social-chauvinism and also begins
the open struggle against the ‘‘obstacles in the
struggle against social-chauvinism,’’ that is, against
‘‘conciliation with opportunism and social-chauvin-
ism.”’ These conciliators might for convenience be
called the ‘‘centrist’’ forces. The COUSML had real-
ized the danger posed by these groups right from the
start. In 1977 the COUSML used the tactics of inten-
sifying the struggle against social-chauvinism and
‘‘three worlds-ism’’ in order to put the conciliators
of social-chauvinism into difficulties. At the start of
1978, the COUSML analyzed that it was time to
launch an open struggle against the conciliators or
‘‘centrists.’”’ ‘‘How to Advance the Struggle Against
Social-Chauvinism’’ was the beginning of that at-
tack, as well as continuing the struggle against the
direct social-chauvinists and advocates of ‘‘directing

the main blow at Soviet social-imperialism."’ .

— The pamphlet of March 1978 entitled Why Did the
“RCP,USA"" Split? The introduction to this pam-
phlet sets the struggle against the ‘‘RCP,USA" in
the context of the movement against social-chau-
vinism.

— The pamphlet of June 1978 Reply to the Open
Letter of the MLOC.

— The articles of February 12 and March 29, 1979
entitled ‘‘Does the ‘RCP,USA’ Oppose the Theory of
‘Three Worlds’?’’

— The series starting in the February 12, 1979 issue
of The Workers' Advocate entitled ‘‘U.S. Neo-Revi-
sionism as the American Expression of the Interna-
tional Opportunist Trend of Chinese Revisionism."
Part I of this series provides the general program be-
hind this series. Other articles in this series occurred
in The Workers' Advocates for May 1, 1979; July 1,
1979; October 15, 1979 and December S, 1979.

— The article of March 29, 1979 entitled ‘‘Mao Tse-
tung and Mao Tsetung Thought Are Anti-Marxist-
Leninist and Revisionist.”’

— The article of March 29, 1979 and the pamphlet
of May 1979 entitled ‘‘Against Social-Democratic In-
filtration of the Marxist-Leninist Movement."’

— The Internal Bulletin on the internal conference
of March 1979 entitled ‘‘Build the Marxist-Leninist
Party Without the Social-Chauvinists and Against
the Social-Chauvinists.”’ It should be noted that you
also attended this conference at our invitation. This
conference dealt with the history of the struggle to
found the party, the plan for the campaign to found
the MLP,USA, the condemnation of Mao Zedong
Thought, the denunciation of the social-democratic
nature of the MLOC/‘‘CPUSA(ML)"’ and other
questions. In this context, it dealt with the move-
ment against social-chauvinism.

— The Call of the NC of the COUSML of May 12,
1979 entitled ‘‘Build the Marxist-Leninist Party
Without the Social-Chauvinists and Against the So-
cial-Chauvinists.”’

— The articles ‘*‘Mao Zedong Thought Cannot Dull
the Brilliance of the Great October Socialist Revolu-
tion’’ and ‘‘To Pursue a United Front with ‘Three
Worlders’ Is Anti-Marxist-Leninist and Tantamount
to Betrayal’’ in the October 1S5, 1979 issue of The
Workers' Advocate. These were Parts IV and V of
the series ‘‘U.S. Neo-Revisionism as the American
Expression of the International Opportunist Trend
of Chinese Revisionism.”’

— ‘‘Against Social-Democratic Infiltration of the
Marxist-Leninist Movement, Parts 2 and 3’? in the
August 15 and December S, 1979 issues of The
Workers' Advocate.

— The article ‘‘Mao, Browder and Social-Democ-
racy (Mao Zedong and the American ultra-revision-
ist Browder supported each other and shared a com-

ot
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mon platform of social-democracy)’" in.the Decem-
ber S, 1979 issue of The Workers' Advocate. This
was Part VI of the series **U.S. Neo-Revisionism as
the American Expression of the International Oppor-
tunist Trend of Chinese Revisionism."’

The above is a partial listing of the works on the
movement against social-chauvinism. It excludes a
great number of articles denouncing the social-chau-
vinists and concentrates (without listing all of them)
on those articles which give the program, so to
speak, for the movement against social-chauvinism

with particular attention paid to the issue of what
could be called the *‘centrist’’ groups. But you have
condemned our struggle without any study of it at
all. You have condemned it on the basis of anti-
Marxist-Leninist general principles opposed to the
Marxist-Leninist principles concerning the struggle
against revisionism and opportunism. And so far you
have shown yourself unable to even elaborate your
own general principles which you leave in the form
of vague hints and unworked out and half-baked
theses.

IX-C: Our December 1 letter criticized a number of your theses directed against the struggle against oppor-

tunism

In Section III of our letter of December 1 to the
NEC of the CPC(M-L), we explained how your sale
of the rights of the English translation of the Palacios
book to the **RCP,USA"" was related to your under-
estimation of our struggle against the domestic
American opportunists. We pointed out that you
have been over the last period putting forward a
number of theses directed against the struggle a-
gainst opportunism. We characterized a number of
these theses and the evolution of your views con-
cerning the movement against social-chauvinism. In
your letters of December S, you rail against and
curse our letter of December 1. But you are unable
to show that our letter contains even the slightest
inaccuracy. Now we will give a lengthy excerpt con-
cerning your views on the struggle against opportun-
ism from our letter of December 1 and then show
how your letters of December 5 verify to a tee the
analysis that we have set forth.

The following comes from Section Il of our letter
of December 1:

**Furthermore, the act of selling the rights to
the book by Palacios to the ‘RCP,USA’ shows
an extreme underestimation on the part of the
NEC of the CPC(M-L) for the struggle that the
COUSML is waging against the American op-
portunists. The selling of the rights to the book
by Palacios to the ‘RCP,USA" is related to your
wrong assessment of our polemical struggle a-
gainst the *‘RCP,USA." For some time now you
have been taking a hostile attitude to the polem-
ics against the '‘RCP,USA," to the polemics
showing that U.S. neo-revisionism is the Ameri-
can expression of the international opportunist
trend of Chinese revisionism, etc. You have not
publicly supported them while privately you
have constantly opposed them. This has amazed
us. Your comments on our work have not been
directed towards helping us to carry out the po-
lemical struggle more vigorously, but have been
directed towards casting doubt on this struggle.
Thus your remarks have not been a motive force

for the further development of the struggle. as
fraternal criticism should be, but have served as
a damper on the struggle. It appears that you
underestimate the struggle against the Ameri-
can opportunists. Indeed, over the last period
you have floated informally to us and in fact
urged upon us insistently, if in an ofthand man-
ner, a number of theses directed against the po-
lemical struggle against the opportunists.

**(A) First of all, you began by opposition to
the struggle against the forces that might
roughly be called ‘centrist.” You began to ex-
press opposition to our polemics on the occasion
of the publishing of the article ‘How to Advance
the Struggle Against Social-Chauvinism’ in The
Workers' Advocate of February 1978. This ar-
ticle began the open polemical struggle against
the ‘obstacles in the struggle against social-
chauvinism,’ that is, against what might be
called ‘centrism.’ You opposed the attack in this
article on ‘idealist anti-revisionism.” With re-
spect to our pamphlet Reply to the Open Letter
of the MLOC, you advocated that the only issue
on which this miserable sect of ‘Klonskyites
without Klonsky," the MLOC, should be openly
opposed was on Vvacillation on certain theses of
‘three worlds-ism." According to your view of
the time, only open ‘three worlds-ism" or direct
vacillation should be attacked. Nor did our pam-
phlet Why Did the 'RCP,USA" Split? of March
1978 meet with your approval. Picking out this
or that issue, you also opposed it. Under one
pretext or other you opposed all the attacks on
what might be called the ‘centrist’ forces.

““(B) From opposition to the struggle against
what might be called the ‘centrist’ forces, you
passed over to reconsidering your stand on our
struggle against the open social:chauvinists and
‘three worlders.’ You advocated to us insistent-
ly that the issue was that we should not be op-
posing the local American opportunists in public
polemics at all, but dealing with international is-
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position " 1o Chinese revisionism and the notori-

ous theory of “three worlds,” the offspring of

*Mao Zedong Thought'.”" (p. 4a; except for the

word “‘already.”” all emphasis is added)
This is an incorrect characterization of “‘centrism™
which. among other things. prettifies the “*RCP,
USA." The ‘‘centrists’’ are against carrying the
struggle against Chinese revisionism through to the
end. The "*RCP.USA™ in particular does not even
oppose the “three worlds'™ theory but is a diehard
detender of it. 1t does not flaunt a “*mask’ of *'so-
called "opposition” ' to the *‘three worlds' theory.
but has consistently and doggedly opposed the
struggle on the issue of the *‘three worlds'" theory.
Under heavy pressure from the struggle against Chi-
nese revisionism, the "RCPUSA™ finally put for-
ward the thesis of two different *"three worlds ™" theo-
ries. Mao’s allegedly good version and Deng’s bad
version, and insisted that the criticism of Deng’s bad
version s a minor and even diversionary issue. Fi-
nally. vou attack the title of the polemical series
*U.S. Neo-Revisionism as the American Expression
of the International Opportunist Trend of Chinese
Revisionism."" This is your only direct defense of
vour hostile stand against the polemics against the
**RCP,USA."" Taken literally, your opposition to the
phrase **U.S. Neo-Revisionism as the American Ex-
pression of the International Opportunist Trend of
Chinese Revisionism'" means that you are defending
the **RCP.USA"" from our accusation that it is part of
the international opportunist trend of Chinese revi-
sionism. And indeed, you are putting forward exact-
lv this idea when you write:

*‘But these centrists are also not only ‘opposed’

to the ‘international trend of Chinese revision-

ism’ but to its *American’ or any other expres-

sion, as well.”" (p. 18)
Thus you prettify the **RCP.USA™" as not only not
being part of the international opportunist trend of
Chinese revisionism, but of fighting against this op-
portunist trend. All this fully verifies the analysis
given in our letter of December 1 concerning your
opposition to the polemics against the conciliators.

Now let us continue on to the fact that you passed
over from opposition to the struggle against the con-
ciliators to reconsidering your previous support for
our struggle against the open social-chauvinists as
well. You took up a hostile stand against the move-
ment against social-chauvinism as . nole. This too
is verified over and over again in your letters of De-
cember S. Among other things, you write:

“*The true facts are that after the initial attack

against the ‘domestic opportunists,’ ke has to-

day gone off into a tdngent and begun to con-

coct his peculiar theories ‘if in an off-hand man-

ner.’ His theory of the so-called ‘weakest link’

is precisely the latest example of these peculiar

theses. "U.S. neo-revisionism is the American

expression of the international opportunist

trend of Chinese revisionism’ is another pecul-

iar theory, and there are many more.”" (p. 22,

bottom. emphasis added)

Thus you verify that vou originally supported the
struggle against the Klonskyites and then later de-
cided that the movement against social-chauvinism
"*has today gone oft into a tangent.”’ This alleged
tangential activity began when we attacked the con-
ciliators. Thus once again you are denouncing the
polemics against the MLOC/**CPUSA(ML)"" and the
“RCP.USA." this time as a ‘‘tangent.”” Thus vour
passage verified that you denounced the movement
against social-chauvinism not during 1977, but only
after it started onto the alleged “‘tangent.”” some-
time in 1978.

But now look at the contradictions you have gotten
vourself into. Elsewhere vou have denounced the
movement against social-chauvinism as being wrong
in principle. You call it a “*peculiar movement.”” an
expression of ‘‘American exceptionalism.”” and a
manifestation of ““the Maoist theory of ‘two-line
struggle.’ '’ But clearly it the movement against so-
cial-chauvinism was wrong in principle, then it was
wrong in 1977 as well as in 1978 and afterwards. Af-
ter all, **American exceptionalism’ and Mao Ze-
dong Thought weren't Marxist-Leninist in 1977 and
only go off into a tangent in 1978. And conversely, if
the movement against social-chauvinism was correct
in 1977, if the *'initial attack’" was correct, then that
movement could not be wrong on the basis of gener-
al principles today. What crying contradictions!
Thus it is not surprising that you seek to avoid these
contradictions by your usual method, that is, by not
elaborating your views.

Now let us pass on to the question of your method
of arguing in favor of your demand that we tone
down or stop altogether this or that aspect of our
struggle against opportunism. We have already seen
that our letter of December 1 was absolutely correct
in pointing out that you completely underestimate
our struggle against the. American opportunists. As
well, in Section IX-B we showed that our letter of
December 1 was also correct in pointing out that
your denunciation of our struggle is *‘devoid of a ser-
ious. detailed consideration of the struggle here,
which is brushed off in an offhand manner.™

Thus your letters of December S rely on general.
abstract, high-sounding principles and vague chit-
chat. such as throwing about generalities about the
“unity of the genuine Marxist-Leninsts,”” *‘tan-
gents,”" ‘‘hidden attacks' and so forth. While this
general chitchat type of discussion indicates that you
still uphold your various counterpositions, you write
in this way to hide your actual theses under vague
generalities and platitudes. Thus in your letters of
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December 5 you pass over in silence your repeatedly
expressed views counterposing polemics to the dg-
fense of the purity of Marxism-Leninism, your vari-
ous proposals to restrict the polemical stru‘ggle in
various ways, such as to restrict polemics to internal
publications and verbal agitation or to local k?aﬂets
or to restrict the denunciation of the opportunists to
exposing the local crimes and misdeeds of this or
that opportunist, and so forth. You also pass over in
silence your counterposition of the strugg]e'agamst
opportunism to the struggle for the building ‘and
strengthening of the party. You only refer to these
things obliquely. by patting yourself on the back for
your theses while maintaining total silence on what
they are. For example, you write:
**Now. today, you have become desperate and
are driving your head against granite be-
cause the peculiar theses which you have been
attempting to float around and about have been
proven politically and ideologically bankrupt.
To stave off his own political extinction, meet-
ing with failure at every pass, this worm hgs
concocted all these lies and slanders to have his
‘proof’ that the criticism and repudiation by
CPC(M-L) of his tactics on the questions of
building the unity of the genuine Marxist-Len-
inist forces in the USA, on the questions relat-
ing to the defence of the purity of the principles
of Marxism-Leninism and proletarian interna-
tionalism and on the questions relating to the
founding and building of the Marxist-Leninist
Party, USA, is tantamount to ‘extreme under-
estimation of the struggle against opportunism’
and so on and so forth.'" (p. 14, top, emphasis
added) :
But what this ‘‘criticism and repudiation’’ is, you
don't say. This ‘‘criticism and repudiation”’ consist.-
ed of a series of anti-Marxist-Leninist counterposi-
tions, as described in our letter of December 1.0t
your theses were not as we had characterized them
in our letter of December 1, then it would have been
easy for you to simply expound on them. Your failure
to do so is a powerful if indirect verification of the
accuracy of our letter of December 1.

Nevertheless, although you try to avoid openly
stating many of your theses in your letters of I?ecem-
ber 5, still your letters of December 5 fully venfy that
you are using the method of counterposing this ver-
sus that, such as counterposing struggle against t.he
domestic opportunists to struggle on the burning in-
ternational issues. Your letters of December 5 put
forth a whole series of anti-Marxist-Leninist counter-
positions. .

To begin with, you denounce our struggle against
“‘our own’' domestic American opportunists as al-
legedly ‘‘American exceptionalism.”” This is ant,i-
Marxist-Leninist rubbish. Struggle against “‘one’s

own'® domestic opportunists is not only compatible
with Marxism-Leninism, but it is an absolute re-
quirement of Marxism-Leninism. Comrade Lenin
spoke repeatedly in the most abusive terms of those
who try to demonstrate their revolutionary creden-
tials by denouncing the foreign opportunists while
remaining quiet about *‘their own’" domestic oppor-
tunists. And still today, ardent struggle against
““one’s own'' domestic opportunists is an absolute
requirement of the struggle against the international
opportunist trends.

But you further develop your counterposition of
the struggle against domestic opportunism to the
struggle against international revisionism when you
denounce the phrase ‘‘U.S. neo-revisionism is the
American expression of the international opportunist
trend of Chinese revisionism."’ You do this for the
first time that we arg aware of in your letters of De-
cember 5. On what basis do you denounce this
phrase? You write:

** According to what Joseph Green himself ad-

mits, he wants the support of our Party for his

opposition to the ‘American expression of..- A

[this deletion is as in your letter — ed.] Chi-

nese revisionism! which means that he is nei-

ther resolutely against Chinese revisionism
nor is he against ‘domestic opportunism’, but
content to fight the ‘American expression of

Chinese revisionism"."’ (p. 23, top) :

In this passage, you counterpose domestic opportun-
ism to international revisionism from two sides and
display an aversion to even the words ‘‘international
opportunist trend,’’ to say nothing of the concep't.
Thus, according to your letter, to regard certain
American opportunists, namely, the neo-revision-
ists, as being part of the international opportunist
trend of Chinese revisionism is to deny that they are
American opportunists. This is a blatant counterpos-
ing of the concept of international revisionism tq the
issue of domestic opportunism. At the same time,
you also argue from the other direction that to fight
the American exponents of Chinese revisionism is
not to fight Chinese revisionism. This is also com-
plete nonsense and just more abstract counterposing
of the concepts of domestic and international oppor-
tunism. How does the fight against the American
component of the international opportunist trend of
Chinese revisionism prevent one from also fighting
other components of this trend and from fighting the
basic ideological essence of this trend? Our Party
has vigorously fought in an all-round way against

Chinese revisionism, while it is your press that has

gone silent for some time and failed to carry articles

denouncing the basic theories of Mao Zedong

Thought in detail.

In fact, Chinése revisionism is an international op-
portunist trend. But in the passage above you strive
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as hard as you can to avoid the phrase *'international
opportunist trend.” to the point where you prefer to
even misquote us than use this phrase. It is impor-
tant both theoretically and practically to understand
the connection between Chinese revisionism and its
manifustations around the world. such as the devel-
opment of neo-revisionism in the U.S. and in a num-
ber of other countries. This is a requirement of
Marxist-Leninist theoretical work. Comrade Lenin
explained the existence of international opportunist
trends and their relation to controversies in individu-
al countries. For example, near the beginning of
Chapter 1 of his classic work What Is to Be Done?. he
wrote:

“In fact. it is no secret that two trends have
taken shape in the preseni-day international*
Social-Democracy. ™

The footnote by Lenin elaborated this further:

"“*Incidentally, this perhaps is the only occa-
sion in the history of modern Socialism in which
controversies between various trends within the
soctalist movement have grown from national
into international controversies; and this, in its

own way, is exiremely encouraging. Formerly,
the disputes between the Lassalleans and the
Eisenachers, between the Guesdites and the
Possibilists, between the Fabians and the So-
cial-Democrats, and between the Narodnaya-
Volya-ites and Social-Democrats, remained
purely national disputes, reflected purely na-
tional features and proceeded, as it were, on
different planes. At the present time (this is
quite evident now), the English Fabians, the
French Ministerialists, the German Bernsteini-
ans and the Russian critics — all belong to the
same family, all extol each other, learn from
each other, and together come out against ‘dog-
matic’ Marxism. Perhaps in this first really in-
ternational battle with socialist opportunism,
international revolutionary Social-Democracy
will become sufficiently strengthened to put an
end to the political reaction that has long
reigned in Europe? '’
Thus Comrade Lenin is quite enthusiastic over the
fact that the various national disputes have become
components, expressions of the struggle of two big
international trends, the trends of international revo-
lutionary Social-Democracy (Marxism) and that of
socialist opportunism. Since Lenin wrote the above
passage, sometime between the autumn of 1901 and
February 1902, the international communist move-
ment has seen the struggle of international trends
repeated. Today's struggle between revolutionary
Marxism-Leninism and the various international cus-
rents of modern revisionism is just such a struggle.
Furthermore, to counterpose domestic opportun-
ism to international opportunism and to deny that

U.S. neo-revisionism has anything to do with the in-
ternational opportunist trend of Chinese revisionism
is, objectively, to help create an ideological basis for
pragmatic maneuvering. Once the connection be-
tween U.S. neo-revisionism and Chinese revisionism
is denied, then anyone can claim to be the fiercest,
most uncompromising opponent of Chinese revision-
ism, while simultaneously engaging in pragmatic
maneuvers with any of the groups that form the
American component of the international opportun-
ist trend of Chinese revisionism.

But here we must stress very sharply that you are
counterposing the struggle against the domestic op-
portunists to the struggle against international op-
portunism for the sake of downplaying both strug-
gles. True, when you put forward this counterposi-
tion you try to pose as an adherent of struggle
against international revisionism. But you apply all
your theories against the polemical struggle against
opportunism to any struggle against opportunism.
And elsewhere in your letters of December 5 you op-
pose the struggle against Chinese revisionism as a
whole. At that point you put forward a different
counterposition, that between Chinese revisionism
and ‘‘revisionism and opportunism of all hues.'’ And
indeed you counterpose the struggle against oppor-
tunism and revisionism of all hues to ‘‘the strug-
gle against imperialism, social-imperialism and
all reaction and against revisionism and opportunism
of all hues.”” You write:

“Thus, if you are denounced by our Party for

only highlighting ‘Chinese revisionism, *‘three

worldism’’ and so forth’, then, you can, of
course, beat your breasts and scream blue mur-
der that all along you really meant the struggle
against imperialism, social-imperialism and all
reaction and against revisionism and opportun-

ism of all hues.” (p. 4)

Indeed you also go to the extreme of counterposing
the struggle against Chinese revisionism to *‘tak-
ing up the historic task of proletarian revolution for
solution.”” You denounce the sentence ‘‘The ‘three
worlders’ and the international opportunist trend of
Chinese revisionism are occupying one of the ad-
vance posts in the ring of fire’’ and our talk of the ne-
cessity to fight Chinese revisionism by calling these
Marxist-Leninist theses:

**...scare-crow tactics to divide the genuine

Marxist-Leninist parties from taking up the

historic task of proletarian revolution for solu-

tion in their own countries and vigorously and
resolutely fighting hard against imperialism,
social-imperialism and all reaction and against
revisionism and opportunism of all hues.”

(p-. 3, bottom)

These quotations show the utterly frivolous nature
and complete lack of any serious content in the vari-
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ous counterpositions which you use to oppose the
struggle against opportunism.

Now let us give one last example of the frivolous
nature of your various counterpositions. You write in
vour letters of December 5:

"*Look at the way he concocts in order to pre-

sent his intellectualist hyperboles: ‘For exam-

ple. in 1979, it has become crystal clear to ever-
yone that both the '*"RCP,USA and the Barry

Weisberg MLOC/**CPUSA(ML)""...[this dele-

tion is as in your letter — ed.] have their inter-

national significance? What is this intellectual-

ist hyperbole presented for? It is presented to

‘prove’ that they are ‘international’... Here is a

further self-exposure of Joseph Green's pecul-

iar concoctions. Joseph Green has previously
scribbled that the proletariat is an international
class. If this is the case, then all Marxist-Lenin-

ist parties. organizations and groups are the po-

litical and most advanced representatives and

vanguard of this international class. The bour-
geoisie also is an international class and thus
the revisionist parties, organizations and
groups are also the social prop of this bourgeoi-
sie and in the service of its counter-revolution-
ary aims, and thus has (have) ‘international sig-
nificance'. But, according to this green Joe,

‘...in, 1979, it has become crystal clear to every-

one that both the ‘‘RCP,USA’’ and the Barry

Weisberg MLOC/*'CPUSA(ML)"...have their

international significance.’ " (p. 23, top)

Thus you argue against considering the concrete role
played internationally by the “‘RCP,USA'" and the
MLOC/‘*CPUSA(ML)"’ social-democratic sect by ar-
guing that everything, every opportunist group, sect
or individual, serves the international bourgeoisie
and hence has international significance. Then, you
turn around and say that since everything has inter-
national significance, therefore it is a concoction to
say that the '"RCP,USA"" and the MLOC/‘‘CPUSA
(ML)’ social-democratic sect do. What a lot of emp-
ty juggling with words! What self-satisfied sophistry
and empty playing with generalities to avoid dealing
with the actual situation!

What was the issue we were raising? At the begin-
ning of Section IV of our letter of December 1, we re-
plied again to your counterposition of fighting the
domestic American opportunists against fighting in-
ternational revisionism. We pointed out the follow-

mg:
%1) ‘*...that time has shown that the polemics
we launched against the domestic American op-
portunists were well chosen and did raise the
burning international issues.”

And

(2) *‘This has been verified to the extent that

even the groups that we hit at proved to be of

significance internationally. For example in

1979 it has become crystal clear to everyone

that both the ‘RCP,USA" and the Barry Weis-

berg MLOC/'CPUSA(ML)" social-democratic
sect, even when taken just in themselves, have
their international significance and that the
duty of the COUSML to protect the internation-
al Marxist-Leninist communist movement in-
cluded our duty to sound the alarm against
these groups.”’

How did you reply to this? Consider the first point.
You had in the past repeatedly counterposed dealing
with the international issues to fighting the domestic
opportunist grotips. When we pointed out that the
fight against the domestic opportunist groups in
fact dealt with the burning international issues, you
could not say a word. You passed over this question
in silence. This p?oved the utter frivolous nature of
all your talk about dealing with the international is-
sues. You displayed no interest in the fight over
these international issues at all. And as to the
second point, you reply that you are entirely uninter-
ested because you hold that every group has interna-
tional significance. You displayed no interest at all
in the concrete conditions, in that the ‘'RCP,USA’s™
anti-communist and gangster-like attacks on the
great book Imperialism and the Revolution and on
the heroic Party of Labor of Albania are being re-
printed or distributed or hailed in some form or other
in India, Scandinavia, France...and elsewhere and
by the RCP of Chile. You argue from abstract gener-
alities entirely divorced from the concrete situation.
Your counterpositions are frivolous and sophistical
arguments devoid of concrete analysis, which you
use to downplay and oppose the struggle against op-
portunism.

Thus the description given in our letter of Decem-
ber 1 concerning your attitude to the struggle
against opportunism is strikingly confirmed by your
letters of December 5.
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SECTION X: What you are denouncing as **peculiar’’ are the well-known orthodox theses

of the Marxist-Leninist classics and the advanced positions of contemporary

revolutionary Marxism-Leninism

In Section VIII-D, we begin the discussion of your
method of denouncing our views as ‘‘peculiar.’”” We
showed that you use the epithet *‘peculiar' as one
way of trying to impose a ‘‘special relationship™
upon our Party. Among the particular features of
vour use of the epithet **peculiar’" are the following:
— You use the epithet “*peculiar’’ in order to avoid
elaborating your views. If we disagree with you, you
- believe that it suffices to brand our views *‘peculiar.""
You do not discuss our theses seriously, do not de-
velop analysis of the concrete situations facing our
Parties nor elaborate the Marxist-Leninist theory.

— With the epithet **peculiar’’ you express the ideo-
logical position that the issue isn't whether our views
are correct or incorrect, but simply whether they
agree or disagree with your views.

— You posture as if by **peculiar’’ you meant differ-
ent from the accepted theories in the international
Marxist-Leninist communist movement. But be-
hind your smoke screen of outcries about our alleged-
ly “*peculiar’’ theses, you are in fact seeking to force
us to adopt various theses of yours which either are
genuinely and truly *‘peculiar’’ or are outright op-
posed to the orthodox theses of Marxism-Leninism
or both.

In this section, we shall examine a number of
theses that you denounce as *'peculiar.’”” We shall
show that you are denouncing as *‘peculiar’’ the
accepted theses of the international Marxist-Leninist
communist movement or even well-known orthodox
theses of Marxism-Leninism. In considering what
the accepted theories of present-day revolutionary
Marxism-Leninism are, we do not take a consensus
or general average of the views prevailing among the
Marxist-Leninists, but instead refer to the highest
and most profound achievements of contemporary
revolutionary Marxism-Leninism. Therefore we shall
use as a standard for the accepted theories of pres-
ent-day revolutionary Marxism-Leninism various
works by Comrade Enver Hoxha, such as Imperial-
ism and the Revolution and the Report to the 7th
Congress of the PLA. We shall also make extensive
use of the book Problems of Current World Develop-
ment, which consists of the reports submitted to the
Scientic Session held in Tirana, Albania on Octo-
ber 2-4, 1978. (We shall refer to this book in this sec-
tion with the abbreviation *‘ Problems. ’") As the clas-
sics of Marxism-Leninism and the arbiter of Marxist-
Leninist orthodoxy, we take the works of Marx,
Engels, Lenin and Stalin.

X-A: Denial of the present-day activation of revisionism and opportunism

In your letters of December 5 you deny the pres-
ent-day activation of revisionism and opportunism.
You accuse this of being a peculiar thesis and attack
this thesis as a manifestation of *‘seige mentality."’
You write: :

“As far as the International Marxist-Leninist

Communist Movement being ‘under tremen-

dous attack from imperialism, revisionism and

opportunism’, this is nothing new, because ‘im-

perialism, revisionism and opportunism’ have

always attacked the International Communist

Movement right from the period of Lenin to

date."" (p. 2, emphasis added)

"You are spreading pessimism, gloom and a
siege mentality...."" (p. 3, top)

‘8. Here is pontification of the basest kind:
‘The *‘three-worlders’’ and the international
opportunist trend of Chinese revisionism are
occupying one of the advance posts in the ring
of fire.” What does this reactionary chauvinist
lecturing mean? It means that we should also
follow you down your reactionary freeway of

American exceptionalism which you have lit up
with these concoctions that ‘Chinese revision-
ism ... (is) occupying one of the advance posts
in this ring of fire." ...you are using scare-crow
tactics to divide [divert? — ed.] the genuine
Marxist-Leninist parties from taking up the
historic task of proletarian revolution for solu-
tion in their own countries and vigorously and
resolutely fighting hard against imperialism,
social-imperialism and all reaction and against
revisionism and opportunism of all hues. Your
scare-crow does not scare anyone. It only makes
you feel oh so clever that your head, without
any respect whatsoever for the International
Marxist-Leninist Communist Movement...is
able to conjure up these peculiar theses and
float them without any sense of shame...."
(p. 3, bottom, emphasis added)
These quotations are revisionist trash to deny the
struggle against opportunism. To give these utterly
revisionist theses some revolutionary coloring, you
cloak them in “‘official optimism’’ about opportun-
ism. Oh yes, you are ‘‘for’’ the struggle against op-
portunism in general, as a part of a flowery plati-
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tude. But. you say, don't worry about this struggle,
there is ‘‘nothing new’’ to concern oneself about in
the sinister work and machinations of the opportun-
ists and revisionists, ‘presumably everyone is an old
hand at the struggle, everything is fine and under
control, and it is “‘spreading pessimism, gloom and
a siege mentality’’ to talk about the urgency and
burning importance of the struggle against revision-
ism. All this is reminiscent of Khrushchov's taunts
against the PLA for their struggle against Yugoslav
revisionism. the taunts that this struggle only
inflates the importance of the Yugoslavs, reflects
narrow nationalism, and so on and so forth.

Furthermore, we see that you do not -only attack
the struggle against the domestic American oppor-
tunists as ‘'American exceptionalism,”’ you attack
our talk of the importance of the struggle against
Chinese revisionism in general as ‘‘reactionary
chauvinist lecturing’’ and *‘your reactionary freeway
of American exceptionalism."' This shows the curses
you are throwing right and left at the struggle
against opportunism. As well, it shows that you trifle
with the terms *‘chauvinism’’ and ‘* American excep-
tionalism’" and use them simply to indicate that we
disagree with you. You use these phrases as almost
interchangeable with your use of the word ‘‘pecul-
iar.”” If we disagree with you, this is automatically
in your eyes not only ‘‘peculiar’’ but *‘chauvinism”
and a ‘‘reactionary freeway of American exceptional-
ism."”

These arguments of yours are diametrically op-
posed to the theses from the Scientific Sessions held
in October of 1978 in Albania. There Fiqret Shehu
gave a speech entitled *‘Broadening and Deepening
of the Struggle Against All the Currents of Modern
Revisionism — an Historical Necessity.'" The point
is not that there is ‘*nothing new'’ in the struggle
against opportunism, but that the Marxist-Leninist
theory, including its teachings on the struggle
against opportunism, retain their ever-new and ever-
fresh quality. Comrade Figret Shehu pointed out the
following:

**...Lenin’s well-known thesis that without
fighting opportunism, imperialism cannot be
Jfought successfully, always retains its validity
and relevance. Indeed, this thesis assumes spe-
cial importance under the present circum-
stances when there is no essential difference
between revisionism in power and imperialism,
between the strategy of the one and that of the
other.

“‘Now, in particular, when the bourgeoisie is
making extensive use of such agencies as so-
cial-democracy and revisionism in its struggle
against the cause of the proletariat, the main
condition to achieve success in the socialist rev-
olution is the resolute struggle on the part of

the Marxist-Leninist revolutionary parties
against any influence of revisionism and op-
portunism among the ranks of the proletariat
and all working people.’” (Problems, p. 68; ex-
cept for the first emphasis, all emphasis added)

**The activation of present-day revisionism and
opportunism is precisely one of these weapons
which the bourgeoisie is using in the present
situation of the general crisis of capitalism."’
(Ibid., p. 71, emphasis added)

“*In the present situation. all sorts of attacks
are being directed against the revolutionary
theory of the working class and the great teach-
ers of the proletariat Marx, Engels, Lenin and
Stalin. ...

‘*What accounts for this unprecedented race
between the enemies of Marxism-Leninism to
attack and fulminate against the proletarian
ideology and its founders and elaborators, to
slander them in cynical fashion?"" (Ibid., p. 75)

‘“The onslaught which all the enemies of the
proletariat have launched against Marxism-
Leninism, and théir efforts to ‘bury’ it are not
without precedent in history. More than 100
years ago, the Paris Commune was furiously at-
tacked by world reaction.’’ (Ibid.. p. 76)

“Two to three decades have gone by since
the time when one of the first and most danger-
ous manifestations of modern revisionism, Tito-
ite revisionism, emerged, and since, with the
emergence of Khrushchevite revisionism, revi-
sionism was transformed into a retrogressive
trend of world-wide proportions. During this
period, it has gone through a process of its
formation and evolution until it reached the
present stage, when more then ever before, it
has become a favourite agency of the bourgeoi-
sie.... (Ibid., p. 44)

‘*As regards its extension revisionism has
now reached a culmination stage. After this,
its utter discredit, inevitable defeat and ruin are
bound to follow. But these will not come about
automatically or spontaneously....”’ (Ibid.,
p. 45, emphasis added)

Comrade Ramiz Alia in his **Closing Speech'’ point-
ed out:

‘‘Nowadays it is more necessary than ever to
enhance our vigilance on the ideological
front.... It is our task to expose and ward off all
these attempts of the enemies, either coming
from the Khrushchevite, Titoite, or Eurocom-
munist revisionists, or when they are the off-
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spring of the so-called Mao Tsetung thought.’’

(Ibid., pp. 141-42)

Comrade Enver Hoxha also speaks against the com-
placency that there is ‘'nothing new’’ in Imperialism
and the Revolution. He writes that:

"*The revolution has run into rocks and there
are more ahead which must be blown up with
explosives. Some must be blown up directly,
some must be broken down piecemeal, while
some others must be outflanked and then given
the finishing blow."’ (Book form, p. 459; Prole-
tarian Internationalism, Vol. 1, No. 2, p. 124,
col. 2)

You deny these theses on the present-day activa-
tion of revisionism, social-democracy and opportun-
ism in order to deny or downplay the struggle
against opportunism. You write that there is ‘'noth-
ing new'' in this struggle '‘right from the period of
Lenin to date.”’ Thus you counterpose the validity of
the Leninist teachings to the question of whether

there is anything ‘‘new’’ in the world. This counter-
position itself is a gross violation of the Leninist
teachings and of Marxist-Leninist dialectics. But
there is yet more to your phrase that there is **noth-
ing new...right from the period of Lenin to date."”
You do not mean by this that you accept the Leninist
teachings, but the exact opposite. We shall see later
on that you advocate that the last split that took place
in the international communist movement was that
between Leninism and social-democracy back in
*‘the period of Lenin.’’ From this truly and genuine-
ly **peculiar’’ theory, you go on to elaborate a whole
theory of ‘‘official optimism’’ about opportunism.
You hold that this question was settled at the time
of Lenin and hence that the Leninist teachings con-
cerning the struggle elaborated at the time of the
split with social-democracy do not apply anymore.
We shall deal with this question further in Sections
X-F and X-G.

X-B: Opposition to ‘*highlighting’’ the struggle against Chinese revisionism

In your letters of December S, you accuse us of
“*highlighting’’ the struggle against Chinese revi-
sionism. Indeed, you yourself claim that *‘the crux of
the matter,”’ that is, the deciding or essential issue,
in the differences between our two Parties lies in our
“*highlighting’' of the struggle against Chinese revi-
sionism. (See the introduction to Section IX of our
letter for the quotations from your letter on this.)

As well, in the quotations from your letter that we
gave just above in Section X-A, in denying the pres-
ent-day activation of revisionism and opportunism
you particularly denied the importance of the strug-
gle against Chinese revisionism. You call this one of
our Party’'s “‘peculiar’’ and ‘‘American exceptional-
ist!’ theses,

But the importance and urgency of the struggle
against Chinese revisionism is, however, an ac-
cepted thesis of the international Marxist-Leninist
communist movement. This was stressed at the Sci-
entific Sessions in Albania at which the following
was said:

‘*At present, without overlooking the earlier

revisionist trends, the struggle of the Marxist-

Leninist parties against influences from Chi-

nese revsionism and illusions about the pseudo-

Marxist, anti-proletarian, petty-bourgeois, pop-

ulist, electic and pragmatist ideo-theoretical,

philosophical-social and political-strategic con-
cepts that it is based on, assumes particular

importance.’’ (Problems, p. 81)

“‘In opposition to, and in struggle against, the

disruptive stands and actions of the Chinese re-
visionists, the Marxist-Leninist parties have
stepped up their efforts to continuously
strengthen the unity and collaboration among
themselves and within the framework of the
Marxist-Leninist movement as a whole.”’ (Ibid.,
p. 107)

“‘The present situations, and especially the
emergence of Chinese revisionism call for a
deeper Marxist-Leninist criticism of the bour-
geois-revisionist theories and preachings."
(Ibid., pp. 142-43)

Comrade Enver Hoxha also put this forward in his
great book Imperialism and the Revolution. He
wrote that:

‘*Now for our Party, as well as for all the Marx-

ist-Leninist parties in the world, the struggle

against Chinese revisionism should be given
the greatest attention. This is an imporiant
question, but this does not mean that while
dealing with it, we are permitted to forget [the
other trends of revisionism — ed.] (Book form,
pp. 459-460; Proletarian [Internationalism,

Vol. 1, No. 2, p. 125, col.1)

Furthermore, if one examines the great polemic
waged by the Party of Labor of Albania, one sees the
great importance placed on the struggle against Chi-
nese revisionism. We have listed some of the works
trom this powerful and breathtaking polemic in Sec-
tion IX-A.
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X-C: The struggle against social-chauvinism is international

You have repeatedly denounced the movement in
the U.S. against social-chauvinism as an allegedly
‘‘peculiar’’ movement.

For example, you condemned the struggle against
social-chauvinism in the discussions of early Sep-
tember 1978. You said that:

““It is not struggle against social-chauvinism,

but defending the International Communist

Movement which is correct. You are a contin-

gent of the International Communist Movement

and your obligation is to defend it in your coun-
try.

““Besides this you develop your ties with the
working class. None of the Parties pay much
attention to these struggles against the particu-
lar groups in their countries. ... We had the
idea that you come up against the opportunists
and you begin a fight and carry it through.
Other Parties have asked us why we do this. It
is not right. Today we only do this in certain
[local — ed.] areas. This may not even be
right.”’

“Nobody is fighting against ‘social-chauvin-
ism’.”’
At the same time, you also wrote down on paper the
typical opportunist sneer against the struggle
against opportunism, writing that you had:
**...views on certain lines, especially of writing
articles on the theme that ‘struggle against
social-chauvinism’ is the end-all and be-all in
the U.S."
However, as usual, you did not elaborate your views.
You repeated this opposition to the movement
against social-chauvinism many times. For example,
in the discussion of early August 1979 you again re-
iterated that:
““You are promoting a peculiar movement [the
movement against social-chauvinism — ed.] in
the U.S. This should not be done.™

**Our only disagreement is with this peculiar
movement in the U.S. Slogan [i.e., *‘Build the
Marxist-Leninist Party Without the Social-
Chauvinists and Against the Social-Chauvin-
ists’’ — ed.] indicates this movement. Our view
is that there is something quite suspicious to
have a movement in a particular region sepa-
rate from trials and tribulations of the Inter-
national Communist Movement."’

You claimed that this movement was no good as it
was ‘‘not the preoccupation of the international com-

munist movement.’’ Setting yourself up as the
spokesman for the other parties, you argued that:

““The Party of Labor of Albania never said that
they are building the party against social-chau-
vinism."’

“In a number of places parties have been re-

constructed — CCC, DDD, etc. Is this the meth-

od that was used in these countries?”’

You repeat your denunciation of the struggle a-
gainst social-chauvinism in your letters of December
5. Only you do it in a shamefaced way, not mention-
ing the phrase ‘‘movement’’ (or struggle) against so-
cial-chauvinism,”’ but just repeating your previous
denunciations of it without saying what it is that you
are denouncing. This is in itself evidence that you
are quite aware that there is nothing at all ‘‘pecul-
iar’’ in the movement against social-chauvinism and
that you will be subjecting yourself to the danger
of appearing absolutely riciculous or to the danger of
too openly coming forward with your theories
against the anti-revisionist struggle if you openly de-
nounced the movement against social-chauvinism.
You prefer, as usual, to leave certain things to the
spoken word and keep them out of writing.

Be that as it may. The facts are that the struggle
against social-chauvinism is an international issue.
Naturally the form of the great struggle against Chi-
nese revisionism differs in certain respects from one
country to another. But not only is the movement
against social-chauvinism a legitimate form, not only
is the movement in the U.S. against social-chauvin-
ism simply the American component of the great in-
ternational struggle against Chinese revisionism,
but all over the world, in fighting Chinese revision-
ism the Marxist-Leninists are also fighting the so-
cial-chauvinist theories of the Chinese revisionists.

The Scientific Sessions in Albania pointed out:

‘*At present the true communist parties have
set themselves the task of refuting the oppor-
tunist thesis of the Chinese revisionists, who
call on the proletariat to unite with ‘its own’
bourgeoisie for the ‘defence of the Fatherland’
and to make clear to the masses of the proletar-
jat the lesson set out in the ‘Manifesto of the

Communist Party’...that ‘the proletariat of each

country must, of course, first settle accounts

with its own bourgeoisie.’ '’ (Problems, pp.

68-69, emphasis as in the original)

Hence the struggle against social-chauvinism is an
important international task.
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X-E: No amount of anti-Leninist word-chopping can deny the reality that the new Marxist-Leninist parties
have been formed and have matured in the struggle against the modern revisionist betrayal

As part of your downplaying or negating of the
struggle against revisionism and opportunism, you
deny that various Marxist-Leninist parties have been
born in the struggle against revisionism. According
to you, to say that a party is born in the struggle
against opportunism means that the party does noth-
ing else but issue polemics and does not have the
various other attributes of a true Leninist party. This
was one of your arguments against the slogan
‘*‘Build the Marxist-Leninist Party Without the So-
cial-Chauvinists and Against the Social-Chauvin-
ists.”

You advocated these views repeatedly. For exam-
ple, in the discussions of May 1979 you stated:

‘“You [COUSML — ed.] think that two-line

struggle [your term for the polemical struggle

or for the movement against social-chauvinism

— ed.] will give rise to something, ‘anti-social-

chauvinist movement.’ In 2-3 months we will

have views to present to you on this. Eventual-

ly, we will see where you end up with these

views. We [CPC(M-L) — ed.] used to say to

build the party against revisionism. This is
wrong. It will take six months to write it, but
on the 10th anniversary of the party we will
publish a CPC(ML) history and debunk this.

[N.B.: the tenth anniversary of CPC(M-L) has

come and gone and neither of the documents

mentioned above has been either presented to

us or published. — ed.]”’

You also reiterated this at the discussions in early
August 1979. You stated:

*‘Our first main question, our objection is to
the title [of the Call of the NC of the COUSML,
i.e., to the slogan ‘‘Build the Marxist-Leninist
Party Without the Social-Chauvinists and
Against the Social-Chauvinists’’ — ed.]. What
does it mean? It is our view that Party’s main
characteristic is that it is a Leninist Party based
on Leninist norms. But this concept is of two-
line struggle in the U.S. Marxist-Leninist move-
ment — it is (the idea that the neo-revisionist
trend is in the Marxist-Leninist movement) and
Party is based on struggle against this neo-revi-

 sionist trend.”’
And you added later on in this discussion, in refer-
ence to the struggle against social-chauvinism, the
following:

‘“What struggles you are waging has nothing to

do with what is Party. What the Party does, in

waging various struggles, is a separate thing

(than what the Party is).”’

In the discussions of early November 1979 you
reiterated this, stating:

‘“This makes the line of demarcation ‘pro-’ or
‘anti-’ this or that. But the issue is defence of
Marxism-Leninism. The genuine Marxist-Len-
inists are united.”’

But the emergence of various Marxist-Leninist
parties from the struggle against revisionism is an
accepted thesis of the international Marxist-Leninist
communist movement. It is also an obvious fact. This
was expressed at the Scientific Sessions in Albania.
Comrade Nexhmije Hoxha stated in the Opening
Speech that:

‘‘With the Marxist-Leninist Parties, we have

been and will be united by the struggle against

modern revisionism, a struggle in the waves of
which these parties were set up, grew and

waxed strong...."”” (Problems, p. 8)

Comrade Agim Popa stated:

“‘In the struggle against Chinese revisionism,
too, just as in the struggle against Khrushchev-
ite revisionism, new Marxist-Leninist revolu-
tionary parties of the working class will emerge
and grow where such parties do not yet exist, or
where the existing parties have deviated from
the road of Marxism-Leninism and the revolu-
tion.

*“The formation and tempering of proletarian
parties as Leninist-Stalinist parties of the new
type is a continuous and many-sided process
which takes place in the fire of their ceaseless
revolutionary activity.’’ (‘“The Marxist-Leninist
Parties — Leading Force of the Revolutionary
Movement Today,’” Problems, p. 79)

Here Comrade Agim Popa both declares that vari-
ous parties have come from the struggle against re-
visionism and also immediately refers to the ‘‘con-
tinuous and many-sided process’’ of their formation
and tempering in the fire of ceaseless revolutionary
activity. Hence these two theses cannot be counter-
posed. As well, it is notable that Comrade Agim
Popa explicitly endorses the emergence of new
Marxist-Leninist parties from the struggle against
Chinese revisionism. Comrade Popa went on to say:

*‘The new Marxist-Leninist parties were born
and grew in the struggle in defence of Marx-
ism-Leninism against the revisionist betrayal.”’
(Ibid., p. 80)

The same view is expressed in the History of the
Party of Labor of Albania, which stated:

““The creation of the new Marxist-Leninist
parties and groups was the result of the process
of differentiation which had begun and contin-
ued to develop without interruption between
Marxism-Leninism and revisionism. This was a
natural process of the struggle between two
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opposite ideologies which can never live togeth-
er within a single Marxist-Leninist party, or
within the world communist movement in gen-
eral. Opportunism and revisionism have always
been and remain the main splitters of the par-
ties of the working class and of the world work-
ers’ and communist movement.'’ (pp. 604-605)
The Marxist-Leninist classics themselves also re-
fer to the formation of various parties and even of
Leninism itself in the course of the struggle against
opportunism. Comrade Lenin, for example, wrote:
“The Third International actually emerged in
1918, when the long years of struggle against
opportunism and soctal-chauvinism, especially
during the war, led to the formation of Commu-
nist Parties in a number of countries. ' (*'The
Third International and Its Place in History,"
Collected Works, Vol. 29, p. 306)
How utterly alien to Marxism-Leninism is all your
scholastic and pettifogging word-chopping which
counterposes what a party is to what it does, and
countetposes the defense of Marxism-Leninism to
the struggle against revisionism and opportunism,

and so forth, all this word-chopping and obscurant-
ism that is designed to negate the Leninist teachings
on the struggle against opportunism!

Indeed, similar lessons apply to the birth and de-
velopment of Leninism itself. Describing the devel-
opment of Bolshevism, Comrade Lenin wrote a chap-
ter in his famous work ‘‘Left-Wing'' Communism,
An Infantile Disorder entitled:

“In the Struggle Against What Enemies Within

the Working-Class Movement Did Bolshevism

Grow Up and Become Strong and Steeled?”

Elaborating on the same subject, Comrade Stalin
wrote:

“‘Everyone knows that Leninism was born,
grew up and became strong in relentless strug-
gle against opportunism of every brand, in-
cluding Centrism in the West (Kautsky) and
Centrism in our country (Trotsky. etc.). This
cannot be deniell even by the downright ene-
mies of Bolshevism. It is an axiom. " (**Some
Questions Concerning the History of Bolshev-
ism,"" Works, Vol. 13, p. 87)

f

X-F: A truly “peculiar”’ thesis which relegates Lenin’s teachings on the struggle against opportunism to the

museum of historical antiquity

A further thesis that you have developed in order
to deny the struggle against revisionism and oppor-
tunism is that the international communist move-
ment has not been split since the time of Lenin. You
apply this concept to the Marxist-Leninist movement
of each country too. You hold that both nationally
and internationally Marxist-Leninists are automati-
cally united, by definition, and not as a result of the
struggle against opportunist elements. This is one of
the reasons you give for opposing the slogan ‘‘Build
the Marxist-Leninist Party Without the Social-Chau-
vinists and Against the Social-Chauvinists,’’ for this
slogan is the slogan that calls for the most resolute
irreconcilable struggle against, or, to put it another
way, for a split with, the social-chauvinists. But you
hold that the last split was between social-democracy
and Leninism, and that the ‘‘without and against’’
slogan is therefore no longer valid. You use the argu-
ment that the last split was between social-democ-
racy and Leninism in order to negate the struggle
against revisionism and opportunism.

In the discussions of early August 1979 you said:

‘‘Modern revisionism is not a trend which arose

from within the movement. Khrushchov tried

to smuggle Khrushchovism into the Marxist-

Leninist movement. The movement was split

at the time of Lenin and not since then.”
You elaborated this further as follows:

“With the rise of imperialism, there was creat-
ed a definite stratum. This split the working
class movement. It has been split since this
-time onwards."’

““There are two movements. The international
working class movement was split by imperial-
ism. The working class movement has been
split since that time. [N.B.: But for that matter,
the working class movement did not come into
existence pure and united. Whatever unity it
achieved prior to the rise of imperialism was
also the result of fierce struggles by Marx and
Engels and the Marxists against opportunism
and pre-Marxian socialism and outright capital-
ist trends, etc. All this by way of aside. — ed.]
... So the split takes place at World War L. You
can take any time, but we will say 1919, the for-
mation of the Third International, this consum-
mated the split. The working class movement is
split. But the international communist move-
ment is united. The revisionists from Browder
on tried to split the unity of the Leninists. The
struggle against Browder is struggle against a
split. This is why we'say revisionists are split-
ters. It is not true that the Marxist-Leninists are
split. It is Khrushchov that split.... Therefore
unity exists and this unity is Leninism and is the
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communist international. That unity has to be
defended. ... The communist movement is al-
ways united and fighting all things which are
thrown against them. The working class move-
ment on the other hand is split.”’
This is so nonsensical that in the discussions of early
November 1979 you had to defend it with this equiv-
ocating pair of statements:
*‘But what I disagree with is this thesis that re-
visionism arises from the international move-
ment.”’ ‘

*‘Of course you can say factually that the revi-
sionists came out of the international move-
ment, if you want to be formalistic.”

All this is just “‘official optimism’’ to deny the
struggle against opportunism. When the call is given
to fight the revisionists and opportunists, you moral-
istically condemn this call as implying that the revi-
sionists and opportunists are Marxist-Leninists, for
if they weren’t, then why is a call given to clear them
out of the Marxist-Leninist movement, for they
wouldn’t be there in the first place. Thus you turn
things on their head and denounce the struggle a-
gainst revisionism and opportunism as allegedly a
manifestation of the belief that the opportunists are
Marxist-Leninists. What utter sophistry and dema-
gogy! You back this up by saying that the last split
was between Leninism and social-democracy. Hence
you negate the Leninist teachings on the struggle
against social-democracy and opportunism and deny

their present relevance. You hold that prior to 1919,
perhaps, there could be talk of struggle to build the
proletarian parties without and against the oppor-
tunists. But for the present you replace the Leninist
teachings on the struggle against opportunism with
the new task of simply defending unity.

In a later section, Section XI-G, we shall deal fur-
ther with your sophistry on this question and your
*‘official optimism.’’ But for the time being, we sim-
ply note that this is an example of where, under the
banner of opposing allegedly ‘‘peculiar theories,’’
such as the ‘‘without and against’’ slogan, you are
seeking to impose on us a genuinely and truly “‘pe-
culiar” theory. For it is closing one’s eyes to the
well-known facts to argue that the international com-
munist movement has always been united without
any splits since the time of Lenin.

For example, at the Scientific Sessions, Comrade
Agim Popa pointed out:

**As in the case of the betrayal of Marxism-Len-

inism by the Second International and that by

the Khrushchevite revisionists in the 50’s and

60’s, the emergence on the scene and crystali-

zation of the present-day Chinese revisionism

with its counterrevolutionary theory of ‘three
worlds’ has caused a split in the Marxist-Lenin-

ist movement today.”’ (‘‘The Marxist-Leninist

Parties — The Leading Force of the Revolution-

ary Movement Today,’’ Problems of Current

World Development, p. 103)

X-G: Your opposition to the ‘‘without and against’’ slogan is also anti-Leninist

You denounce our slogan ‘‘Build the Marxist-Len-
inist Party Without the Social-Chauvinists and A-
gainst the Social-Chauvinists’’ as allegedly ‘‘pecul-
iar.” The reasons you give for this are that this slo-
gan stands for carrying out the movement against
social-chauvinism, calls for struggle against ‘‘one’s
own’" domestic opportunists, is a call for an irrecon-
cilable struggle, i.e., for a split, with the social-chau-
vinists, and so forth. We have already dealt with
these issues separately in the previous parts of Sec-
tion X. Your opposition to this slogan is an expres-
sion of your negation of the Leninist teachings on the
struggle against opportunism and your replacement
of them by ‘‘official optimism."’

For the rest, we will simply point out that this slo-
gan is not at all ‘‘peculiar’ to our Party. Various
forms or variants of the “‘without and against’’ slo-
gan were repeatedly put forward by Comrade Lenin
as the path forward during the struggle against so-
cial-chauvinism in World War I. And the ‘‘without
and against’’ slogan was also given by Comrade En-
ver Hoxha in the struggle against Khrushchovite

revisionism. In 1966, at the Sth Congress of the Party

of Labor of Albania, Comrade Hoxha stated:
‘“...unity will be re-established in the commu-
nist movement and the socialist camp, but it
will be re-established by the Marxist-Leninists
without revisionists and traitors and in resolute
struggle against them.”’ (Report to the 5th Con-
gress of the PLA as cited in History of the PLA,
p. 605)

The ‘‘General Conclusions’’ at the end of the History

.of the PLA also contains the ‘‘without and against’

slogan. It states:

‘“The PLA has also performed a great inter-
nationalist duty by carrying on a consistent
principled struggle against imperialism and
modern revisionism. By means of this struggle
it has tried to: ...to re-establish this unity fol-
lowing the split which the Khrushchevite revi-
sionists caused, on a revolutionary basis, with-
out revisionists and traitors and in struggle a-
gainst them.”’ (pp. 675-76)
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X-H: Sniveling complaints against the ideological and polemical struggle are alien to Marxism-Leninism

You have also denied the role of the polemical
struggle against opportunism. You have floated the-
sis after thesis against the polemics; you have re-
peatedly crusaded against the ‘‘ideological strug-
gle’’ under the pretext of opposing the factionalism
of this or that opportunist group; and in practice you
have sought to avoid the polemical struggle against
revisionism and opportunism as far as possible and
to downplay the theoretical and political content of
the polemics and to reduce them to side issues and
trivialities. You denounce the polemical struggle as
“‘the Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle’ '’ in order
to try to present your denunciation of the polemical
struggle as the stand of the international movement.
But your theses against the ideological and polemi-
cal struggle are in fact your own theses directed
against the struggle against opportunism, and these
theses stand against the great international struggle
of the Marxist-Leninists against the various trends of
modern revisionism.

At the 7th Congress of the PLA, Comrade Enver
Hoxha stressed the role of the great polemic against
modern revisionism. He stated:

“Our Party holds that the continuation and
extension of the ideological struggle against re-
visionism in general, and of Soviet revisionism
in particular, the deepening of that great po-
lemic which began after the 1960 Moscow Meet-
ing, constitutes an important and imperative
duty for all the Marxist-Leninists, for all true
revolutionaries.”’ (Report to the 7th Congress of
the PLA, p. 226, emphasis as in the original)

Comrade Enver Hoxha thus called for the continua-
tion and extension of the ideological struggle and re-
garded this ideological struggle as indissolubly link-
ed with the great polemic against the modern revi-
sionists. Later i the same paragraph he states that
““The defence of Marxism-Leninism is a question of
principle.”” It is quite clear that Comrade Hoxha
does not counterpose the ideological and polemical
struggle to ‘‘the defence of Marxism-Leninism,”’ but
instead wages the ideological and polemical struggle
for the defence of Marxism-Leninism.

The History of the Party of Labor of Albania also
stresses the importance of the ideological and po-
lemical struggle against the modern revisionists. In
the passage below it points out the importance of the
ideological struggle in ensuring that the struggle a-
gainst modern revisionism is not diverted into trivi-
alities. It states:

““The open attack launched by the Soviet re-
visionist leadership against the PLA was not a
principled polemic about the fundamental prob-
lems of the times over which profound differ-
ences had arisen in the internatiosal communist

movement. On the contrary, the Khrushchevite

group used every method to avoid any discus-

sion on problems of principle, because it was a-

ware of its own weakness in such a discussion.

It resorted to slanders and lies continually re-

ported by the revisionist propaganda, to in-

trigues and plots, diversions and other acts of
the most vile sort against the PLA. ... The aim

of the revisionists was to isolate and expel the

PLA from the international communist move-

ment, to give ‘a good lesson’ to all who would

dare oppose their anti-Marxist course.

“The PLA did not adopt the revisionist posi-
tion. It was not caught up in trivialities and ba-
nalities. It continued its struggle against
Khrushchevite revisionism in the ideological
sphere, exposing all its anti-Marxist points of
view, its incopsistencies, its eclecticism, its
swinging from. opportunism to adventurism,
and its diversionist activity. The articles of ‘Zeri
i Popullit’ against revisionism, translated into
several languages and reprinted in pamphlets
and broadcast by the radio, served as a power-
ful and keen-edged weapon in the hands of the
Party in its prificipled struggle in defense of the
purity of Marxism-Leninism."" (pp. 534-35)

The ideological and polemical struggle is closely
connected with the raising of the political conscious-
ness of the masses, with the revolutionary education
and training of the masses. The struggle against re-
visionism and opportunism must be brought to the
masses and the polemical struggle is a crucial weap-
on in this. The next quotations we refer to on the im-
portance of the ideological and polemical struggle
also point to the necessity to wage this struggle
among the masses.

Thus, at the Scientific Sessions, Comrade Figret
Shehu pointed out:

“The historical experience of the struggle
between Marxism-Leninism and revisionism
over the last decades too, fully confirms Lenin’s
teaching that the only correct Marxist line in
the world communist movement is to explain to
the proletariat and all the working people the
absolute need to break with revisionism and op-
portunism, to educate the masses through a
consistent struggle against those trends, to
expose their betrayal of the cause of the prole-
tariat and the peoples and all the infamy of the
policy they pursue.”’ (‘‘Broadening and Deep-
ening of the Struggle Against All Currents of
Modern Revisionism — An Historical Necessi-
ty,”’ Problems, p. 68, emphasis added)

Similarly, in the passage from Comrade Figret
Shehu that we have already quoted in Section X-C
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on fighting social-chauvinism, she talks of making
Fhis question clear “‘to the masses of the proletar-
iat.”

Indeed, in opposing the ideological and polemical
struggle you are going against the orthodox theses
from the Marxist-Leninist classics. In Section IX-A
we quoted a vivid passage from Comrade Lenin on
the polemical struggle. He pointed out that the
struggle against the opportunists could not be avoid-
ed, and that *‘the real choice'" was either **concealed
forms " of this struggle with their “demoralizing ef-
Jfect on the masses’’ or an open struggle

“...on matters of principle, allowing the mass

of party comrades, and not merely the ‘lead-

ers,’ to settle fundamental issues — such a
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struggle is both necessary and useful, for it
trains in the masses independence and ability
to'carry out their epoch-making revolutionar‘y
mission.
Here we have the Leninist conception of the struggle
against opportunism. How alien to Leninism are
sniveling complaints against “‘ideological struggle’’
and the denunciation of the struggle against oppor-
tunism as a diversion from real work among the
masses. The Leninist conception regards the ideo-
!ogica] and polemical struggle against the opportun-
ists as "'both necessary and useful, for it trains in
the masses independence and ability to carry out
their epoch-making revolutionary mission. "

X-I: The centrist thesis that polemics against revisionism disrupt building ‘‘unity’’

. You counterpose the struggle against Chinese re-
visionism to the question of building the *‘unity”” of
the Marxist-Leninists. We showed this in the intro-
duction to Section IX and we shall deal with it further
later on. In particular, as part of your denial of the
role of the ideological and polemical struggle, you
counterpose polemics against revisionism and op-
portunism to the struggle for ‘‘unity.’’ This goes to
the extent that you even oppose **hidden attacks’’ on
the conciliators of social-chauvinism, i.e., you even
oppose the raising of burning ideological issues
without explicitly attacking any particular organiza-
tion. You defend a policy of pragmatic maneuvers
with the conciliators under the signboard of ‘‘unity”’
and simultaneously denounce the movement against
social-chauvinism as a *‘peculiar’’ movement. Such
a policy is a policy of seeking “unity,” of engaging
in p'ragmatic Mmaneuvers, on the basis of blunting or
!1qu1dating altogether the cutting edge of the polem-
ic against Chinese revisionism.

But your thesis that polemics against revisionism
and opportunism are a disruption of ‘‘unity’’ are
your own theses and not the accepted views of the

international Marxist-Leninist movement. At the
Scientific Sessions Comrade Agim Popa pointed out:

“Experience shows that only on the basis of a
merciless struggle against opportunism and re-
visionism of all hues is it possible to preserve,
strengthen and continuously tempef sound
Marxist-Leninist unity. From this point of view,
the ‘arguments’ of those who want to smother
fmd extinguish the struggle against opportun-
ism and revisionism under the pretext of ‘avoid-
ing polemics’ and preserving ‘unity,’ are with-
out foundation; indeed they are centrist, anti-
Marxist and fraudulent. The Party of Labour of
Albania and the other fraternal Marxist-Lenin-
ist parties firmly reject such attempts. They
_have waged and are waging an uncompromis-
ing principled struggle against all those who
betray Marxism-Leninism and thus split the
revolutionary unity, be they Soviet, Yugoslayv,
Italian, French, Spanish, Chinese or others."’
(**The Marxist-Leninist Parties — The Leading
Force of the Revolutionary Movement Today,"’
Problems, p. 104, emphasis as in the original)

X-J: Marxism-Leninism considers ﬁat the anti-revisionist stru i
- ggle is essential and invi ti
party and the revolution — not a mere unfortunate diversion as you insist VRTERENEY.

The whole attitude manifested by your theses to-
wards the movement against social-chauvinism, the
struggle against Chinese revisionism, the struggle
against “‘one’s own’’ domestic opportunists, and so
forth, in short, your whole attitude towards the
struggle against revisionism and opportunism, is
wrong. The question is not the way you present it,
that the struggle against revisionism is at best a sad
necessity, something like taking castor oil, some-

thing that is forced on one and prevents one from
dealing with the real issues of revolutionary work
apq from seeking ‘‘unity.’’ The struggle against re-
visionism and opportunism should not be presented
as an unfortunate diversion, something to be hurried
through as rapidly as possible, with the opportunists
and revisionists simply presented as criminals and
Rolice and with the political and ideological ques-
tions shoved aside.
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On the contrary, the struggle against revisionism
and opportunism, when it is a real struggle and not a
concoction, when it is based firmly on principles, is a
powerful invigorating force. It lends tremendous
moral authority to the genuine Marxist-Leninist par-
ties. It sweeps away rust. It helps light the path for-
ward. It helps train and prepare the masses for revo-
lution. It is no accident that the movement against
social-chauvinism has had a powerful invigorating
effect and led to the founding of the Marxist-Leninist
Party of the USA. And it is not for nothing that Com-
rade Agim Popa pointed out at the Scientific Ses-
sions, as we quoted earlier in Section X-E, that:

*‘In the struggle against Chinese revisionism,

too, just as in the struggle against Khrush-

chevite revisionism, new Marxist-Leninist revo-
lutionary parties of the working class will

emerge and grow....”" (/bid.. p. 79)

The struggle against revisionism and opportunism
is not a **diversion’’ that will go away to leave us to
carry on our revolutionary work in peace and quiet.
On the contrary, it is an integral part of revolutionary
work. Comrade Lenin stressed:

“Itis in the struggle between these two tenden-

cies |''of the bourgeoisie and the opportun-

ists'" and ‘“‘of the masses’’ — ed.]| that the his-
tory of the labour movement will now inevitably
develop. ™’

“‘The fact is that ‘bourgeois labour parties,’
as a political phenomenon, have already been
Jormed in all the foremost capitalist countries,
and that unless a determined and relentless
struggle is waged all along the line against
these parties — or groups, trends, etc., it is all
the same — there can be no question of a strug-

gle against imperialism, or of Marxism, or of a

socialist labour movement. ... There is not the

slightest reason for thinking that these parties
will disappear before the social revolution. On
the contrary, the nearer the revolution ap-
proaches, the more strongly it flares up and the
more sudden and violent the transitions and
leaps in its progress, the greater will be the part
the struggle of the revolutionary mass stream
against the opportunist petty-bourgeois stream
will play in the labour movement. "’ (‘‘Imperial-
ism and the Split in Socialism,” Collected

Works, Vol. 23, pp. 116, 118-19, emphasis as in

the original)

This struggle is not a diversion, but it is essential
both for the revolution in general and for the
strengthening of the party in particular. It is not for
nothing that Comrade Stalin taught that:

“‘Everyone knows that Leninism was born,

grew up and became strong in relentless strug-
gle against opportunism of every brand...."
(**Some Questions Concerning the History of
Bolshevism,’” Works, Vol. 13, p. 87)

“The R.C.P.(B.) [Russian Communist Party
(Bolshevik) — ed.] always developed through
contradictions, i.e., in the struggle against non-
communist trends, and only in that struggle did

it gain strength and forge real cadres. ' (‘A

Letter to Comrade Me-rt,”" Works, Vol. 7, p.

46)

Indeed the Leninist conception of the struggle a-
gainst opportunism is that it is a great regenerating
force. Speaking of the struggle against the social-
chauvinists in World War |, Lenin held that:

“No matter how hard, in individual in-
stances, the struggle may be against the oppor-
tunists, who predominate in many organisa-
tions, whateverihe specific nature of the purg-
ing of the workers' parties of opportunists in
individual countries, this process is inevitable
and fruitful. Reformist socialism is dying; re-
generated socialism ‘will be revolutionary,
uncompromising and insurrectionary, ...’
(**Socialism and War,"" Collected Works, Vol.
21, Ch. I, p. 311)

Hence, it is not for nothing that Comrade Lenin
eulogized this struggle and pointed out in his article
“*‘Marxism and Revisionism’" in 1908 that:

“The fight against the revisionists on these
questions resulted in as fruitfal a revival of the
theoretical thought in international socialism as
did Engels’s controversy with Duhring twenty
years earlier. " (Collected Works, Vol. 15, p. 34)

And Comrade Lenin added further on in this article
the following magnificent perspective:

“The ideological struggle waged by revolu-
tionary Marxism against revisionism at the end
of the nineteenth century is but the prelude to
the great revolutionary battles of the proletar-
tat, which is marching forward to the complete
victory of its cause despite all the waverings
and weaknesses of the petty bourgeoisie.’’
({bid., p. 39)

And it was Comrade Lenin who enthusiasticaily
raised this same perspective in his great book What
Is to Be Done?, namely that:

“‘Perhaps in this first really international battle

with socialist opportunism, international revo-

lutionary Social-Democracy will become suf-
ficiently strengthened to put an end to the poli-
tical reaction that has long reigned in Europe?’’

(Note at the beginning of Chapter I)
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SECTION XI: An anti-Marxist crusade against ideological
speculations on the slogan of opposing

struggle’”’

XI-A: Playing with the phrase “‘two-line struggle’’ to condemn the struggle against revisionism

You try to present your opposition to the ideologi-
cal and polemical struggle against revisionism and
opportunism as opposition to Maoism. To do this,
you speculate on the slogan of opposing *‘the Maoist
theory of ‘two-line struggle.’"’ You identify the ideo-
logical and polemical struggle as ‘‘two-line strug-
gle™ and thus denounce it. With your playing with
the term *‘two-line struggle,’’ you are putting for-
ward in effect the thesis that the problem with the
Chinese revisionists was that they fought too hard or
polemicized too much against revisionism. This is
absolutely wrong. Far from fighting too hard or po-
lemicizing too much against opportunism, the Chi-
nese revisionists on the contrary floated one thesis
after another in opposition to the struggle against
opportunism. For example, the Chinese revisionists
advocated that opportunism was a **middle force' to
be united with and on this basis they denounced
Comrade Stalin, Among other things they opposed
the term ‘‘social-fascism,” opposed the struggle
against social-democracy and as well the analysis
concerning the struggle against opportunism given
in Section III of Comrade Stalin's article **The Octo-
ber Revolution and the Tactics of the Russian Com-
munists’’ in which the term ‘‘main blow”’ appears.
The Chinese revisionists were only forced by circum-
Stances and by their pragmatic calculations to enter
into the struggle against the Khrushchovite revision-
ists; they were not happy with this struggle, found it
a terribly heavy burden, vacillated and wavered, and
triefi repeatedly to end it. By opposing the struggle
against revisionism and opportunism under the sign-
board of opposing ‘‘the Maoist theory of ‘two-line
struggle,’ *’ you are descending to the level of giving
arguments close in spirit to the Chinese revisionists’
theses under the signboard of opposing Chinese re-
visionism. This is a striking example of Marx’s re-
mark that: *‘The antiquated makes an attempt to re-
establish and maintain itself within the newly a-
chieved form.'' (Letter to Bolte, 23 November 1871)
Furthermore your crusade against *‘two-line
struggle’ is dishonest and demagogical. You re-
place serious analysis of the issues involved with
shouting a slogan against ‘‘two-line struggle.”’ This
reminds us of what Comrade Lenin called *‘Alexin-
sky methods.”” Comrade Lenin wrote:
"“At the 1907 London Congress the Bolshe-
viks would dissociate themselves from Alexin-
sky [then a Bolshevik — ed.] when, in reply to

theoretical arguments, he would pose as an
agitator and resort to high-falutin, but entirely
irrelevant, phrases against one or another type
of exploitation and oppression. ‘He's begun
his shouting again," our delegates would say.

And the ‘shouting’ did not do Alexinsky any

good.

"Thereis the same kind of ‘shouting’ in Kiev-
sky's article. He has no reply o the theoretical
questions and arguments expounded in the the-
ses. Instead, he poses as an agitator...."" (‘A
Caricature of Marxism and Imperialist Econo-
mism,"’ Collected Works, Vol. 23, p. 76)

Sad to say, that is how you argue on the question of
“'two-line struggle.”’ You refuse to discuss the seri-
ous issues involved. Instead you pose as an agitator
and shout that some opportunist group or other gives
the slogan *‘ideological struggle.”' You shout that
the Chinese revisionists give the slogan ‘‘two-line
struggle.’” Then you rush to the conclusion of con-
demning the ideological and polemical struggle un-
der the cover of loud shouting that anyone who hesi-
tates to condemn *‘ideological struggle’” and *‘two-
line struggle’’ is an opportunist, just like this or that
group that also gives the slogan “‘ideological strug-
gle."" It is both shocking and repulsive to see a Marx-
ist-Leninist party such as yours descend to the use of
such methods. These are Alexinsky methods.

The question of the stand of the Chinese revision-
ists in the struggle against the Khrushchovite revi-
sionists is a serious one and one completely tied up
with the question of *‘two-line struggle.”’ In analyz-
ing the nature of Mao Zedong Thought and in inves-
tigating the questions of the roots and origins of the
taking up of the *‘three worlds" theory by the Chi-
nese Communist Party, one of the crucial issues is
the study and reassessment of the whole course of
the struggle against modern Khrushchovite revision-
ism. This reassessment is for the sake of learning
how to conduct the struggle against modern revi-
sionism more powerfully, consistently and to greater
effect. The path of studying the role of Chinese revi-
sionism with respect to the struggle against Khrush-
chovite revisionism was set forth in the Letter of the
CC of the Party of Labor and the Government of Al-
bania to the CC of the Communist Party and the Goy-
ernment of China (July 29, 1978), Part 11, and in the
monumental two-volume work Reflections on China.
Our Party set forth this path as a central point in the

struggle and demagogical
‘*the Maoist theory of ‘two-line

Letter of the CC of the MLP,USA, June 16, 1950

Page 49

study and repudiation of Chinese revisionism at the
NC meeting of June 1978 and in the Internal Bulletin
of early August 1978. This study reveals the vacillat-
ing, wavering and disruptive stands of the Chinese
revisionists. These stands of the Chinese leadership
in this life and death struggle for the present-day in-
ternational communist movement impel one to look
for the deeper causes of these stands. Among other
things these stands destroy the mystique of Mao as
the alleged leader of the struggle against Khrush-
chovite revisionism.

The struggle against Chinese revisionism and its
ideological basis, Mao Zedong Thought, therefore
has as one of its aims to expose and repudiate the
Chinese sabotage of the struggle against modern
Khrushchovite revisionism and against revisionism
and opportunism in general. But you denounce the
ideological and polemical struggle against revision-
ism and opportunism as ‘‘the Maoist theory of ‘two-
line struggle.’ '’ This is disgraceful. In our letter of
December 1 we expressed our astonishment at this
stand of yours. We wrote:

**You have gone to the extreme of insisting that

the slogan of ‘Build the Marxist-Leninist Party

Without the Social-Chauvinists and Against the

Social-Chauvinists’ is in fact in your view a

manifestation of Chinese revisionism and the

Chinese revisionist type of ‘two-line struggle.’

It is hard for us to express our sheer astonish-

ment at seeing that our struggle against revi-

sionism [and the struggle against Chinese revi-

sionism in particular! — ed.] is denounced as a

manifestation of the ideology of Chinese revi-

sionism. Our denunciation of Chinese revision-
ism and Mao Zedong Thought and of its theory
of ‘two (or many) headquarters in the party’ is
not that it fights revisionism too hard, but that
it conciliates revisionism and is opposed to the
principled struggle against revisionism. The er-
rors and monstrous crimes of the Chinese revi-
sionists did not stem from fighting revisionism
too hard or from issuing too many public polem-
ics against Khrushchovite revisionism. The Chi-
nese revisionists did not fail to take a sound
Marxist-Leninist stand because they were too
busy waging a polemical struggle. On the con-
trary, the failure of the Chinese to wage a stern,
consistent, protracted struggle against the
Khrushchovite revisionists, including the open
polemical struggle, was and is one of the glar-
ing manifestations of their failure to base them-
selves on the sound, principled positions of
Marxism-Leninism. It was one of the manifes-
tations of their failure to defend the purity of
Marxism-Leninism. The theory of Mao Zedong
of the ‘many headquarters in the party’ was not
a theory to justify fighting too hatd against revi-

sionism, but a theory to justify a liberal, concil-

iationist, social-democratic and nonchalant

stand towards the defense of the purity of

Marxism-Leninism, the defense of the mono-

lithic unity of the party and the stern, unyield-

ing struggle against the modern revisionists.""

(p. S, Section 11l (c))

In your letters of December S, you replied to the
above passage from our letter of December 1 by de-
nying that the Chinese revisionists had a wavering,
conciliationist, reluctant stand vis-a-vis the Khrush-
chovites. You instead present the Chinese revision-
ists in effect as staunch fighters against the Khrush-
chovite revisionists, but from anti-Marxist-Leninist
positions. (Of course, it has to be remembered that
you regard the waging of the ideological and polemi-
cal struggle itself as an anti-Marxist-Leninist posi-
tion, as the ‘*Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle.”"")
You write: %

‘‘Look at how this worm poses the question:
how the fundamental problem with Chinese
revisionism and Mao Zedong Thought is ‘not
that it fights revisionism, but that it conciliates
with revisionism...." The fact of the matter
is that Chinese revisionism and its ideological
base, Mao Zédong Thought. and ‘its theory of
two (or many) headquarters in the Party’ is an
anti-Leninist and revisionist trend itself, while
this worm is accusing it of ‘conciliating with
revisionism and is opposed to the principled
struggle against revisionism.’ Chinese revi-
sionism and Mao Zedong Thought are a depar-
ture from Marxism-Leninism and between Chi-
nese revisionism and Mao Zedong Thought and
Marxism-Leninism there is an insurmountable
gulf. Chinese revisionism and Mao Zedong
Thought do fight against Soviet social-imiperial-
ism and the Khrushchovite revisionists, but
they do so on the basis of anti-Leninism and
revisionism and to serve their own pragmatic
ends. It is to safisfy your pragmatic ends that
you are creating this intellectualist hyperbole.™

(pp. 17-18, emphasis added)

Here you deny the many shameful facts about the
crimes of Chinese conciliationism and wavering
stands vis-a-vis the Khrushchovites, their repeated
attempts to reestablish unity with the Khrushchov-
ites, their opposition to ‘‘the principled struggle a-
gainst revisionism’’ and so forth. You deny all these
crimes of the Chinese revisionists by the Alexinsky
method of shouting this and that slogan against the
Chinese revisionists. But you shout these slogans
only to end up saying that Chinese revisionism does
allegedly fight the Khrushchovites, but *‘on the ba-
sis of anti-Leninism and revisionism and to serve
their own pragmatic ends.”’ You thus present the
Chinese revisionists as stern and implacable foes of
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the modern Soviet revisionists, but for their own
anti-Marxist-Leninist reasons. What a backhanded
compliment of the Chinese revisionists and Mao Ze-
dong Thought!

It is absolutely astonishing to us that you believe
thata stern and implacable struggle against Khrush-
chovite revisionism could be waged from anti-Marx-
ist-Leninist positions. Only the Marxist-Leninists
can wage a stern and consistent struggle against re-
visionism. As Comrade Enver Hoxha pointed out in
1966 at the Sth Congress of the PLA:

*'...there can be no middle road. ...if the fight
against revisionism is not inspired by ideologi-
cal motives, but only by certain economic and
political motives on a national chauvinist basis,
it is a mere bluff which is short-lived. Those
who uphold this line in their stand toward the
renegades from Marxism-Leninism are them-
selves in danger of slipping, sooner or later,
into the positions of the latter...." (Report to
the 5th Congress of the PLA, cited in the His-
tory of the PLA, Ch. VII, Sec. 2, pp. 603-04, em-
phasis added)

The Chinese revisionist stand against the Khrush-
chovite revisionists was *‘a mere bluff which is short-
lived."" They have today openly come out in full revi-
sionist positions and joined openly in the dance of
the inter-imperialist (and inter-revisionist) rivalries
and alliances.

But before we go on to various aspects of the actu-
al stand of the Chinese revisionists with respect to
the Khrushchovite revisionists, there are a few other
striking aspects of your passage that deserve com-
ment. For one thing, your passage that we have
quoted above is another backhanded defense of cen-
trism and conciliationism. You deny that the Chinese
revisionists had wavering, conciliationist, flabby
stands with respect to the Khrushchovite revisionists
on the basis that Chinese revisionism is anti-Marx-
ist-Leninist. But a conciliationist and wavering stand

towards the Khrushchovite revisionists is also anti-
Marxist-Leninist. Lenin fought not only the open so-
cial-chauvinists, but the Kautskyites, the so-called
““center,”" as well. *‘There can be no middle road."
But you first of all absolutize the concept of concilia-
tionism and shift the issue from whether the Chinese
revisionists took a conciliationist stand on the life
and death issue of struggle against the Khrushchov-
ite revisionists to whether ‘‘the fundamental prob-
lem with Chinese revisionism and Mao Zedong
Thought™* is CONCILIATIONISM, with a capital C,
capital O, capital N, etc. You then contrast concilia-
tionism to anti-Marxism-Leninism. You convert con-
ciliationism into some type of middle road that is at
least partially Marxist-Leninist, that does not have
an impassable gulf between itself and Marxism-Len-
inism, etc. You directly imply this, indeed you stress

this, by insisting that the fact that Chinese revision-
ism is anti-Marxist-Leninist and that between Chi-
nese revisionism and Marxism-Leninism there is an
“insurmountable gulf’’ means that Chinese revi-
sionism could not have taken a conciliationist stand.
This shows your utter confusion on the question of
conciliationism and centrism, a confusion which is
also manifested in your opposition to our struggle a-
gainst conciliationism in the struggle against social-
chauvinism in the U.S.

It should also be noted that you are accusing us of

not holding that Chinese revisionism is anti-Marxist-
Leninist simply to create a smoke screen and a diver-
sion. This is part of your Alexinsky methods. You are
perfectly aware that our Party unanimously holds
that **‘Mao Zedong and Mao Zedong Thought Are
Anti-Marxist-Leninist and Revisionist.”” The NC of
the COUSML already came to this conclusion in Feb-
ruary 1979. At an internal conference held in March
1979 and attended by every comrade working under
the discipline of the COUSML, this stand was thor-
oughly discussed and unanimously endorsed. In-
deed, you saw this yourself, as at our invitation you
sent a delegation (one comrade) to observe this con-
ference. This resolute stand of ours was published in
The Workers' Advocate of March 1979. And this
stand has been further elaborated in a number of ar-
ticles in The Workers' Advocate since then. But in-
stead of dealing with the serious questions of analy-
sis concerning Chinese revisionism, you prefer to
use the Alexinsky method of shouting that our Party
is allegedly soft on Mao Zedong Thought. What ugly
methods you are using! And what disgusting hypoc-
risy! For the fact is that not only are you opposing
our struggle against Chinese revisionism, but your
press has fallen quite silent on the burning questions
of analysis concerning Mao Zedong Thought and
Chinese revisionism since the beginning of 1979. It
is one thing to shout slogans denouncing *‘two-line
struggle’ as Maoism and quite another to repudiate
Chinese revisionism and Mao Zedong Thought. Be-
hind your slogans, it is often hard to tell your actual
position. For instance, at the time of the internation-
alist rally for the 6th Consultative Conference of the
CPC(M-L), you questioned us concerning our stand
on Mao Zedong and Mao Zedong Thought. The
Workers™ Advocate of March 1979 had just appear-
ed. The report from our delegation includes the fol-
lowing:

“We did a background interview for PCDN on

Mao Tsetung and Mao Tsetung Thought. The
Party [the leadership of CPC(M-L) — ed.] was
concerned because we have spoken on Mao
Tsetung and they have not. Their view is that
Mao Tsetung Thought is the official ideology
of the Communist Party of China and they
speak to this and do not give analysis of the in-
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dividual yet, nor his relationship to Mao Tse-

tung Thought."

And since that time you have not gone deeply into
these questions either in discussions with us or in
your press. But all these questions are covered up by
your Alexinsky-like shouts about Maoism, which you
had already started back then.

But now let us return to the question of the stand
of the Chinese revisionists in the struggle against
Khrushchovite revisionism. We shall see that your
assertion that the Chinese revisionists did not waver
and vacillate and take a conciliationist stand but in-
stead allegedly did fight, albeit from anti-Marxist-
Leninist positions, flies in the face of history. For
history confirms the Marxist-Leninist teachings that
a struggle against revisionism that is not inspired by
sound ideological motives is ‘‘a mere bluff which is
short-lived."’

To begin with, the Chinese leadership did not
even want to start the polemical struggle against the
Khrushchovite revisionists at all. It was the Party of
Labor of Albania that began this struggle and bore
the burden of it for some time. The Letter of July 29,
1978 of the CC of the PLA and the government of Al-
bania documents the conciliationist stand of the Chi-
nese leadership. It points out:

*‘The Bucharest Meeting and, later, the Con-
ference of the 81 Communist and Workers’
Parties in Moscow [of 1960 — ed.] marked the
final split between the Marxist-Leninists and
Khrushchovite revisionists, and the beginning
of the open polemics between them. Whereas
our Party initiated and carried on the fight a-
gainst Khrushchovite revisionism with consis-
tency and resolve, the Chinese leadership wa-
vered and failed to adopt clear-cut anti-Khrush-
chovite stands. In the initial stage of the fierce
polemics between the Party of Labor of Albania
and the Khrushchovite revisionists, China was
in agreement with Albania, but this only on the
surface, because, in reality, as was proved lat-
er, it was seeking a reconciliation with the So-
viets and the extinction of polemics with
them.'' (p. 25, emphasis added)

“‘In this manner, when the reconciliation and
agreement with the Soviet revisionists, so ar-
dently sought by the Chinese leadership, did
not materialize, only then [late 1963 — ed.] the
Communist Party of China effectively entered
the road of anti-Khrushchovism and agreed to
the determined, consistent and principled
struggle of the Party of Labor of Albania. This
could not fail to rejoice the Party of Labor of
Albania and the Albanian people who, single-
handed, were for almost three years then facing
up to the open frenzied attacks of Khrushchov

and entire modern revisionism.™’ (p. 27, em-

phasis added)

But the Chinese immediately began to vacillate
again, in 1964. In April 1964 they sent Khrushchov a
telegram of congratulations on his birthday. Later in
1964 the Chinese leadership began bringing up the
question of territorial claims on the Soviet Union.
Raising this question did not mean that the Chinese
leadership was going to continue the struggle a-
gainst Khrushchovite revisionism, albeit from chau-
vinist and nationalist positions, as would follow from
your view that the Chinese leadership fought al-
though from anti-Leninist positions. On the contrary,
having raised this, the Chinese leadership continued
its vacillations, maneuvered towards the Titoites
and the Romanians, put forward the stand of ‘‘the
revisionists take the first step, we take the second,"
tried very hard for reconciliation with the modern So-
viet revisionists on the occasion of the downfall of
Khrushchov later in 1964, and so forth.

This stand of the Chinese leadership is document-
ed in great detail in Reflections on China. Below we
quote one of many passages showing that the Chi-
nese leadership did not want to start the polemical
struggle against the Khrushchovite revisionists.

*‘In this document [*‘On the Ten Major Rela-

tionships,’” April 1956 — ed.] Mao took the ini-

tiative, which might have been coordinated
with the Khrushchovites, as it was in fact.

Khrushchov had informed Mao of his revision-

istideas and about the actions he was to under-

take. Mao was in agreement with Khrushchov,

a thing which he stated publicly at the Moscow

Meeting of 1957, where he praised Khrush-

chov, attacked Stalin, and approved Khrush-

chov's liquidation of the ‘anti-party group of

Molotov and company.’ And in this way Mao

assisted Khrushchov. ... The 8th Congress of

the Communist Party of China was in tune with
the Khrushchovites....

‘*‘Mao’s aim was to help not Khrushchov, but
himself, so that China would become the main
leader of the communist world and Mao would
replace Stalin, whom they thought they had
buried. Mao acted quickly to take hegemony.

““Khrushchov for his part wanted to bring
Mao Tsetung into line, and under his direction,
meanwhile, however, the Party of Labor of
Albania intervened by defending Marxism-Len-
inism and the Communist Party of China. The
fire of the polemic was kindled at Bucharest
and the Party of Labor of Albania continued it
‘with a volley of machine-gun fire' at the Meet-
ing of 81 Parties in Moscow. Mao was for put-
ting out this great fire, was opposed to the po-
lemic. He wanted meetings, wanted social-
democratic agreements because he himself was
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a social-democrat, an opportunist, a revisionist.
But Mao could not extinguish the fire or the
polemic, and seeing that he was unable to es-
tablish his hegemony, he changed his stand.
Mao took a somewhat ‘better’ anti-Soviet
stard, and here he appeared to be in accord
with us who were fighting Khrushchovite revi-
sionism consistently. But even at this time he
had hopes of rapprochement with the Khrush-
chovite revisionists. Efforts were made to this
end by the Chinese leaders, but we opposed
them.

**When Khrushchov fell, Mao's hopes re-
vived. ... This was a fiasco for Mao Tsetung.
Then, from the strategy of the fight on the two
flanks he turned towards the United States of
America.’’ (Reflections on China, Vol. 11, from
near the start of the entry for December 28,
1976, emphasis as in the original)

The Chinese leadership was reluctant to begin the
struggle and constantly wavered. Even when they
joined the struggle, they continued to waver. They
brought forth and acted upon a number of stands
directed against this struggle. For example:

— Their theory of ‘‘the revisionists take the first
step, we take the second.”’ This was a theory to tone
down and stop altogether the struggle against the
Khrushchovite revisionists.

— Their theory of the *‘anti-imperialist united front
including even the Khrushchovite revisionists."’

— Their attempts to reconcile after the downfall of
Khrushchov.

— Their maneuvers with and alliances with all sorts
of other revisionists allegedly ‘‘against’’ the Soviet
revisionists. These revisionists included the Titoites,
the Romanians, the Italian revisionists and so forth.
Naturally this was also a theory of stopping the prin-
cipled polemic against modern revisionism.

— Their removing of any ideological content from
the struggle against the modern Soviet revisionists.
— Their silence about Nixon's trip to Moscow of
1972;

— China's disdainful and hostile attitude towards
the new Marxist-Leninist parties that were born in
the struggle against Khrushchovite revisionism.

— Even today, the Chinese leadership may, if it
suits their pragmatic interests, reverse their alli-
ances and ally with the Soviet social-imperialists
against the U.S. imperialists. Or, the Chinese revi-
sionist leadership may take up a position similar to
that of the Titoites and openly pelt both U.S. impe-
rialism and Soviet social-imperialism with flowers
and conciliationist rhetoric with only the flimsiest
pretext of ‘‘opposition’’ to this or that policy.

All these stands of the Chinese revisionists are
documented in great detail in Reflections on China.
They prove that the Chinese revisionists did not fight

the Khrushchovites too hard or put too much stress
on the ideological and polemical struggle. On the
contrary, the Chinese were forever seeking to extin-
guish the great polemic against modern revisionism.

You are denying the facts about Chinese concilia-
tionism and wavering stands in the struggle against
Khrushchovite revisionism in order to present the
Chinese revisionist stand as one of exaggeration of
the struggle against opportunism, which you call
waging ‘‘two-line struggle."’ In fact, the Chinese re-
visionist theories of ‘‘two (or more) lines in the par-
ty,”’ *‘two (or more) headquarters in the party’" or
of the ‘‘proletarian and bourgeois staffs'’ in the par-
ty are all theories of factionalism, theories to justify
the eternal existence of factions and hence to deny
the Leninist teachings on the party of the new type,
to convert the party into a social-democratic con-
glomerate, and to put a good face on factional strife.
These theories are part of the various liberal, social-
democratic, factionalist and anarchist theories of
Mao Zedong Thought on the organization (or disor-
ganization) and role of the party. The basic idea of
these theories is that of the existence of different
lines, factions or classes in the party. They are not
theories of struggle against revisionism, but liberal,
opportunist, social-democratic theories against the
struggle against opportunism.

In promoting factionalism, the Chinese revision-
ists naturally at various times also promoted faction-
al strife. Mao Zedong Thought is rife with theories to
justify factional and anarchist methods of inner-par-
ty struggle. The Chinese revisionists presented
these theories as ‘‘two-line struggle’’ in order to
give them an anti-revisionist cover, just as the Chi-
nese revisionists and especially the ultra-revisionists
also present fascist suppression as allegedly the true
interpretation of the Marxist-Leninist teachings on
the monolithic nature of the party. But the examina-
tion of the Chinese stand in the struggle against
Khrushchovite revisionism, or of the course of the
so-called ‘‘Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution,"
or of the results of the application of the factional
and anarchist methods elsewhere in the world, all
prove that these theories are in essence theories of
leniency and conciliation towards the revisionists
and opportunists and of disruption of the ranks of the
Marxist-Leninists. It is these theories that were the
ideological basis for such acts as Mao's reinstate-
ment of the ultra-revisionist, fascist Deng Xiaoping
to power after his exposure and disgrace in the
“GRERLS

Our Party and its predecessors, from the forma-
tion of the ACWM(M-L) in May 1969 to the present,
have been built as disciplined fighting organizations
with a monolithic unity and a single Marxist-Leninist
line. We demanded not just formal adherence to the
positions of the Party, but participation in making
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decisions, resolute implementation of the decisions,
and vigorous participation in the revolutionary strug-
gle. In mid-1974, as part of the successful conclusion
of our struggle against the anarcho-syndicalist influ-
ence in the COUSML, our Party repudiated anarchist
and factionalist methods of waging the inner-party
struggle. Our Party repudiated the anarchist organi-
zational practices promoted by the anarcho-syndical-
ist influence and codified our organizational struc-
ture in a fundamental organizational document. In
the struggle against Chinese revisionism our Party
has right from the start brought to the fore the ques-
tion of the party concept and the role and organiza-
tion of the party. In our document of March 1979 en-
titled **Mao Tsetung and Mao Tsetung Thought Are
Anti-Marxist-Leninist and Revisionist,”’ we repudi-
ated Mao's theory of ‘‘many headquarters in the
party"" in the section of **The Leading Role and the
Organization of the Party."” We wrote:

**Mao Tsetung's factionalism was especially
revealed in his theory of the existence of two
headquarters in the party, with representatives
of these headquarters existing in every body
from the central committee and political bu-
reau, right down to every organization at the
base. This is a theory of unbridled factionalism
and of destroying the party’s monolithic unity.

It presents itself as a theory to fight revision-

ism, but actually it is a theory to coexist with

revisionism.”’

You call our views on this question, as on others,
“*peculiar.”” But in fact the key documents in the
struggle against Chinese revisionism from the Party
of Labor of Albania also denounce the Chinese revi-
sionist theories of ‘‘two lines’’ or ‘‘two headquar-
ters '’ in the party as factionalism and not as an exag-
geration of the ideological and polemical struggle or
of the struggle against revisionism. Indeed, these
documents call for the broadening and deepening of
the ideological and polemical struggle against mod-
ern revisionism. And these documents do not de-
nounce the inner-party class struggle, but instead
distinguish between the principled inner-party
struggle and the unprincipled inner-party factional
strife advocated and practiced by the Chinese revi-
sionists. In brief, these documents give a diametri-
cally opposite view of what the Chinese revisionist
theory is than do your preachings about the two-
line struggle. We shall now quote some of the key
passages from these documents on this question.

Let us begin by examining Comrade Enver Hox-
ha's Report to the 7th Congress of the PLA. Al-
though, because of the year in which it was written,
this document could not denounce Mao Zedong
Thought by name, it nevertheless opposes many of
the basic theses of Mao Zedong Thought. On the
question of several lines in the party, Comrade En-

ver Hoxha states:

“‘Our Party has not allowed and will never allow

the existence of factions within its ranks. It has

had and has one line only, the Marxist-Leninist
line, which it has loyally defended and resolute-

ly implemented."" (Ch. III, Sec. 1, p. 80)

But Comrade Enver Hoxha refuses to counterpose
the monolithic unity of the party to the vigorous in-
ternal life of the party or even to ‘‘the struggle of op-
posites in the ranks of the Party.”” He incisively
points out that the monolithic unity of the party is a
““unity of action, a unity of revolutionaries.”” He
writes:

““The unity of the Party is a militant unity, a
unity of action, a unity of revolutionaries. The
active life of our Party cannot tolerate the exist-
ence of such basic organizations with only for-
mal unity, wherg an atmosphere of ‘peace and
quiet’ and a life of ease prevail, where all are
in agreement at meetings but fail to mobilize
themselves to carry out the tasks outside and
remain unconcerned about this. The genuine
and durable unity of the Party of the working
class and of each of its organizations is preserv-
ed and strengtﬁened constantly only through
the struggle of opposites in the ranks of the
Party, through debate, principled criticism and
self-criticism, by implementing the line of the
Party, its decisions and directives, its proletar-
ian principles and norms, to the letter. (Ch. 111,
Sec. 1, p. 81)

Comrade Hoxha also refuses to confuse factionalism
with the struggle between the two roads, and he
writes:

““The construction of socialism is a process of
stern class struggle between the two roads, the
socialist road and the capitalist road, a struggle
waged on all fronts, political and economic,
ideological and military.”” (Ch. IV, Sec. 1,
p- 108)

Furthermore, instead of counterposing the monolith-
ic unity of the party to the ideological and polemical
struggle, Comrade Enver Hoxha stresses the ideo-
logical struggle, includes an entire chapter of the
Report, Chapter 1V, entitled “‘The Struggle of the
Party on the Ideological Front,”" and also calls for
the ‘‘continuation and extension’’ of the ideological
struggle against modern revisionism and ‘‘the deep-
ening of that great polemic."’ (p. 226)

Now let us examine the Scientific Sessions held in
Albania in October 1978. Comrade Agim Popa de-
nounced the Chinese revisionist theories on several
lines in the party as follows:

‘“The Marxist-Leninist parties in various coun-

tries have successfully waged a resolute strug-

gle to safeguard the sound ideological, political
and organizational unity of their ranks, against
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factionalism and splits. They reject those anti-

Marxist preachings and practices which justify

the existence of two or more lines in the party,

and defend, in theory and practice, the view
that the party has only one line, the revolution-
ary line, based on Marxism-Leninism, because
only this line leads the proletariat to its trium-
phant revolution.”" (‘‘The Marxist-Leninist

Parties — The Leading Force of the Revolution-

ary Movement Today,”’ Problems of Current

World Development, p. 84)

Comrade Agim Popa then goes on to describe the
vigorous internal life of the party, including, within
the possibilities allowed by the concrete situations
facing the Marxist-Leninist parties, that the parties
“"have fought and continue to fight for the most ef-
fective implementation of democracy in the party
...."" (emphasis as in the original) And we have al-
ready, in Section X, quoted extensively from these
Scientific Sessions to show that they stood for the
continuation and deepening of the struggle against
all trends of revisionism.

Comrade Enver Hoxha's brilliant work Imperial-
ism and the Revolution also dealt with the question
of Mao's theories of several lines in the party. Com-
rade Hoxha wrote:

*‘There has been and there is no true Marx-
ist-Leninist unity of thought and action in the
Communist Party of China. The strife among
tactions, which has existed since the founding
of the Communist Party of China, has meant
that a correct Marxist-Leninist line has not been
laid down in this party, and it has not been
guided by Marxist-Leninist thought. The vari-
ous tendencies which manifested themselves
among the main leaders of the party were at
times leftist, at times right opportunist, some-
times centrist, and going as far as openly anar-
chist, chauvinist and racist views. ... Mao Tse-
tung himself has advocated the need for the
existence of ‘two lines’ in the party. According
to him, the existence and struggle between two
lines is something natural, is a manifestation of
the unity of the opposites, is a flexible policy
which unites in itself both loyalty to principles
and compromise. ‘Thus,’ he writes, ‘we have
two hands to deal with a comrade who has made
mistakes: one hand to struggle with him and
the other to unite with him. The aim of this
struggle is to uphold the principles of Marx-
ism, which means being principled; that is one
aspect of the problem. The other aspect is to
unite with him. The aim of unity is to offer him
a way out, to reach a compromise with him.’

“‘These views are diametrically opposed to
the Leninist teachings on the communist party
as an organized vanguard detachment which

must have a single line and steel unity of
thought and action.

““The class struggle in the ranks of the party,
as a reflection of the class struggle going on
outside the party, has nothing in common with
Mao Tsetung's concepts on the ‘two lines in the
party.” The party is not an arena of classes and
the struggle between antagonistic classes, it is
not a gathering of people with contradictory
aims. The genuine Marxist-Leninist party is the
party of the working class only and bases itself
on the interests of this class. This is the decisive
factor for the triumph of the revolution and the
construction of socialism. Defending the Lenin-
ist principles on the party, which do not permit
the existence of many lines, of opposing trends
in the communist party, J.V. Stalin empha-
sized:

*...the communist party is the monolithic

party of the proletariat, and not a party of a

bloc of elements of different classes.’

"*Mao Tsetung, however, conceives the party
as a union of classes with contradictory inter-
ests, as an organization in which two forces, the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie, the ‘proletarian
staff’ and the ‘bourgeois staff,” which must
have their representatives from the grassroots
to the highest leading organs of the party, con-
front and struggle against each other. Thus, in
1956, he sought the election of the leaders of
right and left factions to the Central Commit-
tee, presenting to this end, arguments as naive
as they were ridiculous. ... While renouncing
principled struggle in the ranks of the party,
Mao Tsetung played the game of factions,
sought compromise with some of them to coun-
ter some others and thus consolidate his own
positions."’ (Book form, pp. 399-401; or Prole-
tarian Internationalism, Vol. 1, No. 2, p. 109,
col. 1-2)

We have given the above quotation at some length in
order to present Comrade Hoxha's idea in its full
context and to collect here all the key passages on
this question. Comrade Hoxha here repeatedly de-
nounces Mao’s concepts on *‘two lines in the party.”’
In this passage and in Imperialism and the Revolu-
tion in general Comrade Enver Hoxha does not even
use the formula ‘‘two-line struggle'” in denouncing
Mao Zedong Thought, although he does refer to
Mao’s views on ‘‘the existence and struggle between
two lines' inside the party. Thus in this passage
Comrade Hoxha brings up the question of **struggle
between two lines'’ solely with reference to the fact
that the formula of struggle between opposing lines
in the party implies the existence of several lines in
the party. Comrade Hoxha defends the inner-party
struggle and denounces Mao for ‘‘renouncing prin-
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cipled struggle in the ranks of the party’’ and instead
playing the game of factions. And clearly Comrade
Hoxha does not denounce Mao's theories of the ex-
istence of several lines in the party as exaggerating

. the ideological and polemical struggle. On the con-

trary, the book Imperialism and the Revolution itself
is a brilliant example of intensifying and deepening
the ideological and polemical struggle against revi-
sionism.

In Comrade Enver Hoxha's monumental work Re-
flections on China there are also many revealing pas-
sages on the question of several lines inside the par-
ty. We shall quote a few of them. The entry of April
28, 1967 has the following striking passage on the
liberalism and social-democratic opportunism in the
coexistence of the different lines inside the party.
Comrade Hoxha wrote:

‘‘As I see it (and maybe 1 am wrong, because
we are still in the dark about many internal
facts of their party), the Chinese comrades have
a pronounced dose of liberalism and opportun-
ism in their activities. Naturally, this is very
harmful. These tendencies cannot be either
new or accidental. The fact that for seventeen
years two lines have been observed in their par-
ty and have co-existed without a great deal of
friction between them (recently, it has been al-
leged that there was friction, although they
seem so adjusted to each other, that they ap-
pear to be a single whole), proves the social-
democratic opportunism in their line.”’

*“The fact is that the Communist Party of Chi-
na has gone on for tens of years on end tolerat-
ing two lines in its ranks. If it proceeds from the
principle that two active lines are necessary in
the party, then the party cannot be a Marxist-
Leninist party. Even within the party a class
struggle must be waged, indeed a stern strug-
gle, to totally liquidate the anti-party, anti-
Marxist faction as quickly as possible. We have
not seen such a struggle in the Communist
Party of China, even when some leaders (who
have not been alone) have been condemned as
factionalists. On the contrary, they have re-
mained not only in the party, but even in the
main leadership.

‘‘Even now,...we see that same sort of dilet-
tantism, soft-heartedness, slowness to act and
liberalism towards anti-party elements opposed
to the working class.”” (The above two quota-
tions are from the Proletarian Internationalism
edition, Part A, p. 98, col. 1-2, emphasis as
in the original.)

The entry of January 22, 1976 also deals with this
question. Comrade Hoxha points out that deviations
and factions appeared in ‘‘the party of Lenin, too,”

but that Lenin acted against them ‘‘with clear Marx-
ist ideology and an iron hand.’’ Comrade Hoxha
characterizes Mao’s factionalism not with the ‘‘two-
line struggle’” formula but with Mao’s quotation
about a ‘‘hundred flowers.”’ Mao’s coexistence of
factions is thus contrasted to Lenin’s struggle on the
ideological and organizational fronts against all de-
viations and factions. Comrade Hoxha writes:

*“We see that until Mao came to the leader-
ship of the party, deviations and factions like
those of Li Li-san, Wang Ming, etc., etc., ap-
peared in its organization, ideology and prac-
tice. Of course, such things occurred in the par-
ty of Lenin, too, the enemies attacked the Bol-
shevik Party from within and from without; but
Lenin acted against them with clear Marxist
ideology and an iron hand; he tempered the
party and gave it the immortal norms which
guide and will always guide the genuine Marx-
ist-Leninist parties and the revolution in the
world correctly.

‘I believe that when Mao came to power he
established some sort of order, created and led
the army and the war, but in the organization of
the party andyits stands, neither the Leninist
basic principles nor the Leninist norms were
properly established.”’

‘“This party [the Communist Party of China
— ed.] grew up with factions and continued
with factions, both leftist and rightist.”’

“‘Its own leadership says that there are two
lines in the Communist Party of China. It ac-
cepts their existence and, it seems to me,
makes it a condition for the existence of the par-
ty, and calls it the class struggle in the party.
However, I think that there are not just two
lines in this party, but many lines which are
clashing with one another for power. The party
is chaotic and does not wage a class struggle on
sound Marxist-Leninist revolutionary princi-
ples, or. to put it better, the party does not
wage the class struggle at all, but a struggle of
clans goes on within it. The clans are in the par-
ty and the state, at the base and in the leader-
ship. All the supporters of factionists, who have
allegedly been condemned, can be found within
the party and are operating. All this develop-
ment has been and is being carried out in the
name of Mao, who is being made a taboo, his
quotations are learned, but each faction is go-
ing about its.own business on the quiet. Mao
himself permits the ‘two flowers,’ if not ‘a hun-
dred flowers.’ ‘Let there be two or three fac-
tions and let them co-exist,’ he says, ‘then we
shall make a revolution each seven years and
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shall see who will triumph. If the rightists win,

the leftists will rise and overthrow them.' This

is ‘the brilliant theory of Mao'!!"" (Proletarian

Internationalism edition, Part C, p. 55, col.

2, and p. 56, col. 2, emphasis as in the original)

In various entries Comrade Hoxha denounced
Mao as a centrist for coexisting with the various fac-
tions. Thus Comrade Hoxha wrote:

‘‘Mao has always been a centrist, an onlook-
er, a Marxist-Leninist @ /'eau de rose (rose-
watered), as the French say.’’ (entry of August
17, 1976, Proletarian Internationalism edition,
Parlt C, p. 72, col. 2, emphasis as in the orig-
inal)

‘*‘Mao Tsetung spoke with revoluti(gnary
catchwords about the ‘revolution,’ the ‘class
struggle’ and other questions of principle, but
in practice he was a liberal, a dreamer, a cen-
trist in the direction of the manipulation and
balancing of the various currents which existed
and intrigued within the Communist Party of
China and the Chinese state. With such char-
acteristics, Mao Tsetung was easily influenced
by one or the other current; sometimes support-
ed the one, sometimes the other.”’ (entry of
October 12, 1976, Proletarian Internationalism
edition, Part C, p. 76, col. 2)

‘‘He [Mao — ed.] wrote a good deal about the
class struggle, about contradictions, etc., but
the class struggle in China, in practice especial-
ly, has not been waged sternly and consistently.
In this direction, too, Mao proved to be a liberal
and a moderate. He permitted rightist revision-
ist elements to take power and to establish deep
roots in the party, the state and everywhere.
Mao coexisted with them, simply looked on,
and frequently approved them. In the end, he
overthrew some leaders of these currents but
left their base untouched. His authority, creat-
ed during the war and after the victory, brought
about that the factions ‘were defeated,’ but the
problem was only partly solved and the liberal,
moderating situation always continued. Mao
Tsetung was a centrist, he kept people of vari-
ous currents close to him, people who called
themselves Marxists but who were not Marxists
and who fought on their own line under the um-
brella of Mao Tsetung. When they upset the
balance, Mao Tsetung intervened and ‘put
things in order.’

“There was instability in the thoughts and
actions of Mao and I think that his interpreta-
tion and application of Marxism was done rath-
er in the way the fancy took him.”’ ({bid., em-
phasis as in the original)

For the sake of completeness, we note that the
question of Mao's theory of several lines in the party
is also dealt with in Comrade Ndreci Plasari’s article
in the issue #1 of 1978 of Albania Zioday. This article
defends the principled inner-party struggle and is
entitled *‘The Class Struggle Within the Party — a
Guarantee that the Party Will Always Remain a Rev-
olutionary Party of the Working Class.’’ This article
points out that the class struggle inside the party ‘‘is
not necessarily a struggle between two opposing
lines’’ (p. 13) because the party should be vigilant to
prevent the crystallization of the negative phenome-
na into factional trends and revisionist lines. Thus
the article opposes the formula of the ‘‘struggle of
lines’’ inside the party solely from the point of view
that this formula implies the existence of more than
one line in the party. But the party should be vigilant
and the inner-party struggle should aim to prevent
the existence of factions and lines. The article states
that *‘...objectively, there is a great and continuing
danger of the creation of factional trends and anti-
Marxist opposition lines in the ranks of the party of
the working class. At the same time,...the emer-
gence and crystallization of these trends and lines is
not decreed by fate to be inevitable.”’” (p. 13) Such a
thing ‘‘emerges and develops only in certain condi-
tions,’’ for example, ‘‘when the party of the working
class does not wage a correct, determined and con-
sistent class struggle within its ranks all the time.”’
If such a thing should occur, the party should not
tolerate the existence of the factions and opposing
lines in the slightest.

Thus the article does not identify ‘‘two-line strug-
gle’’ in the party as ideological struggle. On the con-
trary. Not only does the article defend the inner-par-
ty struggle and go into great detail into how it should
be waged, but it stresses the role of the ideological
struggle. It does not counterpose ideological and or-
ganizational measures, but defines the relationship
between them. Among the passages on this question
are the following:

**The class struggle within the party is, in the
first place, an ideological struggle for the Marx-
ist-Leninist purity of its theory, of its general
line, and of the communists themselves.

‘“‘But it is also a political struggle. The fight
against traitors and hostile activity in the party
ranks cannot be confined to the ideological
field alone. ...

**...this struggle is correct and complete only
when it is waged as a combined ideological and
political struggle, and is accompanied with the
appropriate organizational measures.

**Only through such a struggle can the party
work out, preserve and apply a correct Marxist-
Leninist line...."”" (pp. 10-11)
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““There is not doubt that, the struggle against
anti-party elements, groups and views, like the
entire class struggle within the party, is an ide-
ological struggle in the first place. Through this
struggle, which has continued even after the
smashing of one or the other group, their
anti-Marxist views have been exposed and re-
futed, and profound convictions have been cre-
ated among the communists and working peo-
ple about the hostile character of these views
which have led the traitors into activity against
the party and the socialist order. But the ideo-
logical struggle never fully achieves its purpose
if it is not accompanied with organizational and
political measures.”’ (p. 14)

Furthermore, the article is careful to sharply dis-
tinguish between the struggle between the two
roads, “‘between the socialist road and the capitalist
road of development, which includes the struggle
between the proletarian ideology and the revisionist
ideology’’ (p. 13) and the struggle between opposing
lines in the party.

These quotations that we have cited above give an
excellent exposition of the Marxist-Leninist critique
of Mao's theories of several lines or headquarters in-
side the party. They show that our views are not
“‘peculiar”’ at all. On the contrary, it is you who vul-
garize the issue to the extreme in order to convert
the denunciation of Mao’s theories of factionalism
into a denunciation of the ideological and polemical
struggle as allegedly being ‘‘the Maoist theory of
‘two-line struggle.’’’ You direct attention away from
the issue that the theories of several lines in the par-

ty are liberal, opportunist and social-democratic -

theories of factionalism and of opposition to the Len-
inist conception of the party of the new type, and in-
stead convert the denunciation of factionalism inside
the party into a denunciation of the struggle of the
party against revisionism and opportunism. This
amounts in essence to identifying factionalism with
the struggle against revisionism and opportunism.
Thus you denounce the movement against social-
chauvinism in the U.S. as allegedly a manifestation
of ‘‘the Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle.””” And
you denounce the Leninist slogan *‘Build the Marx-
ist-Leninist Party Without the Social-Chauvinists
and Against the Social-Chauvinists’’ as allegedly
“‘the Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle.’’’ By de-
nouncing the “‘without and against’ slogan, you
prove that your shouting and raving against ‘‘two-
line struggle’’ has nothing in common with the
Marxist-Leninist critique of the Chinese revisionist
theories of many lines or headquarters in the party.
For the “‘without and against’’ slogan is a Leninist
slogan which is particularly designed to oppose all
the social-democratic theories of the coexistence of
opportunism and Marxism-Leninism in one party.

It is a powerful slogan that stresses the need for a
party that is both monolithic, a party without social-
chauvinists and other opportunists, and that actively
fights against the social-chauvinists and other oppor-
tunists. It is a dialectical slogan that doesn’t counter-
pose organizational measures (building the party
without the social-chauvinists) to ideological and po-
litical measures (building the party against the so-
cial-chauvinists), but instead calls for a complete
struggle, a struggle waged on all fronts.

As we have pointed out earlier in this section, you
use quite discreditable means to defend your tirades
against ‘‘two-line struggle.” Instead of elaborating
your views, you resort to demagogy. This is a sign of
the weakness of your position. Here we wish to take
up another example of your methods. Thus, for ex-
ample, you write in your letters of December 3

*“*Qur [the leadership of CPC(M-L)'s — ed.]

denunciation of Joseph Green and his intellec-

tualist hyperbole;including his theory of *‘two

(or many) headquarters in the Marxist-Leninist

Movement in the U.S.”’...""" (p. 18)

Thus you attribute to us a theory of *‘two (or many)
headquarters in the Marxist-Leninist Movement in
the U.S.”’ But this is just another one of your lies.
We have never used such a formulation. You think
that it is cute to accuse us of having a theory of “‘two
(or many) headquarters in the Marxist-Leninist
Movement in the U.S.” in order to mock at our de-
nunciation of Mao’s theory of “‘two (or many) head-
quarters in the party.”” You do this to create confu-
sion. We have denounced ‘‘two (or many) headquar-
ters in the party’’ so you try to mix everything up by
attributing to us the formulation “‘two (or many)
headquarters in the Marxist-Leninist Movement in
the U.S.”” What unprincipled methods you are us-
ing.

But when you mock at our denunciation of Mao’s
theory of ‘‘two (or many) headquarters in the par-
ty,”’ you are mocking at the struggle against Mao’s
theories of several lines or headquarters in the party
in particular and at the struggle against Chinese re-
visionism in general. Our Party, as we pointed out
earlier in this section and as we described to you in
our discussions, has resolutely condemned Mao’s
idea of several lines or headquarters in the party. In
the struggle against Chinese revisionism and in the
movement against social-chauvinism, we have
placed the question of the party concept in the fore-
front. We have used the formulation *‘two (or more)
headquarters in the party’” as a clear characteriza-
tion of Mao's theory of several lines in the party.
This is a vivid, expressive slogan which brings to the
fore the question of Mao’s factionalism and opposi-

tion to the monolithic unity of the party.

At this point,'we shall make a few comments about
the formulation of *‘two-line struggle in the party.”
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We are opposed to defining the class struggle inside
the party as *'two-line struggle'’ because one of the
key aims of the inner-party struggle is to prevent the
crystallization of a second line in the party. The for-
mulation ‘‘two-line struggle'’ implies the existence
of more than one line in the party. Beyond this, we
are also continuing our theoretical examination of
this term. It appears that formulations about the
struggle of opposing lines can more or less appropri-
ately describe certain situations that have arisen in-
side certain parties at certain times. Presumably this
is why Comrade Plasari, in his article in Al/bania To-
day that we have cited above, says that the class
struggle inside the party *‘is not necessarily a strug-
gle between two opposing lines,’" i.e., it might be
such a struggle under certain circumstances, name-
ly, if the factions or revisionist lines succeed in crys-
tallizing. As well, the struggle between lines might
be more or less appropriately used to describe cer-
tain struggles between revisionism and opportunism
outside the party. It does not appear that terms like
““two-line struggle’’ and struggle between opposing
lines can be condemned without qualification as you
have done.

Indeed, the Chinese revisionists used the term
‘‘two-line struggle’’ precisely in order to give an ap-
parently militant and anti-revisionist appearance to
their liberal, conciliationist and social-democratic
practice. The Chinese revisionists tried to cover up
their theories of liberal coexistence with opportun-
ism and of factionalism and to give them a thin red
coat. It is the task of the repudiation of Chinese revi-
sionism to tear away this deception by the Chinese
revisionists. But you fall for it lock, stock and barrel
when you identify ‘‘the Maoist theory of ‘two-line
struggle’ "’ with ideological and polemical struggle
and with the struggle against opportunism in gener-
al. This goes to the extent that in your letters of De-
cember 5 you deny the truth about the wavering,
hesitant and conciliationist stand of the Chinese revi-
sionists towards the Khrushchovite revisionists, as
we have pointed out earlier in this section. You make
great play with the phrase ‘‘two-line struggle’” be-
cause with this phrase you try to equate the Chinese
revisionist position with ideological and polemical
struggle, something which is not so easy to do if one
characterizes Mao's theories on this question as
“‘two lines in the party'’ or of ‘‘two (or more) head-
quarters in the party.”” A most natural meaning of
“‘two-line struggle'’ would be to denote a fight to
eliminate the wrong line. However this is not what
Mao meant by it. Indeed such a thing would not be in
accord with Mao's idealist and metaphysical ‘‘dia-
lectics.”” According to Mao, the opposites in struggle
in a contradiction never lead to a qualitative trans-
formation of the entity as a whole, but simply keep
changing position with each other eternally. Thus for

him *‘struggle between opposing lines in the party”
was simply a way of describing an eternal balancing
of one faction against another, with which faction is
dominant and which subordinate capable of chang-
ing, but with the existence of factions eternal. Thus
in the light of Mao's philosophy, as well as of his
practice, it is clear that *‘two-line struggle' is used
by him as the militant-sounding cover for his theo-
ries of the necessary and eternal existence of fac-
tions. But you denounce Mao's theories of several
lines in the party as theories of the exaggeration of
the struggle against revisionism and opportunism
and not as theories opposed to the struggle against
revisionism and opportunism.

Finally, we shall conclude this section with some
references from the Marxist-Leninist classics that go
against vulgarized conceptions about what Mao's
theory of *‘several lines in the party’’ is and against
vulgarized views about “‘two-line struggle.”” These
quotations show that the struggle of the Marxist-
Leninist trend versus all the revisionist and oppor-
tunist trends is not a principle of Maoist revisionism
but of Marxism-Leninism, and that the same holds
true for the principled inner-party struggle.

You have dismissed the movement against social-
chauvinism as a manifestation of ‘‘the Maoist theory
of ‘two-line struggle’ "’ as it fits the formal pattern of
the struggle of two ideologies or trends. But Mao’s
theory of factionalism is not the theory of struggle of
Marxism-Leninism versus the opportunist trends,
but of the legitimate and necessary existence of fac-
tions of alleged Marxism-Leninism, of the existence
of different varieties of alleged Marxism-Leninism.
For example, in the article ‘‘Socialism and War’’ of
1915, Comrade Lenin gave a brief description of the
history of the Russian party in Chapter IV, entitled
*‘The History of the Split and the Present State of
Social-Democracy in Russia.”’ Four of the subsec-
tions of this chapter are entitled as follows:

““The 'Economists’ and the Old Iskra (1894-1903)"’

‘‘Menshevism and Bolshevism (1903-1908)’’

‘*‘Marxism and Liquidationism (1908-1914)""

‘*‘Marxism and Social-Chauvinism (1914-1915)""
Comrade Lenin concludes this article with the words:

“‘The working class of Russia could not build up

its party otherwise than in a resolute, thirty-

vear struggle against all the varieties of oppor-

tunism. The experience of the world war, which
has brought about the shameful collapse of Eu-
ropean opportunism and has strengthened the
alliance of our national-liberals with social-
chauvinist liquidationism, still further strength-
ens our conviction that our Party must continue

Sfurther along the same consistently revolution-

ary road. "’

Clearly, to denounce everything that fits the formal
pattern of the struggle of two trends as Maoist revi-
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sionism is a position that has nothing to do with rev-
olutionary Marxism-Leninism and that leads to the

negation of the struggle against revisionism and op-

portunism. For, to repeat a quotation from Lenin
that we have cited previously in Section X-J, Lenin-
ism teaches that:

"It is in the struggle between these two tenden-

cies [''of the bourgeoisie and the opportunists’’

and ‘‘of the masses’’ — ed.] that the history of
the labour movement will now inevitably devel-
op.” (‘‘Imperialism and the Split in Socialism,”’

Collected Works, Vol. 23, p. 116)

You have also dismissed the waging of the inner-
party struggle as Maoism. But Mao’s theory is that
of conciliation and the balancing of factions and of
renouncing the principled inner-party struggle. On
this struggle, Comrade Stalin pointed out:

“‘If we take the history of our Party from the
moment of its inception in 1903 in the form of
the Bolshevik group, and follow its successive
stages down to our day, we can say without ex-
aggeration that the history of our Party has
been the history of a struggle of contradictions
within the Party, the history of the overcoming
of these contradictions and of the gradual
strengthening of our Party on the basis of over-
coming them. Some might think that the Rus-
sians are excessively pugnacious, that they love

debating and multiply differences, and that it is
because of this that the development of their
Party proceeds through the overcoming of in-
ner-Party contradictions. That is not true, com-
rades. It is not a matter of pugnacity, but of the
existence of disagreements based on principle,
which arise in the course of the Party's develop-
ment, in the course of the class struggle of the
proletariat. The fact of the matter is that con-
tradictions can be overcome only by means of a
struggle for definite principles, for definite
aims of the struggle, for definite methods of
waging the struggle leading to the desired aim.
One can, and should, agree to any compromise
with dissenters in the Party on questions of cur-
rent policy, on questions of a purely practical
nature. But if these questions are connected
with disagreements based on principle, no com-
promise, no ‘middle’ line can save the situa-
tion. ' (“*Once More on the Social-Democratic
Deviation in Qur Party,”’ Works, Vol. 9, pp.
3-4)

“Ever since Engels's day the proposition that
the development of proletarian parties takes
place through the overcoming of internal Party
contradictions has been axiomatic.'' (Works,
Vol. 13, p. 45)

XI-B: Your theory of ‘‘two (or more) trends in the international Marxist-Leninist communist movement’’ is
close in spirit to Mao’s theory of the necessity of two (or more) lines in the party

At the same time as you shout on and on allegedly
against ‘‘the Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle,’””
in fact you are putting forward a concept similar to
Mao’s idea of several lines in the party. In Section
VIII-B we examined your theories of ‘‘two (or more)
trends in the international Marxist-Leninist commu-
nist movement, '’ the two trends being ‘‘the Interna-
tionalist Movement'’ and all the other Marxist-Len-
inist parties. We pointed out that:

*‘In your letters of December S you try to tone
everything down and slur over the issues in-
volved by such things as talking of ‘the Interna-
tionalist Movement’ instead of the Internation-
alist ‘trend.’ But this makes no difference. Call
it what you will — trends, groupings, move-
ments, headquarters — it makes no difference.
The basic fallacy remains: the idea that not
Marxism-Leninism but something else is the
basis of unity between the Marxist-Leninist
parties. There are only two choices. Either: the
consolidation of different ‘trends’ in the inter-
national Marxist-Leninist movement. Or: the
vigorous development of the Marxist-Leninist

trend in life and death struggle against the op-

portunist and revisionist trends. Those are the

two possible conceptions of the matter [i.e., of
the question of trends — ed.].”” (emphasis
added)

It is clear that the first alternative is in essence
similar to or even identical with the ideological basis
underlying the theories of Mao on several lines in
the party, only applied to the international commu-
nist movement instead of the local party. Indeed
such a conception is polycentrism. The characteristic
feature of polycentrism is not the call for what you
term ‘‘two-line struggle’’ or ‘‘ideological struggle’’
among the different ‘‘centers.”” On the contrary,
polycentrists may either call for unprincipled coex-
istence and peace or for equally unprincipled faction-
al strife, or polycentrists may combine these two
calls or oscillate between them according to the
pragmatic needs of the moment. Polycentrism is
marked by its advocacy of the idea of the legitimate
existence of different varieties of socialism and by its
opposition to the principled struggle against revi-
sionism and opportunism. Only the second alterna-
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tive given in the paragraph above is the conception
of revolutionary Marxism-Leninism on the question
of trends.

But you denounce the second alternative as ‘‘the
Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle.”’”’ At the same
time you explicitly put forward the idea of different
trends in the international movement. You call for
consolidating ‘‘the internationalist Movement,’’ al-
legedly as a contribution to consolidating the inter-
national Marxist-Leninist movement. This concep-
tion of yours is unsound theoretically and in practice
fraught with the danger of unprincipled splits and
wild factionalism. Indeed, your letters of December
S and your subsequent organization of an interna-
tional boycott of our Party shows that the danger of
unprincipled splits is a very real danger and not just
a far-off potential danger. And, of course, each trend
must have its own basis. Therefore, as we pointed
out in Section VIII-B, your thesis on the different

trends ‘‘inevitably boils down, when put forwarc{i""

consistently, to the idea of the legitimate existence
of different varieties of Marxism-Leninism, one for
each trend.”’

Thus your division of international revolutionary
Marxism-Leninism into different trends has much in
common with Mao’s idea of several lines in the par-
ty. This proves once again that your crusade against
“‘two-line struggle’’ is not a matter of exaggerating
the struggle against Chinese revisionism or of exces-
sive zeal in fighting Chinese revisionism. On the
contrary, with your demagogical shouting about
‘‘the Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle,’”’ you are
descending to giving theses close in spirit to those of
the Chinese revisionists concerning the legitimate
existence of different varieties of Marxism-Leninism
and denigrating the struggle against revisionism and
opportunism.

XI-C: When you condemn the ideological struggle you are renouncing one of the fundamental tenets of

Marxism-Leninism

Part of your crusade against ‘‘two-line struggle’’
is your denunciation of ‘‘ideological struggle.’’ You
denounce the ideological struggle on the pretext that
some opportunist group or other gives the term
“*ideological struggle’’ as its slogan. But we by no
means agree that any serious political or theoretical
questions can be answered by this method. Comrade
Lenin expressed himself rather strongly on this
point. He wrote the following in reference to Rosa
Luxemburg’s method of discussing the question of
“‘the right of nations to self-determination and the
attitude to be adopted by the socialist proletariat
towards this right'':

*‘To a mouse there is no stronger beast than
the cat, it is said. To Rosa Luxemburg there is
evidently no stronger beast than the ‘Fracy.'
‘Fracy' is the popular term for the ‘Polish So-
cialist Party,' its so-called revolutionary sec-
tion, and the Cracow newspaper Naprzod
shares the views of that ‘section.’ Rosa Luxem-
burg is so blinded by her fight against the na-
tionalism of that ‘section’ that she loses sight of
everything except Naprzod.

“If Naprzod says ‘yes, ' Rosa Luxemburg con-
siders it her sacred duty to say an immediate
‘no, " without stopping to think that by so doing
she does not reveal independence of Naprzod,
but, on the contrary, her ludicrous dependence
on the 'Fracy' and her inability to see things
from a viewpoint any deeper and broader than
that of the Cracow anthill. Naprzod, of course,
is a.wretched and by no means Marxist organ

... "(*“The Right of Nations to Self-Determina-

tion,’’ Collected Works, Vol. 20, p. 426)

The question of the role and nature of the ideologi-
cal struggle and its interrelationships with the other
work of the party cannot be answered by mechanical-
ly negating the slogan of some opportunist group.

The fact is that ideological or theoretical struggle
is one of the three basic forms of the class struggle of
the proletariat. This is a fundamental teaching of
Marxism-Leninism. For example, in his classic work
What Is to Be Done?, Comrade Lenin vigorously de-
nounced any underestimation of the importance of
the ideological or theoretical form of the class strug-
gle. Thus Section D of Chapter I is entitled ‘‘Engels
on the Importance of the Theoretical Struggle.”
Comrade Lenin wrote in that section as follows:

‘‘Let us quote what Engels said in 1874 con-
cerning the significance of theory in the Social-

Democratic movement, Engels recognizes not

two forms of the great struggle of Social-De-

mocracy (political and economic), as is the fash-
ion among us, but three, placing on a par with
the first two the theoretical struggle,”” (What Is

to Be Done?, Foreign Language Press, Peking,

1973, pp. 29-30, emphasis as in the original)
Comrade Lenin then proceeded to give a long quota-
tion from Engels which includes the following pas-
sage:

“For the first time since the working-class

movement has existed, the struggle is being

waged in a planned way from its three coordi-
nated and interconnected sides, the theoretical,
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\ the political and the practical-economic (resist-
ance to the capitalists). It is precisely in this, as

it were, concentric attack, that the strength and

invincibility of the German movement lies."’

(Ibid., p. 31)

Comrade Enver Hoxha also spoke extensively
about the role of the ideological struggle in his Re-
port to the 7th Congress of the PLA. One important
passage goes as follows:

“*Qur practice of revolution and socialist con-
struction teaches us that unless it is waged in
all its main directions, political, economic and
ideological, no class struggle can ever be com-
plete. These three forms of class struggle are
intertwined with and complement each other.
At given periods, now one or now the other
form of class struggle may come to the fore, but
in every case it should be waged on all fronts.
We should not forget that the enemy, too,
wages his struggle in all directions: ideological,
economic and political.”” (Ch. 1V, Sec. 1, p.
116)

Of course you have been counterposing theory to
the ideological struggle. You have been floating vari-
ous theses that theory and ideology are one thing,
and ideological and theoretical struggle, and espe-
cially polemical struggle, another. You have counter-
posed the elaboration of theory and the defense of
the purity of Marxism-Leninism on one hand to the
ideological and polemical struggle on the other. But
such distinctions are pettifogging quibbling and
scholasticism. It is impossible to maintain these dis-
tinctions in real life for any length of time in any
sharp struggle. You are drawing such distinction to
pay lip service to the Marxist-Leninist teachings on
the importance of the theoretical struggle while in
fact weakening, emasculating or opposing these
teachings.

Consider the classic works of Comrade Lenin for
example. How many of these great works are even in
the form of polemic? Consider such books as What Is
to Be Done?; One Step Forward, Two Steps Back;
Two Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic
Revolution; Materialism and Empirio-Criticism; The
Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky;
“Left-Wing'' Communism, An Infantile Disorder;
and many more. These clearly show that Marxist-
Leninist literature cannot be neatly divided into two
mutually exclusive categories, those that are polem-
ics and those that elaborate or advance the Marxist-
Leninist theory!

And to return to Section D of Chapter I of What Is
to Be Done?, it is clear that in this section Comrade
Lenin does not put forward any artificial distinction
between ‘‘ideological struggle’’ and the elaboration
of theory. For example, near the start of this section
Comrade Lenin compares two publishers’ announce-

ments, one of the journal Rabocheye Dyelo and the
other of a group of revolutionary Marxists. After
showing how the announcement for Rabocheye Dy-
elo is completely silent on the theoretical tasks fac-
ing the Marxists, he then writes:

““The other announcement, on the contrary,
points first of all to the decreased interest in
theory observed in recent years, imperatively
demands ‘vigilant attention to the theoretical
aspect of the revolutionary movement of the
proletariat, " and calls for ‘ruthless criticism of
the Bernsteinian and other antirevolutionary
tendencies’ in our movement. '’ (p. 27)

Comrade Lenin immediately connects “‘ruthless crit-
icism "’ of revisionism with the question of ‘“‘vigilant
attention to the theoretical aspect of the revolution-
ary movement of the proletariat.’’ Indeed, Comrade
Lenin makes the same connection in his famous
statement in this segtion about the need for revolu-
tionary theory. He writes:

““Without a revolutionary theory there can be
no revolutionary movement. This thought can-
not be insisted upon too strongly at a time when
the fashionable preaching of opportunism goes
hand in hand with an infatuation for the narrow-
est forms of practical activity. Yet, for Russian
Social-Democrats the importance of theory is
enhanced by three more circumstances.... Un-
der these circumstances, what at first sight ap-
pears to be an ‘unimportant’ mistake may lead
to most deplorable consequences, and only
shortsighted people can consider factional dis-
putes [here Lenin is referring to the fight be-
tween the Marxists and the Economists inside
the RSDLP — ed.] and a strict differentiation
between shades inopportune or superfluous.
The fate of Russian Social-Democracy for many,
many years to come may depend on the
strengthening of one or other ‘shade.’''(Ibid.,
pp. 28-29)

Indeed, Comrade Lenin directly uses the dread
phrase ‘‘ideological struggle’’ later on in the book.
He clearly regards ‘‘ideological struggle against all
opponents of revolutionary Marxism'' as part of the
theoretical struggle. He wrote:

““The contents of this agreement on princi-
ples...make it perfectly clear that we put for-
ward as an absolute condition for unity the most
emphatic repudiation of all and every manifes-
tation of opportunism generally, and of Russian
opportunism in particular. Paragraph 1 reads:
...[we omit here all the points Lenin listed ex-
cept one of them — ed.] ‘The sphere of Social-
Democratic  activities . includes...ideological
struggle against all opponents of revolutionary
Marxism’'...."" (Ibid., Appendix, p. 228, empha-
sis as in the original)
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Hence the theoretical struggle, as one of the three
basic forms of the class struggle, is one of the revolu-
tionary tasks facing any Marxist-Leninist party. The
ideological struggle is especially pressing at the
present time because of the intense battle between
revolutionary Marxism-Leninism and the revision-
ist and opportunist trends. And indeed the great po-
lemic of the revolutionary Marxist-Leninists against
the modern revisionists has been a major fiasco for
the revisionists. To extricate themselves from this
major defeat, the revisionists and opportunists adopt
various stratagems. Sometimes they oppose the po-
lemic openly, under one pretext or another. They
may do this under the guise of calling for ‘‘unity’’ or
“‘unity against the main enemy’’ and they cry out
against the ‘‘sectarianism’ and ‘‘splittism’’ of the
Marxist-Leninists, but a genuine fighting unity can
only be achieved without the revisionists and oppor-
tunists and in struggle against them. At other times
the revisionists call for openly stepping up their fight
against Marxism-Leninism. They try to avoid the
questions of principle and resort to sophistry and
demagogy on a massive scale. They may either at-
tempt to divert the discussion into side issues and ir-
relevarncies, or they may resort to massive repetition
of slanders or seek to submerge everything in ster-
ile, allegedly theoretical discussion in which they
bombard one with formulas and quotations which
they deprive of their revolutionary essence and dis-
tort, deform or even apply in the opposite sense to
their real meanings. Indeed, the revisionists com-
bine all these things together. The revisionists make
use also of left-sloganeering agencies to caricature
the struggle against revisionism and to factionalize
it.

The problem therefore arises of how to deal with
those opportunists who caricature the ideological
and political struggle against revisionism, seek to di-
vert it into channels harmless to the revisionists,
and promote a wild factionalism of both the Marxist-
Leninist movement and the revolutionary mass
- movements. There are two possible responses to this
problem.

(I) The first possibility is to denounce the oppor-
tunist distortions and caricatures of the ideological
struggle as sabotage of the ideological struggle in
general and of the great polemic against modern re-
visionism in particular. This is the analysis dictated
by revolutionary Marxism-Leninism. Marxism-Len-
inism teaches that pious wishes or sentimental de-
sires for ‘‘unity’’ do not suffice to establish the unity
of the proletariat or of the proletarian party. The only
effective path is to build the Marxist-Leninist party
without the revisionist and opportunist class traitors
and in resolute struggle against them.

(I) The other possibility is to use the factionalist
caricatures of the ideological struggle as a pretext to

denounce the ideological and polemical struggle.

This is an anti-Marxist-Leninist position. This posi-
tion has been repeatedly advocated by various revi-
sionists and opportunists. For a Marxist-Leninist
party to take this position for any length of time
means to expose itself to great danger and to set foot
on a slippery inclined plane leading down towards
conciliationism.

When you' denounce the ‘‘ideological struggle”’
and go on your crusades against ‘‘two-line strug-
gle,”” you are to that extent advocating the second
position. In general you have shown great inconsis-
tency and eclecticism on these questions. You have
at times simultaneously put forward theses both for
and against the ideological struggle, for example, at
the time when you were first putting forward slogans
against ‘‘ideological struggle.”’ This inconsistency
has reflected itself in your practice also. And in the
last period the inherent logic of your denunciation of
“‘ideological struggle’’ has manifested itself more
and more. You have: urged insistently upon us a
number of theses in opposition to the struggle a-
gainst revisionism and opportunism; opposed the
struggle we are waging; linked up your denunciation
of ‘‘ideological struggle’ with a crusade against
‘““two-line struggle’’; and your own press has shown
the effect of your theses in, for example, its silence
on the questions concerning Mao Zedong Thought.
Your eclecticism and inconsistency, however, are not
surprising. Naturally in practice no Marxist-Leninist
party can, without committing suicide, stop altogeth-
er the ideological and polemical struggle. But your
theses against the ideological struggle have definite-
ly resulted in toning it down, removing the ideologi-
cal content from it, diverting it into less effective
forms and even stopping altogether this or that front
of the struggle. And insofar as the ideological strug-
gle is toned down, to say nothing of being stopped
altogether on this or that front, the revisionists and
opportunists are to that extent allowed to continue
their dirty work in peace and quiet. Furthermore, at
the present time, when the struggle against Mao Ze-
dong Thought and Chinese revisionism has gone to
such a profound level and when the Marxist-Lenin-
ist principles are being reaffirmed against the dis-
tortions fostered by the Chinese and other revision-
ists, the neglect, denial or taking of a contemptuous
attitude to the ideological and theoretical struggle is
especially dangerous. The theoretical struggle is es-
sential to ensure that the proletarian parties are real-
ly built up on the firm foundations of Marxism-Len-
inism.

And it must be stressed that your denunciation of
‘‘ideological struggle’’ is not at all necessary in or-
der to oppose the factionalist activity of those who
caricature the ideological struggle. On the contrary,
your denunciation of the ideological struggle only
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weakens the struggle against the factionalizers. For
example, in early 1978 in our pamphlet How to Ad-
vance the Struggle Against Social-Chauvinism, we
took up the question of the factionalization of the
mass movement by the neo-revisionists and of the
caricature of the ideological struggle by certain so-
cial-chauvinists and conciliators. The pamphlet vig-
orously denounced these activities from the point of
view of defending and carrying through the move-
ment against social-chauvinism and the struggle a-
gainst revisionism and opportunism in general. Thus
the pamphlet showed how the factionalization was
part of the neo-revisionist war on the party concept,
and how the neo-revisionists take up both the posi-
tions of Khrushchovite monocentrism and Togliatti-
ite polycentrism, depending on the circumstances, in
their struggle against the party concept and against
the revolutionary Marxist-Leninists. The pamphlet
showed not only how the factionalization springs
from negation of the party concept, but how it is de-
signed to oppose the struggle against opportunism,
pointing out:

‘“This [the factionalization of the mass move-

ment — ed.] is done allegedly as part of the

struggle for principles, but in fact it is done to
stop the struggle between Marxism-Leninism
and opportunism and make it more difficult for
the masses to gain political experience. A few
years ago, the struggle against opportunism
was alleged to break the ‘unity of the left,” now
it is usually attacked by trying to divide the
mass movement into parts where the masses
are kept in sterile, germ-free containers free
from contamination by Marxism-Leninism. This
splitting of the revolutionary masses is a terri-
ble crime against the revolution by the oppor-
tunists. As a result, all sorts of bad elements

can sneak back into the mass movement.’”” (p.

28 of the pamphlet edition)

And the pamphlet vigorously denounced the idealist
caricature of the ideological struggle. It showed how
this caricature did not come from exaggeration of the
struggle against revisionism and opportunism, but
was in essence conciliationism and was based on
the carry-over of the methods of the opportunists
and social-chauvinists into the movement against op-
portunism and social-chauvinism.

Furthermore, the question of the caricature and
diversion of the ideological struggle by the opportun-
ists is not a new one. In various different forms and
variants, it has come up before repeatedly. The prin-
ciple of carrying through the polemic in opposition to
this caricature and not of denouncing the polemic
has already been established. We will take an exam-
ple from the early 1960’s and the struggle against
modern revisionism. Facing utter disaster in the po-
lemies on principle, the Khrushchovites tried to stop

the polemics while the infamous Italian revisionist
Togliatti had another plan for saving revisionism.
Comrade Hoxha describes this in his article ‘‘Togli-
atti's Testament, the Crisis of Modern Revisionism
and the Struggle of the Marxist-Leninists.”’ Com-
rade Hoxha pointed out:
“They [the Italian revisionists — ed.] express
themselves as firmly opposed to any cessation
of the open, public struggle against Marxist-
Leninists, even temporarily and for the sake of
appearances, because otherwise they cannot
carry out their treacherous mission. At the
same time, they are telling Khrushchey with
this that his demagogic manoeuvres that the
‘polemics must be stopped' are completely in
vain and deceive no one, that the polemics can-
not be stopped either by the revisionists or the
‘dogmatists.’ "’

“In the po]emic's'k, with the Marxist-Leninists

over major questions of principle, as P. Togliat-

ti himself is forced to admit, the modern revi-

sionists have suffered uttér defeat, their dema-

gogy has failed and they are not in a position to
denigrate the basic principles of Marxism-Len-
inism. The polentics of principle is certain dis-
aster for the revisionists, because it is demon-
strating openly to the masses of communists
and working people the revisionists’ flagrant
deviation from the fundamental principles of

Marxism-Leninism, is bringing to light their

real features as renegades.

“Consequently, the revolutionary Marxist-
Leninists everywhere are organizing, creating
new groups and parties, which are fighting with
determination against revisionism in defense of
the Marxist-Leninist doctrine. P. Togliatti is
afraid of this situation and perspective. There-
fore, to avoid the complete exposure of revi-
sionism, he demands that the polemics must be
shifted from questions of principle and concen-
trated on discussion of second rate matters, on
day-to-day problems.’’ (Enver Hoxha, Speech-
es and Articles (1963-1964), pp. 274, 275)

What does Comrade Hoxha conclude from Togliat-
ti’s attempt to shift the polemics and to convert them
into squabbles on second-rate matters? Does he de-
nounce polemics as squabbles and go on a crusade
against Togliatti’s line of *‘polemical struggle’'? No.
On the contrary. To begin with, he denounces Togli-
atti’s scheme not as ‘‘ideological struggle’’ but as
ideological coexistence and conciliationism. He
writes, continuing the quotation from where we left
off:

‘“What Togliatti means by this is: let everybody

stick to his own ideological views and let there

be no polemics over these matters of principle;
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the communists should not concern themselves

about the basic principles of Marxism-Lenin-

ism; the process of the creation of new revolu-
tionary groups and parties should be hindered

in every way; the revisionist renegades should

be left in peace in their activity so that they will

have fewer problems and headaches in putting
into practice their opportunist line, the line of
giving up revolutionary struggle, the line of the
liquidation of revolutionary Marxist-Leninists,
the line of alliances with the bourgeoisie and

imperialism.'" (/bid.. pp. 275-76)

Comrade Hoxha then calls for the continuation of
the polemics. Continuing the quotation, we find:

“*‘But for all the efforts of Togliatti and Co. to
divert and quell it, the great polemics which is
going on today between Marxism-Leninism and
revisionism must never be stopped. This po-
lemics, will cease only when modern revision-
ism has been totally destroyed. The Marxist-
Leninists consider it their lofty internationalist
duty to carry this ideological struggle, which
has vital importance for the fate of the commu-
nist and revolutionary movement, through to
the end.’’ (Ibid., p. 276)

Instead of complaining that the revisionists are
writing polemics, Comrade Enver Hoxha points out
that the intensification of the struggle between
Marxism-Leninism and revisionism is a great victory
for the revolutionary Marxist-Leninists. In the last
section of the article, which is entitled ‘‘Resolute
and Principled Struggle against all Revisionist
Trends — A Sacred Duty of Communist Revolution-
aries, '’ he writes:

“Togliatti's ‘testament’ shows clearly that
the modern revisionists are determined to carry
through to the end the struggle against Marx-
ism-Leninism and all the revolutionary forces
of the world. There is no other road for them.
The consistent principled struggle of Marxist-
Leninists has exposed their revisionist features,
now they can no longer act ‘under the rose’ but
are obliged to come out in the open to defend
their revisionist positions and fight the Marxist-
Leninists actively. This is a great victory a-
chieved, a victory which must be carried deeper
by means of the constant strengthening of our
struggle against modern revisionism, under
whatever disguise or in whatever form it may
present itself."’ (Ibid., pp. 314-15)

Comrade Hoxha then goes on to describe other

victories of the Marxist-Leninists in the struggle a-
gainst revisionism. He then concludes the article by
setting forth a stirring and confident perspective of
the struggle:

“‘These historic victories of Marxism-Lenin-
ism will increase and become more thorough-
going from day to day. The decisive condition
and guarantee of this is the principled, uncom-
promising struggle of all Marxist-Leninist par-
ties and forces against the treacherous aims
and activities of the modern revisionists, to
bring about their complete and total defeat.
Victory in this struggle inevitably belongs to
Marxism-Leninism."" (/bid., p. 316)

How different from the Marxist-Leninist concep-
tion of the issue of polemics and struggle against re-
visionism is the feeble whining that the opportunists
are engaged in ‘‘ideological struggle'’! The Marxist-
Leninists say: the class enemies are attacking! So,
to arms, comrades, to the front lines! The whiners,
pacifists and conciliators say: the class enemies are
attacking! So let's wring our hands, call for peace
and quiet and denounce the horrors of struggle!
The Marxist-Leninists say: the revisionists are in
such disarray and have suffered such fiasco that
even they are forced to admit the impossibility of
stopping the ideological struggle! Therefore let us
step up the battle and strike them some new blows!
There is no stopping until the utter destruction of
modern revisionism! The whiners shake their heads
and suggest that perhaps this whole struggle is one
big diversion. After all, aren’t there better things to
do? But the ideological and polemical struggle can-
not be stopped by either side. It is a reflection of the
irreconcilable antagonism between Marxism-Lenin-
ism and revisionism, of the fierce life and death
struggle between socialism on one side and imperial-
ism and its lackeys on the other. The revolutionary
Marxist-Leninists wage this struggle as one of the
decisive parts of the theoretical struggle, which is
one of the three great fronts of the class struggle. In
denouncing the polemical struggle with the revision-
ists, you have been led to denounce the entire ideo-
logical struggle itself. This shows where your wrong
theses on this question are leading. Your denial of
the ideological struggle is neither revolutionary nor
principled. It is a retreat from the class struggle and
anegation of some of the most basic and fundamen-
tal tenets of the scientific theory of Marxism-Lenin-
1Smi.
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XI-D: The principles involved in the controversy over the term “‘idealist anti-revisionism”’

In the introduction to Section 1X we began the dis-
cussion of the controversy over the term ‘‘idealist
anti-revisionism.’’ We showed that you are making a
big fuss on the question of *‘unity’’ and in opposition
to the term *‘idealist anti-revisionism’” and the arti-
cle “'"How to Advance the Struggle Against Social-
Chauvinism’’ because you are opposed to the strug-
gle against the conciliators and ‘‘centrists.”’ You
want us to abandon the principled struggle against
conciliationism and ‘‘centrism’’ and replace it with
pragmatic maneuvers with the conciliators and
*‘centrists’’ under the signboard of ‘‘unity.”’ In this
section, we shall continue the discussion of the term
‘‘idealist anti-revisionism.”” Your denunciation of
the term ‘‘idealist anti-revisionism’" is thoroughly
intertwined with your crusade against ideological
struggle and hysterical sophistry over ‘‘the Maoist
theory of ‘two-line struggle,’ ' so it is appropriate at
this point in our letter to return to the controversy
over the term ‘‘idealist anti-revisionism.”’

It must be stressed that you have sought to hide
the real issues at stake behind your objections to the
term *‘idealist anti-revisionism.’’ Instead of bringing
the issues of principle to the fore, you have sought to
hide everything behind quibbles, trivialities and ab-
surdities. Thus you call the term *‘peculiar,”’ which
merely means that you disagree with it. Or you rave
that the term is ‘‘jargon,”’ as if you were simply wor-
ried that the term is ineffective. But, as we showed
in the introduction to Section IX of this letter, you are
opposed to the term ‘‘idealist anti-revisionism’* not
because the term was ineffective, but for the exact
opposite reason, that the term struck home. The
blow was aimed at and struck home against a certain
section of the American conciliators, yet strangely
enough the leadership of CPC(M-L) suddenly jump-
ed up and shouted “‘ouch!’’ As well, you have de-
nounced the term as not being a well-known interna-
tional term, but this is both absurd and philistine. It
is absurd because the term ‘‘idealism’’ is indeed one
of the best-known international terms. It is also ab-
surd as we are not writing articles as an empty show
for international consumption, but as part of a seri-
ous struggle against the opportunists. Those who
want to understand the struggle in the U.S. must se-
riously study and not simply complain that every-
thing isn’t reduced to one or two stereotyped pat-
terns. If you can’t understand the term ‘idealist
anti-revisionism,’’ then instead of spouting non-
sense you should study the struggle between Marx-
ism-Leninism and opportunism in the U.S. and not
just rely on a few preconceived ideas or detached in-
cidents. And your objection to the term that it is a
new one is also philistine, as the course of the strug-
gle inevitably brings forth new terms, some of which

have only a temporary use while others endure for
a shorter or longer period of time. For example, any-
one who seriously studies the works of Comrade Len-
in finds that the struggle against opportunism in
Russia involved many new and particular terms.

With your quibbles and trivialities you are trying
to hide the real reasons behind your opposition to the
term ‘‘idealist anti-revisionism.’’ In fact, the contro-
versy over the term ‘‘idealist anti-revisionism’’
brings up a number of questions of principle. And
for Marxist-Leninists, it is the questions of principle
that should be put in the forefront.

(A) To begin with, we have denounced various op-
portunist practices as manifestations of ‘‘idealist
anti-revisionism,’” and we thought at one time that
you were denouncing’the same opportunist practices
when you attacked *‘‘so-called ideological struggle."’
By denouncing such opportunist practices as ‘‘ideal-
ist anti-revisionism,’’ we indicate that we are in fa-
vor of the anti-revisionist struggle and of the ideo-
logical and polemical struggle, but are opposed to
idealist and other distortions or diversions of this
struggle. But when you denounce the ideological
struggle under the pretext of opposing certain op-
portunist practices, you are putting forward the op-
posite view that the problem is that an ideological
struggle takes place at all. Hence you are putting
forward the view of down with the great polemic a-
gainst revisionism. Instead of denouncing diver-
sions, distortions or caricatures of the ideological
struggle, you are denouncing the ideological strug-
gle itself. These are two opposite views on a cardinal
question of principle, namely, the ideological strug-
gle, which is one of the basic fronts of the class
struggle. Thus your opposition to the term ‘‘idealist
anti-revisionism’’ is, among other things, based on
your negation of the Marxist-Leninist teachings on
the ideological and theoretical struggle. Whether to
denounce the ideological-theoretical struggle, or to
denounce deviations and distortions of this struggle,
this is one of the key questions of principle behind
the controversy over the term ‘‘idealist anti-revision-
ism.”’

(B) Another crucial question of principle concerns
the struggle against the conciliators and ‘‘cen-
trists.”” The term ‘‘idealist anti-revisionism’’ was
put forward as part of the attack on the conciliators
of social-chauvinism. But you opposed the term as a
“*hidden attack’ on the conciliators. Should the
conciliationism and ‘‘centrism’’ be opposed in the
struggle against social-chauvinism and Chinese revi-
sionism, or should there be pragmatic maneuvers
with the conciliators under the signboard of *‘uni-
ty’’? Should the “‘three worlds-ism’’ of the *‘RCP,
USA’’ and the socizl-democracy of the Barry Weis-
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berg MLOC/**CPUSA(ML)"" sect be opposed or not?
We have waged vigorous struggle against ‘‘cen-
trism’’ and conciliationism while you have opposed
this struggle. Your opposition to the term *‘idealist
anti-revisionism'" is entirely tied up with your oppo-
sition to the struggle against conciliationism and
“centrism.’’ The evaluation of the struggle against
conciliationism and *‘centrism’’ is therefore another
key question of principle behind the controversy on
the term °‘idealist anti-revisionism."’

(€) Another important question is that the term
*‘idealist anti-revisionism’' stresses that the prob-
lem is idealism, and thus calls for the rigorous appli-
cation of materialism and the materialist dialectics.
But you have been putting forward an opposite anal-
ysis, that the problem is naive materialism. For ex-
ample, in various discussions you attacked our views
on the ideological and polemical struggle and char-
acterized them as ‘‘naive materialism.”’ In the dis-
cussions of May 1978 your representative stated, in
regard to your opposition to the pamphlet Reply to
the Open Lerter of the MLOC:

**What worries me is this: by giving them [cer-

tain American opportunists — ed.] a specific

and distinct character [idealist anti-revisionism

— ed.] you weaken the struggle and strengthen

their situation. They are part of opportunism

and should be hit at in this way. By diverting
the struggle to a peculiar trait of theirs [ideal-
ist anti-revisionism — ed.] you weaken the
struggle. It gives them too much credit. This is
the mistake which we always made when we

were naive materialists, especially in 1970-71.

We would sum up the features of a thing and at-

tack it, giving it a name. Naive materialism was

important but now we are scientists.’’ (empha-

sis added)
Aside from your sophistry that the fight against op-
portunism is something that strengthens opportun-
ism. the basic thing you raise in the above passage
is that the problem is naive materialism and that
ideological and polemical struggle against the concil-
iators is a manifestation allegedly of naive material-
ism. “

It is notable that in your letters of December S you
characterize our views differently, as ‘‘the Maoist
theory of ‘two-line struggle.’ " Putting your ideas all
together, it emerges that you believe that the prob-
lem with Maoist philosophy is naive materialism and
not idealism. Indeed you put this forward at the in-
ternal meeting of your Party on Thursday, November
1, 1979, that replaced the planned conference on:
Mao Zedong Thought. Addressing the question of
whether Mao Zedong Thought was vulgar material-
ism or idealism, your representative stated:

" ““You can't say he [Mao Zedong — ed.] is
idealist because he did wage a revolutionary

war. Thus. he is vulgar materialist, not idealist.
He has a very definite approach. It is petty
bourgeois anarchy. ..."”" (From the notes taken
by our delegate)
True. with regard to Mao Zedong Thought you have
stressed the slogan of opposing pragmatism. But
you have in essence identified pragmatism not as a
variety of idealism, as Marxism-Leninism teaches,
but as a variety of materialism, as naive or vulgar
materialism. In fact you have attacked materialism
under the pretext of repudiating pragmatism. You
‘‘defended’” the Marxist-Leninist principles from
pragmatism by insisting that the scientific theory of
Marxism-Leninism belonged to a realm above and
independent of investigation, facts, observation, etc.
You regarded it as necessary to separate theory and
practice and to create a transcendental category of
truth independent of experience in order to refute
pragmatism. Actually, in this way, under the banner
of cursing pragmatism, you in fact created a theoret-
ical rationale for pragmatic maneuvering and the
implementation of pragmatism under the guise that
tactics and practical work occur in a sphere totally
detached from the realm of strategy and principles.
Thus, for example, without blinking an eye you can
and do advocate as a ‘‘tactic’’ pragmatic maneuver-
ing for ‘‘unity of the genuine Marxist-Leninists’’ and
‘‘unity in one party’’ with certain opportunists, such
as various conciliators, and the cessation of polem-
ics, while insisting that your ‘‘strategy’’ is to totally
annihilate these same opportunists. You have tried
to cover up your attack on materialism and your sep-
aration of theory from practice and of strategy from
tactics by frantic confusion-mongering, such as by

counterposing historical materialism and the theory

of class struggle to the dialectical materialist theory
of knowledge. ,

Thus one of the issues of principle involved in the
controversy over the term ‘‘idealist anti-revision-
ism'' is over whether to attack idealism as part of
the struggle against opportunism. This is related to
the question of whether pragmatism is to be de-
nounced as a variety of idealism or as a variety of
materialism.

A serious consideration of the term *‘idealist anti-
revisionism’’ would start from a consideration of the
principles at stake, such as the three major questions
we have outlined above. Only if there is agreement
on the basic questions of principle, do other second-
ary questions take on any particular importance. Of
course your views on the secondary and tertiary
questions concerning this term are as wild and un-
founded as your views on the major questions of
principle. But you are raising such secondary or ter-
tiary issues in an attempt to hide your position on the
major questions of principle at stake by raising irrel-
evant, absurd and quibbling objections to the term.
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This is the backhanded way you admit the utter

weakness and hollowness of your stand concerning

the issues of principle.

XI-E: Turning on its head Lenin’s fight against the opportunist slogan ‘‘freedom of criticism’’

Now let us return to your crusade against ‘‘ideo-
logical struggle.’” In order to give an allegedly ‘‘Len-
inist"’ coloring to your denunciation of the ideologi-
cal struggle, you have tried to present your opposi-
tion to the ideological and polemical struggle as op-
postion to the opportunist slogan of *‘freedom of crit-
icism.” It is of course well known that Comrade
Lenin fought hard against the opportunist slogan of
“*freedom of criticism.”’ Therefore by invoking the
revolutionary authority and traditions of the Leninist
fight against the opportunist slogan of *‘freedom of
criticism,’’ you are trying to dress up your denial of
the role of the ideological and theoretical front of
struggle as allegedly ‘‘Leninist."’

But Comrade Lenin, in his classic work What Is to
Be Done?, upheld the ideological, theoretical and
polemical struggles against the opportunist follow-
ers of the slogan of ‘‘freedom of criticism.’’ ‘‘Free-
don of criticism’” was a slogan to let the revisionists
and opportunists live in freedom, freedom from the
ideological and polemical struggle of the Marxists.
“‘Freedom of criticism’’ meant freedom from the ide-
ological struggle against opportunism and the free-
dom for opportunism to coexist inside the Marxist
parties and to corrode them from within. Hence you
are slapping yourself in the face when you invoke
Comrade Lenin’s withering repudiation of ‘‘freedom
of criticism,”’ for this repudiation proves precisely
the bankruptcy and anti-Marxist-Leninist nature of
your opposition to the ideological and polemical
struggle.

Comrade Lenin dealt with the -opportunist slogan
of **freedom of criticism’" in detail in his book What
Is to Be Done? and in particular in Chapter I entitled
“‘Dogmatism and ‘Freedom of Criticism.’’’ This
classic work of Comrade Lenin’s should be studied to
see what the Leninist conception of struggle against
opportunism is, and how it is being turned on its
head and utterly negated by your crusade against
the ‘“‘Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle’" and
against ‘‘ideological struggle."’

Section A of Chapter I is entitled ‘‘What Is ‘Free-
dom of Criticism’?"" The *‘criticism’’ that is being
referred to is not the criticism and self-criticism that
goes on all the time in a truly Leninist party. Nor is it
the self-critical evaluation by the Leninist party of
its work. Nor is it the criticism by the Leninist party
of all opportunist and revisionist trends. Nor is it the
vigorous discussion by the working masses of the
burning issues of the revolution. No. The *criti-
cism’’ that is being referred to in this slogan is a very

particular ‘‘criticism,”" it is ‘‘bourgeois criticism of
all the fundamental ideas of Marxism'' (What Is to
Be Done?, Ch. 1, Sec. A) and it is the revisionist trend
that took up this *‘criticism" and ‘“‘transferred (it)
bodily from bourgeois literature to socialist litera-
ture’’ (Ibid.). In brief, the ‘‘criticism"" that is being
referred to is opportunism, an opportunism which in
those days, like today, liked to present itself as oppo-
sition to *‘dogmatic’’ Marxism.

Thus Comrade Lenin pointed out who the ‘‘crit-
ics'" he is referring to are:

“In fact, it is no secret that two trends have
taken shape in the present-day international
Social-Democracy. ... What this ‘new’ trend,
which adopts a ‘critical’ attitude towards ‘obso-
lete dogmatic’ Marxism, represents has with
sufficient precision been stated by Bernstein,
and demonstrated by Millerand. ' (Ibid., em-
phasis as in the original)

““He who does not deliberately close his eyes
cannot fail to see that the new ‘critical’ trend
in Socialism is nothing more nor less than a new
variety of opportunism. And if we judge people
not by the brilliant uniforms they don, not_by
the high-sounding appellations they give them-
selves, but by their actions, and by what they
actually advocate, it will be clear that ‘freedom
of criticism’ means freedom for an opportunis-
tic trend in Social-Democracy, the freedom to
convert Social-Democracy into a democratic
party of reform, the freedom to introduce bour-
geois ideas and bourgeois elements into Social-
ism. "' (Ibid., emphasis as in the original)

Hence ‘‘freedom of criticism' meant ‘‘freedom
Jor an opportunistic trend. "’ In order to corrode the
socialist movement, the ‘‘critics,”” i.e., the oppor-
tunists, demanded the right to coexist with the
Marxists. They demanded freedon: from the strug-
gle against opportunism. The ‘‘critics’’ were not in
favor of ‘‘ideological struggle’’ between *‘criticism’’
and Marxism, but were opposed to that struggle.
They wanted the right to corrode socialism without
the hindrance of the revolutinary struggle of the
Marxists against them. They wanted to have the
right to throw mud at Marxism, but the Marxists
were not to have the right to reply, for that would be
a violation of ‘‘freedom of criticism.”” The Marxists
were to tolerate them and to be silent and not to fight
against their ideological poison.

Thus Comrade Lenin denounces the advocates of
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**freedom of criticism’’ not for advocating *‘ideologi-
cal struggle'” but for advocating the cessation of ide-
ological struggle, for advocating ideological coexist-
ence. He writes:

“‘Freedom' is a grand word. but under the
banner of free trade the most predarory wars
were conducted: under the banner of free la-
bour, the toilers were robbed. The modern
use of the term 'freedom of criticism’ contains
the same inherent falsehood. Those who are
really convinced that theyv have advanced
science would demand, not freedom for the
new views to continue side by side with the old,
but the substitution of the new views for the
old. The cry ‘Long live freedom of criticism, '
that is heard today. too sirongly calls to mind
the fable of the empty barrel. " (Ibid.)

Comrade Lenin exposes the ‘‘inherent falsehood' in
the slogan '‘freedom of criticism "' in that it does not
demand *‘substitution of the new views for the old, "
i.e., alife and death ideological struggle, but instead
asks for coexistence.

In Section C of Chapter 1 entitled ‘‘Criticism in
Russia, " Comrade Lenin pointed out ‘‘the connec-
tion between, and interdependence of, legal criti-
cism and illegal Economism. " (Ibid., Ch. 1, Sec. C)
He showed that, far from welcoming ideological
struggle, the Economists displayed a *‘fear of public-
ity.”" (Ibid.) He pointed to the opposition by the
Economists to the discussion of theoretical issues
and to ideological strife and wrote:

"‘This fear of criticism being displayed by the
advocates of freedom of criticism cannot be at-
tributed solely to craftiness (although, on occa-
sion, no doubt craftiness has something to do
with it: it would be unwise to expose the young
and yet frail shoots of the new trend to attacks
by opponents). No, the majority of the Econo-
mists quite sincerely disapprove (and by the
very nature of Economism they must disap-
prove) of all theoretical controversies, factional
disagreements, broad political questions,
schemes for organizing revolutionaries, etc.
‘Leave all that to the people abroad!’ said a fair-
ly consistent Economist to me one day, and
thereby he expressed a very widespread (and
again a purely trade unionist) view: our work,
he said, is in the working-class movement, the
workers' organizations, here, in our parts; all
the rest are merely the inventions of doctrin-
aires, an ‘exageration of the importance of
ideology'...."" (Ibid.)

Hence far from advocating ‘‘ideological strug-
gle,”’ the Economists, as fervent advocates of *‘free-
dom .of criticism,’’ crusaded against ‘‘exaggeration
of the importance of ideology.’' Indeed, there is a
striking similarity of spirit between the Economist

complaints about ‘‘exaggerating the importance of
ideology'’ and your whining against ‘‘ideological
struggle.”’

Comrade Lenin also pointed out a very striking
characteristic of the demand to stop the ideological
and theoretical struggle. He pointed out that:

“*...the celebrated freedom of criticism does not

imply the substitution of one theory for another,

but freedom from all integral and considered
theory; it implies eclecticism and lack of princi-
e. " (Ibid., Ch.1, Sec. D)
In opposition to this, Comrade Lenin stressed the im-
portance of the theoretical struggle. Sectlon D of
Chapter I is entitled ‘‘Engels on the Importance of
the Theoretical Struggle."

Thus Comrade Lenin calls for theoretical work
against the ‘‘critics.’" As to what should be done to
oppose ‘‘criticism,’’ he states:

“The question now arises: such being the
peculiar features of Russian ‘criticism’ and
Russian Bernsteinism, what should have been
the task of those who desired to oppose oppor-
tunism, in deeds and not merely in words? First
of all, they should have made efforts to resume
the theoretical work.... Without such work the
successful growth of the movement was impos-
sible. Secondly. they should have actively com-
bated legal ‘criticism’ that was greatly corrupt-
ing people's minds. Thirdly, they should have
actively opposed confusion and vacillation in
the practical movement, exposing and repudi-
ating every conscious or unconscious attempt to
degrade our program and tactics. '’ (Ibid., Ch. I,
Sec. C)

Thus to wage a real fight against economism and op-
portunism, not just a verbal paper fight but a fight
in deeds, vigorous theoretical work and theoretical
struggle are necessary. And this great teaching of
Lenin’s remains just as fresh and lively as on the day
it was written.

We shall end this section with an additional simple
observation. Your perversion of the repudiation of
““freedom of criticism’' from meaning support for
the ideological and theoretical struggle to meaning
opposition to this struggle reminds us of a rather sim-
ilar incident described by Comrade Lenin in Section
D of Chapter 1 of What Is to Be Done? Comrade
Lenin showed how the Economists quoted Marx's
statement ‘'Every step of real movement is more im-
portant than a dozen programs’' in order to justify
their opposition to the theoretical struggle. Comrade
Lenin exposed that the Economists had turned Com-
rade Marx's idea on its head. Lenin pointed out:

"‘Moreover, these words of Marx are taken

from his letter on the Gotha Program, in which

he sharply condemnseclecticism in the formu-
lation of principles: If you must unite, Marx
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wrote 1o the party leaders, then enter into
agreements to satisfy the practical aims of the
movement, but do not allow any bargaining
over principles. do not make ‘concessions' in
questions of theory. This was Marx's idea. and
Yet there are people among us who strive — in
his name — to belittle the significance of
theory!" (Ibid.. Ch. 1, Sec. D, emphasis as in
the original)

It is just the same with your use of the slogan of op-

posing *“‘freedom of criticism.”" Comrade Lenin

~ stressed the improtance of the theoretical struggle,

but you are striving — in his name — to belittle the
significance of theory. You are turning Comrade
Lenin’s idea on its head when you use it to denounce
ideological struggle, for Comrade Lenin's struggle
against ‘‘freedom of criticism'’ was precisely in fa-
vor of the theoretical and ideological struggle. You
are putting forward anti-Marxist-Leninist ideas un-
der cover of perverting and interpreting in the oppo- -
site sense the Leninist slogans.

XI-F: A mutilation of Stalin’s correct teachings on the monolithic unity of the party in order to extinguish the

class struggle in the party

Another method by which you negate the ideologi-
cal struggle is by counterposing the ideological
struggle to organizational methods in creating and
preserving the monolithic unity of the party. You
have repeatedly quoted part of the following famous
and important passage by Comrade Stalin, but you
have misinterpreted it to mean that Comrade Stalin
has denounced the inner-party ideological struggle:

“The theory of ‘defeating” opportunist ele-
ments by ideological struggle within the Party,
the theory of ‘overcoming’ these elements with-

in the confines of a single party, is a rotten and

dangerous theory, which...threatens to make

the Party a prey to opportunism, threatens to
leave the proletariat without a revolutionary
party, threatens to deprive the proletariat of its
main weapon in the fight against imperialism.

. [Our Party succeeded in achieving internal
unity and unexampled cohesion of its ranks pri-
marily because it was able in good time to
purge itself of the opportunist pollution, be-
cause it was able to rid its ranks of Liquidators
and Mensheviks. Proletarian parties develop
and become strong by purging themselves of
opportunists and reformists, social-imperialists
and social-chauvinists, social-patriots and so-
cial-pacifists.] "’ (Foundations of Leninism, near
the end of Chapter VIII; the brackets have been
added to indicate that you always omit that
part when you quote this passage)

Actually, every time you quote this statement you
leave off the end, the part about proletarian parties
developing and becoming strong through purging
the opportunists, that is, through inner-party strug-
gle. You just quote the first sentence. By cutting
short this quotation from Comrade Stalin and, more

importantly, by the erroneous-theses that you have.
continually floated to us over:the past few years, in- s

cluding those that you have used to justify your op-
position to the slogan ‘‘Build the Marxist-Leninist
Party Without the Social-Chauvinists and Against

the Social-Chauvinists,”” you have shown that you -
not only negate the importance of the ideological
struggle but also the Amportance of the inner-party
struggle in general. Thus you oppose the ideological
struggle by in effect advocating the Khrushchovite
and social-democratic thesis of *‘inner-party peace.”’
Thus although you counterpose ideological struggle
to organizational measures, we by no means agree
that you have the corgect conception of the nature of

g0 3 :
- the organizational stéps to be taken with respect to

party unity or of the distinction between the purging
of opportunist elements and the process of rectifica-
tion of erring comrades. On the contrary, you have
given wrong theses on these questions too. We shall
deal with the question of ‘‘inner-party peace’’ fur-
ther at the end of this section. For the tine being,
however, we shall deal with your counterposition of
organizational methods and ideological struggle in
ensuring the monolithic unity of the party.

Thus the question arises of how should unity be
achieved in the Marxist-Leninist parties and how
should their monolithic character be ensured. By
ideological means or otganizational means? But no,
the question cannot be posed in that way. Such a
counterposition of the two methods is not proper.
The Marxist-Leninist classics stress the proper use
of both methods. Thus the famous passage from
Comrade Stalin that we have quoted above speaks
against relying solely on ideological measures and
leaving the party paralyzed and faction-ridden. But
this cannot be understood as meaning that one
should neglect the ideological struggle or ideological
clarification. Comrade Stalin repeatedly emphasized
the role of the ideological struggle. In a striking re-
mark, Comrade Stalin stated:

"To expel Brandler [a German type of Browder .
-~—ed.] and Thalheimer is an- easy matter,. "but
~the task: ofove.rcommg Brandlensm Ay a-dfff

" cult and serious one.” (‘A Letter to Comrade ™ "

Me-rt,”" Works, Vol. 7, p. 46)

This sentence occurs in the midst of a passage that
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is full of a number of profound ideas. This pas/sage
reads in part as follows:

**... To disavow Trotsky and his supporters, we

Russian Bolsheviks carried out an intense cam-

paign based on an explanation of principles in

support of the foundations of Bolshevism as
against the foundations of Trotskyism, al-
though. considering the strength and prestige

of the Central Committee of the R.C.P.(B.). we

could have dispensed with such a campaign.

Waus that campaign needed? Certainly it was,

for by means of it we educated hundreds of
thousands of new Party members (and also peo-
ple who are not Party members) in the spirit of

Bolshevism. It is very sad that our German

comrades do not feel it necessary that repres-

sive measures against the opposition should be
preceded or supplemented by a wide campaign
based on' an explanation of principles, and are
thus hindering the education of the Party meni-
bers and Party cadres in the spirit of Bolshev-
ism. To expel Brandler and Thalheimer is an
easy matter, but the task of overcoming Brand-
lerism is a difficult and serious one. In this mat-
ter, repressive measures alone can only cause
harm; here the soil must be deeply ploughed,
minds must be greatly enlightened. The
R.C.P.(B.) always developed through contra-
dictions, i.e., in the struggle against non-com-
munist trends, and only in that struggle did it
gain strength and forge real cadres. The same
path of development through contradictions,
through a real, serious and lengthy struggle
against non-communist trends, especially
against Social-Democratic traditions, Brandler-
ism, etc., lies before the C.P.G. [Communist

Party of Germany — ed.]. But repressive meas-
ures alone are not enough in such a struggle.”’

(Ibid., pp. 45-46, emphasis added)

It is quite significant that Comrade Stalin connects
the failure to wage the ideological struggle with fail-
ure to understand the role of the inner-party struggle
in general. He stresses that a communist party de-
velops ‘‘through contradictions, L.e., in the struggle
against non-communist trends '’ and that only in that
struggle does it ‘‘gain strength and forge real ca-
dres. " ltis clear that »o1 st for the Communist Par-
ty of Germany of 192 1w tor our two Marxist-Lenin-
ist parties today thei  is the perspective of develop-
ment ‘‘through contradictions, ' that is, through "a
real, serious and lengthy struggle against non-com-
munist trends, '’ especially against social-democrat-
ic, liberal-labor and revisionist traditions.

Comrade Stalin reiterated the importance of the
ideological struggle in an article on the situation in
the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia. In part, the
relevant passage reads:

“‘The immediate task is, while combating "ul-
tra-Left’ deviations, resolutely to combat the
danger from the Right with the aim of altogeth-
er isolating and completely eliminating the
Rights. ...

““That, of course, does not mean that all the
Rights must necessarily be expelled. Expulsion
is not the decisive weapon in the struggle
against the Rights. The main thing is to give the
Right groups a drubbing, ideologically and
morally, in the course of a struggle based on
principle and to draw the mass of the Party
membership into this struggle. That is one of
the chief and most important means of educat-
ing the Party in the spirit of Bolshevism. Expul-
sion must come, if it is really necessary, as d
natural result of the ideological rout of the ene-
my. ' (‘‘The Communist Party of Czechoslova-
kia.”' Works, Vol. 7, p. 66, emphasis added)
Comrade Stalin wrote other articles on the rela-

tionship between organizational and ideological
measures in the inner-party struggle. His works give
model examples of penetrating analysis in deciding
when ideological measures should be primary in the
inner-party struggle and when it is necessary to or-
ganize an extensive organizational purge of oppor-
tunist elements. Thus in November 1928 in the fight
against the Right deviation in the CPSU(B), he
pointed out:
“‘I think that we must pursue the same course
in the fight against the Right deviation. The
Right deviation cannot as yet be regarded as
something which has taken definite shape and
crystallized, although it is gaining ground in the
Party. It is only in process of taking shape and
crystallising. Do the Right deviators have a fac-
tion? I do not think so. Can it be said that they
do not submit to the decisions of our Party? I
think we have no grounds yet for accusing them
of this. Can it be affirmed that the Right devia-
tors will certainly organise themselves into da
faction? I doubt it. Hence the conclusion that
our chief method of fighting the Right devia-
tion at this stage should be that of a full-scale
ideological struggle. This is all the more correct
as there is an opposite tendency among some of
the members of our Party — a tendency to be-
gin the fight against the Right deviation not
with an ideological struggle, but with organisa-
tional penalties. They say bluntly: Give us ten
or twenty of these Rights and we 'll make.mince-
meat of them in a trice and so put an end to the
Right deviation. I think, comrades, that such
sentiments are wrong and dangerous. Precisely
in order to avoid being carried away by such
sentiments, and in order to put the fight against
the Right deviation on correct lines, it must be
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said plainly and resolutely that our chief meth-
od of fighting the Right deviation at this stage is
an ideological struggle.’ (‘'Industrialisation of
the Country and the Right Deviation in the
C.P.S.U.(B.),” Works. Vol. 11, pp. 298-99, em-
phasis as in the original)

... Of course, it is easier to remove people
from their posts than to conduct a broad and in-
telligent campaign explaining the Right devia-
tion, the Right danger, and how to combat it.
But what is easiest must not be considered the
best. Be so good us to organise a broad expluna-
tory campaign against the Right danger, be so
good as not to grudge the time for it, and then
vou will see that the broader and deeper the
campaign, the worse it will be for the Right de-
viation. That is why I think that the central
point of our fight against the Right deviation
must be an ideological struggle. ' (Ibid.. p..300)
(Parenthetically, let us note that here Comrade
Stalin commits a double heresy according to your
mode of thinking. Not only does he call for an ideo-
logical struggle, but for the organizing of a ‘‘cam-
paign’’ of ideological struggle, while you have been
pontificating about the alleged harmfulness and
Maoist nature of both **campaigns’’ and of “*ideolog-
ical struggle.’” But we shall speak further about the
issue of ‘‘campaigns’’ later on, in Section XI-H.)

Of course it does not follow in the slightest that
inner-party ideological struggle must be the only
method of struggle nor that it must always be the
chief method of struggle. Thus Comrade Stalin
stressed that the situation in the Communist Party of
Germany in 1928 was different from the situation in
the CPSU(B). In Germany the Rights were an arro-
gant faction who flouted party discipline. organized
their own factional group and even had their own
press organs. The time had clearly come for the ex-
pulsion of the Rights. Comrade Stalin pointed out:

“In opposing the expulsion of the Rights,

Humbert-Droz and Serra refer to the resolution

of the Sixth Congress [of the Comintern — ed. |

which says that Right deviations must be over-
come by means of an ideoclogical struggle. That

is perfectly true. But these comrades forget that

the resolutions of the Sixth Congress by no

means limit the struggle of the Communist Par-
ties against the Right danger to measures of an
ideological order. While speaking of methods
of ideological struggle against deviations from
the Leninist line, the Sixth Congress of the

Comuntern, in its resolution on Bukharin's re-

port, at the same time declared that:

‘far from precluding, this presumes the
utmost strengthening of iron inner-Party
discipline, unqualified subordifation of the

minority to the majority, unquualified sub-
ordination of the lower bodies, as well as of
other Party organisations (groups in parlia-
ment, groups in trade unions, the press.
etc.) to the leading Party centres.’ "’
(*'The Right Danger in the German Communist
Party.”” Works. Vol. 11, pp. 316-17. emphasis
as in the original)

““The [2th point of the twenty-one conditions
|[for admission to the Comintern, conditions en-
dorsed by the Second Congress of the Comin-
tern — ed.| savs that the Party must be “organ-
ised on the most centralised lines.  that within
it must ‘prevail iron discipline bordering upon
military discipline.’ You know that the Rights in
the Germuan Communist Party refuse 1o recog-
nize iron discipline, or any discipline whatever,
except their own. factional discipline. The ques-
tion arises, can this scandalous siute of affairs
be tolerated any longer?’ (Ibid., 'p. 318, em-

~ phasis as in the original)

“[ learned toduy from some of the speeches
made here that some of the German conciliators
plead in their justification the speech [ made at
the November plenum of the C.C., C.P.S.U.(B./
[some excerpts from this speech. *'Industriali-
sation of the Country and the Right Deviation in
the C.P.S.U.(B.)."" have been quoted above —
ed.] on the methods of combating the Right ¢le-
ments. As you know, [ said in my speech...that
at this stage of development of the fight aguinst
the Right danger in the C.P.S.U.(B.) the chicf
method of struggle is the ideological struggle.
which does not exclude the application of or-
ganisational penalties n individual cases. |
based this thesis on the fact that the Rights in
the C.P.S.U.(B.) had not yet crystallised. did
not yet represent.,a group or a faction, und had
not yet provided a single instance of violation or
non-fulfillment of decisions of the C.C., C.P.
S.U.(B.). I stated in my speech that if the
Rights were to pass to a factional struggle and
begin to violate decisions of the C.C.. C.P.S.U.
(B.), they would be treated in the same way as
the Trotskyists were treated in 1927. That is
clear, one would think. Is it not then stupid to
refer to my speech as an argument in favour of
the Rights in Germany, where the Rights have
already passed to factional methods of struggle
and systematically violate decisions of the C.C.,
C.P.G., or as an argument in favour of the con-
ciliators in Germany, who have not yet broken,
and are apparently unwilling to break, with the
Right faction? I think that nothing more stupid
than such a plea can be imagined. Only people
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who have abandoned all logic can fail to under-

stand the vast difference between the position

of the Rights in the C.P.S.U.(B.) and the posi-

tion of the Rights in the C.P.G. " (Ibid.. pp. 320-

21, emphasis as in the original)
Comrade Stalin then continued to go into other fac-
tors that have to be taken into consideration when
comparing the situations inside the CPSU(B) and
the CPG with respect to the problem of the danger
from the Right. Thus he pointed out that. unlike the
situation in the USSR:

In Germany. on the contrary, there is
alongside the Communist Party the stronger
and fairly firmly organised Social-Democratic
Party, which fosters the Right deviation in the
Gerr;ran Communist Party and objectively con-
verts this deviation into its agency.’' (bid..

p. 322)

As well. Comrade Stalin also points to the fact that
““The tradition of struggle against open opportun-
ism'" (Ibid.) is not so strong in the CPG as in the
CPSU(B). Indeed, the CPG was still *'far from hav-
ing rid itself of Social-Democratic traditions. which
foster the Right danger in the C.P. G.' (Ibid., p. 323)

Thus Comrade Stalin gives in these articles strik-
ing examples of the concrete analysis of the particx'x-
lar situation facing the communist party. an analysis
necessary for the determination of the precise meth-
ods to be used in the inner-party struggle. Clearly
Comrade Stalin's approach differs entirely from the
mechanical counterposition of ideological and organ-
izational methods. Instead Comrade Stalin defines
the role and relationship of the two methods and the
precise ways of implementing them in each particu-
lar case. And it is also absolutely clear that to slight
the ideological struggle, to say nothing of denigrat-
ing, pontificating against or cursing at this struggle,
is to cripple the principled inner-party strugg}e. to
harm the growth, development and strengthening of
the genuine communist party and to de.vi.ate away
from the sound positions of Marxism-Leninism.

Now let us return to the point we made near the
beginning of this section concerning ‘‘inner-party
peace.’”” We pointed out that although you appear to

" counterpose the ideological struggle to organization-
al methods of inner-party struggle, in fact you are
really counterposing inner-party struggle in general

' to the question of the monolithic nature of the party.
Indeed, as the striking quotation from Comrade
Stalin about expelling Brandler being easy but over-
coming Brandlerism being a difficult and serioqs
matter showed, to neglect the ideological struggle is
to fail to comprehend that the proletarian parties de-
velop ‘‘through contradictions, i.e., in the struggle
against non-communist trends. & Slighting‘ of the
ideological struggle and of the struggle against op-
portunism amounts to or is closely related to nega-

tion of the inner-party struggle in general. Thus
when you slight, denigrate and often outright negate
the ideological struggle. the struggle against oppor-
tunism and the inner-party struggle, you are in ef-
fect putt:\ng forward a concept of the proletarian par-
ty developing without contradictions and without any
internal class struggle. You are in essence putting
forward the theory of ‘‘inner-party peace."’

But the theory of “inner-party peace’" is a social-
democratic and revisionist theory. It must be stress-
ed that the advocacy and practice of the theories of
“‘inner-party peace’’ cannot ensure either genuine
unity or a tranquil inner-party life. On the contrary,
such theories and practices lead to the destruction of
genuine Marxist-Leninist unity and to the replace-
ment of the principled inner-party struggle with fac-
tional strife. This is closely related to the similar fact
that the advocacy and practice of toning down and
denigrating the polemics against opportunism does
not thereby solve the problem of how to oppose op-
portunism. Indeed, in the long run it cannot even
stop the polemic, but instead transforms the polemic
into forms demoralizing to the masses and disadvan-
tageous to the revolution. As for unity, there can be
no solid Marxist-Leninist inner-party unity inde-
pendent of the class struggle inside and outside the
party. : :

In Section XI-A. in discussing your demagogy
about *‘the Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle.’ " we
already gave a number of Marxist-Leninist refer-
ences on the question of inner-party struggle. We
shall not repeat that discussion here. We shall sim-
ply end by referring to some important passages
from the work of Comrade Stalin that show that the
negation of the struggle against opportunism and
the inner-party struggle under the pretext of pre-
serving the *‘unity’’ of the party is the stock, social-
democratic theory. And this social-democratic theory
and practice were also taken over by modern Khrush-
chovite revisionism and defended by speculating on
and interpreting in the opposite sense the Leninist
teachings on the monolithic and iron unity of the par-
ty.
Comrade Stalin stressed the law of the develop-

ment of the party ‘‘through contradictions”’ an.d op-
posed the social-democratic nature of the negation of
the inner-party struggle. For example, he elaborates
on this in the report entitled ‘‘Once More on the So-
cial-Democratic Deviation in Our Party.”’ Subsec-
tion 1 of Section 1 is entitled *‘Contradictions of In-
ner-Party Development.’’ He points out that:

“It follows that the C.P.S.U.(B.) grew and
became strong by overcoming inner-Party con-
tradictions.

“‘It follows that the overcoming of inner-Par-
ty disagreements by means of struggle is a law
of development of our Party.
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""Some may say that this may be a law for the
C.P.S.U.(B.). but not for other proletarian par-
ties. That is not true. This law is a law of devel-
opment for all parties of some size, whether the
proletarian Party of the U.S.S.R. or the prole-
tarian parties of the West. Whereas in a small
party in a small country it is possible in one way
or another to slur over disagreements, covering
them up by the prestige of one or several per-
soms, in the case of a big party in a big country
development through the overcoming of contra-
dictions is an inevitable element of party
growth and consolidation. So it was in the past.
So it is today. ' (Works, Vol. 9, p. 8)

Comrade Stalin then goes on "‘to refer to the uuthori-
tvof Engels " and gives two collaborating quotations
from Comrade Engels. One of them goes: “‘In the
long run the contradictions are never slurred over.
but ulways fought out. ™'

In the same subsection Comrade Stalin points out
that the social-democratic parties. on the contrary.,
seek to ‘‘cover up and conceal’’ the contradictions
and disagreements. He denounces them for not dis-
closing the contradictions and trying ''to overcome
them honestly and openly in sight of the mass of the
purty membership ' but instead turning “‘their con-
Jerences and congresses into an empiy parade of os-
tensible well-being. " Comrade Stalin pointedly re-
marks that: ""This is one of the reasons for the de-
cline of West-European Social-Democracy. which
was once revolutionary, and is now reformist.”
(Ibid.. p. ) Thus denial of the development of the
party ‘‘through contradictions. ' denial of the princi-
pled inner-party struggle, is a social-democratic the-
ory which is one of the reasons for the decline and
corruption of social-democracy. And the social-dem-
ocratic theory of *‘inner-party peace’” has been taken
up by modern revisionism as well.

#

XI-G: To profess a purely formal and empty ‘‘official optimism’’ concerning the unity of the Marxist-
Leninists is to profess ‘‘official optimism’’ in regard to opportunism

Another method by which you negate ‘the struggle
against opportunism is by professing an entirely for-
mal and empty ‘‘official optimism'' concerning the
unity of the Marxist-Leninists and the danger of
opportunism. Thus you denounce the revolutionary
struggle necessary to create, temper and preserve
unity by counterposing it to the empty and purely
formal *‘optimism™’ of your thesis that the Marxist-
Leninists are always united, everywhere and at all
times, simply by definition. You denounce the strug-
gle to isolate and expose the opportunists and revi-
sionists by counterposing this struggle to the fact
that opportunism and revisionism are anti-Marxist-
Leninist. With your *‘official optimism’’ you convert
the correct Marxist-Leninist thesis that opportunism
and revisionism are anti-Marxist-Leninist from a
great mobilizing force and call to struggle against
opportunism and revisionism into a pretext for not
fighting opportunism and revisionism on the grounds
that allegedly the opportunists and revisionists can-
not infiltrate the Marxist-Leninist ranks by the very
definition of Marxism-Leninism. You especially de-
nounce our slogan ‘‘Build the Marxist-Leninist Party
Without the Social-Chauvinists and Against the So-
cial-Chauvinists.'’ This slogan, which identifies the
danger of social-chauvinism and calls for uncom-
promising struggle against it, violates your ‘‘official
optimism’’ that social-chauyinism could have noth-
ing to do with the Marxist-Leninist movement by
definition. With empty and sophistical playing with
words you try to prove that those who call for the
most uncompromising, Leninist struggle against so-
cial-chauvinism and for throwing the social-chauvin-

ists out of the movement are realty believers that

there is ‘‘something in common’' between social-
chauvinism and Marxism-Leninism — for why else,
you reason, would they find it necessary to give a call
to remove the social-chauvinists, opportunists and
revisionists from the revolutionary movement in the
first place? And behind this allegedly ‘‘revolution-
ary”’ way of denouncing the struggle against oppor-
tunism, you then substitute pragmatic maneuvering
under the signboard of *‘unity of the genuine Marx-
ist-Leninists,”’ and ‘‘unity in one party’’ with all
those ‘‘who claim to be Marxist-Leninists,”" even
though you are quite familiar with what these forces
are in reality. Thus your ‘‘official optimism’' means
to put on a false front for official consumption about
how excellent the situation in the Marxist-Leninist
movement is, how the international communist
movement has allegedly never been split since the
split decades ago between Leninism and social-
democracy, and so forth, exactly in the typical man-
ner of the bureaucrat issuing pompous, soothing and
meaningless statements to keep the population
calm, while the opportunist poison is allowed to con- -
tinue to corrode. With your *‘official optimism’’ you
turn your official statements of high principle about
opportunism, as distinct from your practical politics
concerning the opportunist groups, into a repetition
of empty assurances of ostensible well-being, assid-
uously covering up and slurring over the actual prob-
lems existing in the Marxist-Leninist movement and
your actual policies for handling these problems.

It should be stressed that your **official optimism'*
about the danger of opportunism, an *‘official optim-
ism’’ used to negate the struggle against opportun-
ism, is an utterly social-democratic theory and prac-
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tice. One of the most harmful and corrupt traditions
of social-democracy was precisely their **official op-
timism"’ about opportunism. We find it shocking to
see you, the leadership of a Marxist-Leninist party.
slip into a practice that bears the mark of the flabby,
philistine, social-democratic and opportunist spirit
that corroded the Second International. Comrade
Lenin long ago denounced ‘‘official optimism.™’
Comrade Lenin's brilliant and well-loved -quotation
that *"...the fight against imperialism is a sham and
humbug unless it is inseparably bound up with the
fight against opportunism’" has been repeated thou-
sands upon thousands of times in the world Marxist-
Leninist press. It is worthwhile to recall that this
quotation comes from a passage where Comrade
Lenin is flaying precisely the **official optimism™* of
the Second International and of the social-democrat
Kautsky. Comrade Lenin wrote as follows:

“And so there is created that bond between

imperialism and opportunism, which revealed

itself first and most clearly in Great Britain,
owing to the fact that certain features of impe-
rialist development were observable there
much earlier than in other countries. Some writ-
ers, L. Martov, for example, are prone to wave
aside the connection between imperialism and
opportunism in the working-class movement —

a particularly glaring fact at the present lime —

by resorting to ‘official optimism’ (d la Kauisky

and Huysmans) like the following: the cause of
t#he opponents of capitalism would be hopeless

if it were progressive capitalism that led to the

increase of opportunism. or. if it were the best-

paid workers who were inclined towards oppor-
tunism, etc. We must have no illusions about

‘optimism’ of this kind. It is optimism in respect

of opportunism; it is optimism which serves io

conceal opportunism. As a matter of fact the ex-
traordinary rapidity and the particularly revolt-
ing character of the development of opportun-
ism is by no means a guarantee that its victory
will be durable: the rapid growth of a painful
abscess on a healthy body can only cause it to
burst more quickly and thus relieve the body of
it. The most dangerous of all in this respect are
those who do not wish to understand that the
fight against imperialism is a sham and hum-
bug unless it is inseparably bound up with the
fight against opportunism.’’ (Imperialism, the

Highest Stage of Capitalism, Ch. X, Collected

Works, Vol. 22, pp. 301-302, except for *‘d1a,”

all of the emphasis is added)

You and Martov give somewhat different reasons
for your *‘official optimism’’ concerning opportun-
ism. Martov openly gives rightist reasons for his
“official optimism’’ and whitewashes the labor aris-

* tocracy and labor bureaucracy. You on the contrary

try to give a more ‘‘revolutionary’’ sounding type of
“*official optimism."" You are willing to call the labor
aristocracy and petty bourgeoisie bad names. and
you even try to prove your revolutionary credentials
by always reiterating that the opportunists are police
and criminals. But from this, you conclude that there
is no point in seriously repudiating the political,
ideological and theoretical views and practices of the
opportunists, since after all they are just the ravings
of the police. So you end up insisting that the strug-
gle against opportunism is a secondary issue at best
and certainly something that should not be ‘‘ele-
vate(d)...to the level of theory."" (From your speech
““The Road of the Party,'’ PCDN. April 3, 1980, p. 3,
col. 3 and 4) Thus. despite some differences in form
between your method of putting forward *‘official
optimism'’ and that of Martov, it can be seen that
your **official optimism'" is precisely guilty of the so-
cial-democratic position being denounced by Com-
rade Lenin. The main thing in this regard is the
struggle against opportunism. And the whole point
of your ‘‘official optimism’’ is to downplay, deni-
grate and denounce this struggle. But, as Comrade
Lenin stressed:
““The most dangerous of all in this respect are
those who do not wish to understand that the
fight against imperialism is a sham and hum-
bug unless it is inseparably bound up with the
fight against opportunism.

_This is the key and decisive issue in the question of

““official optimism."" And you are precisely guilty of
denigrating the connection between the struggle
against opportunism and the struggle against impe-
rialism when you denounce ideological struggle, op-
pose the struggle against opportunism, preach that
the struggle against opportunism should not be
“‘taken too far'' or elevate(d)...to the level of theo-
ry,” advocate that the Chinese revisionists were
guilty of too much struggle against opportunism or
too many polemics, oppose our struggle against op-
portunism as being allegedly “‘the Maoist theory of
‘two-line struggle' " and a failure to explore the full
possibilities of the unity of the Marxist-Leninists,
and so on and so forth.

In Section X-F of this letter we showed that you
deny the well-known and obvious facts about the
splits in the international communist movement and
advocate the bizarre theory that the international
communist movement has always been united since
the time of the split between Leninism and social-
democracy during and after World War I. You have
gone to great pains to insist that Khrushchov and the
other revisionist renegades allegedly did not arise
from within the international communist movement,
We dealt with these absurdities of yours in that sec-
tion. But here we see why you need these theories.
They are a component part of your edifice of **offi-
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cial optimism.”’ You are aware that if vou simply
said that the international Marxist movement was
never split, that this would be too blatant a denial of
Leninism. So you seek to pay lip service to Leninism
while in practice relegating his teachings on the
struggle against opportunism to the museum of his-
torical antiquities and curiosities. So vou concede in
effect that the Leninist teachings on the split with
the opportunists and on the struggle against oppor-
tunism were valid back in the days, many decades
ago, of the original split between social-democracy
and Leninism. But since then. you say, the interna-
tional communist movement has never been split
and the teachings on the struggle against opportun-
ism must be replaced by simply defending *‘unity.”
which you conceive of as something separate and
distinct from and opposed to the struggle against
opportunism. Similarly. you imply that polemics may
have had their role back in the days of the split be-
tween social-democracy and Leninism, but today the
issue is '‘the defence of Marxism-Leninism,’" which
you conceive of as something separate and distinct
from and opposed to the ideological and polemical
struggle. Oh yes, you are willing to concede that the
question of splitting with opportunism was a real
question and an important task back in Martov's
day, at the time of the split between Leninism and
social-democracy, and you are even willing to con-
cede that the present-day workers’ movement is
split, as long as one makes a sharp distinction be-
tween the workers’ movement and the Marxist-Len-
inist movement. But when it comes to dealing with
the issues in the Marxist-Leninist movement of to-
day, then you relegate the Leninist teachings on the
struggle against opportunism to the museum and
advocate that the issue was settled once and for all
by the split between Leninism and social-democracy
decades ago. You may even be willing to use this or
that phrase about opposition to opportunism, but
you make sure that these phrases remain purely for-
mal and ceremonial by never failing to stress your
opposition to ideological struggle, to polemics, to
‘‘the Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle’ '’ and so on
and so forth.

Your repudiation of the Leninist teachings on the
struggle against opportunism under the pretext of
“‘official optimism’’ can be seen in your denuncia-
tion of the Leninist slogan of building the party with-
out and against the opportunists. Thus you stated, in
one of the discussions with us in which you attacked
this Leninist slogan, the following:

“You still give the line of two-line struggle.

‘Build the [Marxist-Leninist — ed.] Party With-

out the Social-Chauvinists and Against the So-

cial-Chauvinists.’ This is the two lines. Danger-
ous. We know they [the social-chauvinists —
ed.] are not part of the Marxist‘Leninist move-

ment. They are a danger to it. You say two-

lines: the Marxist-Leninist center and the so-

cial-chauvinist center. The implication is that
they [the social-chauvinists — ed.| are part of
the Marxist-Leninist movement.”' (from our

minutes of the discussions of late Mayv. 1979,

emphasis added)

After our delegate protested against this caricature
of our views. you went on and said:

**The social-chauvinist center in the U.S. is the

presidency [i.e.. Carter — ed.|. They want to

smuggle social-chauvinism into the Marxist-

Leninist movement. Klonsky. the revisionists

and the labor aristocracy are their main vehi-

cle.” (Ibid.)

Here you express the same idea as in the passages
from you that we quoted in Section X-F. The bour-
geoisie tries to smuggle social-chauvinism into the
Marxist-Leninist movement, but it never succeeds.
since the last splif in the international commu-
nist movement was allegedly the split between
social-democracy and Leninism decades ago. There-
fore you condemn the struggle against the social-
chauvinists on the incredible grounds that this strug-
gle allegedly implies "‘that they [the social-chauvin-
ists — ed.| are part of the Marxist-Leninist move-
ment."”" It should tge noted that vou condemn the
**without and against’" slogan on general principles.
You do not discuss any concrete aspect of our strug-
gle or of our analysis. Indeed you simply caricature
the “*without and against™’ slogan and introduce talk
of two ‘“‘centers’’ and so forth. although these are
not our formulations.

However, the fact is that the ‘‘without and a-
gainst’’ slogan is a Leninist slogan. Comrade Lenin
pointed out that this slogan (or the basic ideas be-
hind it) is an essential part of any real program of ac-
tion to deal with the question of opportunism. For
example, he wrote:

“'The purpose of a real programme of action can

be served only by a Marxist programme which

gives the masses a full and clear explanation of

what has taken place. explains what imperiul-
ism is and how it should be combuted, declures
openly that the collapse of the Second Interna-
tional was brought about by opportunism, and
openly calls for a Marxist International to be
built up without and against the opportunists.
Only a programme that shows that we have
faith in ourselves and in Marxism and that we
have proclaimed a life-and-death struggle
against opportunism will sooner or later win us
the sympathy of the genuinely proletarian
masses.”’ (‘*Socialism and War,”' Collected

Works, Vol. 21, p. 329, in the section on ‘‘The

State of Affairs Among the Opposition,’’ em-

phasis as in the original) '
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But with your denunciations of the ‘‘without and
against”’ slogan, you are denouncing the Marxist
“‘programme of action’’ as allegedly ‘‘the Maoist
theory of ‘two-line struggle.’’’ As we have seen, you
seek to avoid the open appearance of denouncing
Leninism by implying that such slogans as *‘without
and against’’ were historically justifiable at the time,
due to the split between Marxism-Leninism and so-,
cial-democracy, but are obsolete today.

As to your oh so clever argument that the ‘‘with-
out and against’’ slogan implies that the opportun-
ists are part of the Marxist-Leninist movement, the
exact same reasoning (or lack of reasoning) can be
used to denounce any one of innumerable classical
slogans against opportunism. For example, we
pointed out at the start of Section XI-F that you have
in the last few years repeatedly quoted Comrade
Stalin’s famous passage about ‘‘The theory of ‘de-
feating' opportunist elements by ideological struggle
within the Party, the theory of ‘overcoming’ these
elements within the confines of a single party, is a
rotten and dangerous theory...."" Unfortunately you
try to give this quotation the opposite sense intended
by Comrade Stalin, because understood correctly
this passage is an elaboration of the same idea as
that behind the *‘without and against’’ slogan. But
in any case presumably you believe that at least this
passage from the classics is applicable to today’s
conditions. But this passage ends: '‘Proletarian par-
ties develop and become strong by purging them-
selves of opportunists and reformists, social-imperi-
alists and social-chauvinists, social-patriots and so-
cial-pacifists.”’ True, you prefer not to quote th'is
sentence, but nevertheless Comrade Stalin wrote it,
and moreover it is an important truth. But this sen-
tence is completely equivalent to the ‘‘without and
against’’ slogan in its alleged implication that the
opportunists are part of the Marxist-Leninist move-
ment. For in order to purge an opportunist, reform-
ist, social-chauvinist or whatever from the party, he
must first be in the party. To purge someone from a
party means to remove or expel a member of that
party from its ranks. This is spelled out explicitly by

Stalin in the final section entitled ‘‘Conclusion” of
the History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Un-
ion (Bolsheviks), Short Course, 1939 edition. Stalin
pointedly remarks:
““4) The history of the Party further teaches us
that unless the Party of the working class wages
an uncompromising struggle against the oppor-
tunists within its own ranks, unless it smashes
the capitulators in its own midst, it cannol pre-
serve unity and discipline within its ranks, it
cannot perform its role of organizer and leader
of the proletarian revolution, nor its role as the
builder of the new, Socialist society.
“The history of the development of the inter-

nal life of our Party is the history of the strug-
gle against the opportunist groups within the
Party — the ‘Economists,’ Mensheviks, Trot-
skyites, Bukharinites and nationalist deviators
— and of the utter defeat of these groups. 3
(emphasis added)

““It may seem to some that the Bolsheviks de-
voted far too much time to this struggle against
the opportunist elements within the Party, that
they overrated their importance. But that is
altogether wrong. "’

But of course to call for purging someone from the
Marxist-Leninist party or the Marxist-Leninist move-
ment means precisely that one is saying that the in-
dividual involved is not a Marxist-Leninist and hence
doesn’t belong in the party or in the Marxist-Leninist
movement. It is only in your topsy-turvy logic, and
not in real life, that a call to purge social-chauvinists
from the party means an implied recognition that so-
cial-chauvinism is, if only partially, Marxist-Lenin-
ist. All your objection amounts to is the following:
that the struggle against opportunism means to rec-
ognize that there is a danger from opportunism, and
that recognition violates *‘official optimism.™
Nevertheless you repeat the same stale objection
to the struggle against opportunism over and over
again in a number of different forms. For example,
you have denounced in discussions with us the.s]o-
gan of ‘‘re-establishing unity.” Actually, this isn't
our formulation, but that made no difference to you.
The fact is that you are arguing not against any par-
ticular analysis of our Party, but in general against
the Marxist-Leninist teachings on the siruggle
against opportunism. So your representative put for-
ward the following:
““...[you referred to a party in the capitalist part
of Europe — ed.] say we must ‘re-establish uni-
ty’ of the international communist movement.
We oppose this thesis. We disagree. The ques-
tion of unity has nothing to do with re-establish-
ing. This unity exists. To say re-establish...
means we should iron out this difference,
means to compfomise with revisionism and re-
establish unity. Our view of the international
communist movement is the opposite. To view
this movement as a trend, this is a serious mis-
take. We used to analyze things this way. This
was the influence of Mao Zedong Thought. The
defense of Marxist-Leninist principles is not a
matter of trends of ideas, defense of ideological
theses — it means defending the line in the ob-
jective world.’” (Our minutes of the discussions
of early August 1979)
Here you oppose the formulation of ‘‘re-establishing
unity’’ in the international communist movement be-
cause it violates “official optimism’ which holds
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that the genuine Marxist-Leninists are always unit-
ed, unity exists, and so on and so forth. You dragged
in, in passing, the name of a particular party, but
that party's views and practices are irrelevant to
the issue. Just as we do not agree that the Marxist-
Leninist teachings on “‘ideological struggle’’ can be
negated because some opportunist group or other
gives ‘‘ideological struggle'’ as a slogan, so here too
the phrase ‘‘re-establish unity’’ must be judged in a
more serious fashion. And it turns out, of course,
that the phrase *‘re-establish unity’’ is too general to
be either supported or condemned in itself, unless it
has further elaboration. If someone or some party
wishes to ‘‘re-establish unity'* with the revisionists
or with some section of the revisionists, then such a
‘‘re-establishment of unity’’ is an opportunist and
anti-Marxist-Leninist practice. But if the call is to
‘‘re-establish unity’’ without and against the revi-
sionists, then the *‘‘re-establishment of unity’’ has a
totally different significance. Thus, Comrade Enver
Hoxha gave the stirring call at the Fifth Congress of
the Party of Labor of Albania that:

“‘unity will be re-established in the communist

movement and the socialist camp, but it will

be re-established by the Marxist-Leninists
without revisionists and traitors and in resolute
struggle against them."' (Cited in the History of

the Party of Labor of Albania, Ch. VII, Sec. 2,

p. 605)

We are enthusiastically in favor of this type of *‘re-
establishment of unity’’ and against the other type of
‘‘re-establishment of unity.”’ But you are simply en-
gaging in empty playing with the words ‘‘re-estab-
lishment of unity’” in order to denounce the struggle
against opportunism from an allegedly super-princi-
pled and very revolutionary standpoint.

In passing, we should also note that in the passage
from you that we have given above, you go to the
extent of utterly negating the struggle against op-
portunism by denying that this struggle should have
any ideological content at all. You are sternly op-
posed to the defense of any Marxist-Leninist
“‘ideas’ or ‘‘ideological theses’’ at all! Amazing!
This means to either avoid the struggle against op-
portunism altogether or to reduce it to a meaningless
squabble devoid of any ideological content in the
slightest.

Furthermore you denounce the thought that Marx-
ism-Leninism could be regarded as a “‘trend.”’ You
try to make this sound very ‘‘revolutionary,’” but it is
just sophistry and phrasemongering. The Marxist-
Leninist classics have often referred to Marxism as a
**trend’’ or similar such expressions when it was ap-
propriate. Hence with your phrasemongering you
are trying to present yourself as more ‘‘revolution-
ary’’ than the Marxist-Leninist classics. The reason
why you have to engage in this chfrade of phrase-

mongering is that you are afraid that if you allow talk
of the Marxist-Leninist “‘trend,’’ then you will have
to allow talk about the struggle between different
trends, and then you will have to recognize the
struggle against opportunism and, indeed, evén the
ideological struggle against opportunism. But you
regard the ideological struggle against opportunism
as a fate worse than death.

Let us examine an additional passage where you
repeat in a slightly different form these same tired-
out objections to the struggle against opportunism.
In the following short passage you pile on the distor-
tions, slanders and demagogic phrasemongering so
thick that it would take pages to sort out these few
sentences:

““En Lutte! says everyone is in the movement

except the Party [CPC(M-L) — ed.]. We agree

that we are not part of the opportunist move-
ment. You present the same thesis from the
opposite side, i.e., that everyone is part of the
movement. This leads to the conclusion that
the international movement must purge itself.

This plays into the hands of elements who spec-

ulate on the international movement. Then you

get: re-construct{ re-unite, re-etc.”’ (from our

minutes of the discussion of October 29, 1979)
Here you repeat once again the same stock slander
that to be for struggle against the opportunists
means to be for unity with them. This time you serve
up this sophistry in a new sauce by saying that our
thesis of building the party without and against the
opportunists is allegedly the flip side of the thesis
that all the opportunists should unite, You identify
the following two positions as the same thing: that
all the opportunists should unite against the Marx-
ist-Leninists, and that all the Marxist-Leninists
should unite against the opportunists. This is equi-
valent to someone saying that both those fighting
arms in hand for liberation and those fighting arms
in hand to slaughter and oppress the people are real-
ly in the same position, for, don’t you see. they both
use weapons. Such a complaint can only be made by
a pacifist. And indeed, you prove that you are taking

a pacifist position in the war between Marxism-Len-
inism and opportunism in so far as you denounce
‘‘ideological struggle’’ when in the above quotation
you identify the war against opportunism waged by
the Marxist-Leninists and the war against Marxism-
Leninism waged by the opportunists as the same po-
sition, though given *‘from the opposite side."’

You then proceed to denounce the conclusion that
‘‘the international movement must purge itself.”
We do not use ‘‘purge yourself’’ as our agitational’
slogan. But just as in the case of the ‘‘re-establish-
ment of unity,’’ this expression must be further elab-
orated before it can be judged. How can the idea of
the international movement purging itself be de-
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nounced in general when Comrade Stalin teaches
that: “‘Proletarian parties develop and become
strong by purging themselves of ' the opportunist
clements? Indeed, it is quite true that the interna-

tional movement is purging itself in the course of the

great struggle against modern revisionism. But, you

say. this gives rise to such theses as ‘‘re-establish-

ing unity,”’ etc. Well, what is so bad about that? It
all depends on how one reestablishes unity. We have
explained this above.

And there is one last comment that needs to be

made on the above passage we have quoted from
you. If you are aware that a certain opportunist
Qoup is actually preaching unity with everyone, in-

cluding the right social-democrats, then you are con-
sciously lying when you attribute to this group the
position of *‘ideological struggle.”” For you your-
selves have thus admitted that the actual position of
this group is liberalness and social-democratic coex-
istence. In such a case, if a group that stands for so-
cial-democratic liberalness claims to be for *‘ideolog-
ical struggle,” then the fraud should be exposed.
But when you instead denounce such a group .for
“ideological struggle,’’ you are in effect denouncing
the group for not extending its liberalness and coex-
istence to you, for excluding you from this “mov_e-
ment.'" which you yourself call the “‘opportunist
movement.”' Oh yes, you do not fail to add for offi-
‘cial ‘consumption that you ‘‘agree that we [CPC
(M-L) — ed.] are not part of the opportunist move-
ment."" But in practice you reject the slogan of bu.ild-
ing the Marxist-Leninist party without dnd against
the opportunists and instead preach an end to the
“ideological struggle.”’ And such preaching means
(o demand that the policy of liberal coexistence
should be extended to you.

Thus we see from your statements that you have
over and over again attacked our struggle against
opportunism on the topsy-turvy grounds that to call
for struggle against opportunism means to “imply”’
that the opportunists are part of the Marxist-Leninist
movement. And you especially object to the call to
struggle against opportunism when it is a call for un-

. yielding struggle, for struggle carried through to the
end, that is, for struggle conducted along the lines of
building the Marxist-Leninist party without and
against the opportunists and revisionists. You are
apposing the Marxist-Leninist teachings on the pro-
letarian parties developing and growing strong by
purging themselves of opportunist elements through
the *‘official optimism”’ that by definition the prole-
tarian parties do not contain non-proletarian, oppor-
tunist elements. Your ‘‘official optimism’’ is a deep-
ly rightist, social-democratic method, but you try to
dress it in ‘‘revolutionary’’ colors by posturing with
phrasemongering as more ‘‘revolutionary’’ than
anyone, even-than the Marxist-Leninist classics.

Thus you posture with absurd arguments that Marx-
ism-Leninism can never be called a “trend,” that
opportunist elements never arise from within the
movement (at least, not since the split between so-
cial-democracy and Leninism during and after World
War I) and so forth. So let us examine again and a lit-
tle more closely your theories about who is or who
isn’t in the Marxist-Leninist movement. We shall
see in more detail how you use your ‘‘official optim-
ism’’ both to denigrate the struggle against oppor-
tunism and to replace it with pragmatic maneuvering
under the signboard of ‘‘unity of the Marxist-Lenin-
ists.”’

Let us return to your objections to the move-
ment against social-chauvinism in the U.S. You at-
tack this movement, alleging that to struggle against
social-chauvinism in order to purge the social-chau-
vinists from the revolutionary movement means to
hold that the social-chauvinists are part of the move-
ment. But the facts are that, at the time of the begin-
ning of the movement against social-chauvinism in
1976, the open social-chauvinists and Klonskyites in
particular and the neo-revisionists in gener?l were
generally accepted as being part of the Marxist-Len-
inist movement. Accepted by whom? By the
COUSML? Did our predecessor, the COUSML. ac-
cept neo-revisionism as being genuinely Marxist-

" Leninist or anti-revisionist? No, the COUSML didn’t.

The COUSML never accepted neo-revisionism as
Marxism-Leninism and the COUSML declared re-
lentless war upon the social-chauvinists. The
COUSML fought to make the neo-revisionists,
‘‘three worlders’’ and social-chauvinists an object of
scorn in the eyes of every progressive person. The
COUSML fought not just the neo-revisionists, but it
also fought neo-revisionism as a trend of thought, as
an anti-Marxist-Leninist theory.

Thus the COUSML fought tooth and nail against
the social-chauvinists. But it is exactly this fight that
you accuse of creating illusions in the social-chauvin-
ists and of implying that they are part of the move-
ment. What a fraud! The fact that the social-chau-
vinists and neo-revisionists were generally accepted
as being part of the Marxist-Leninist movement was
not the doing of the COUSML. If the COUSML had
closed its eyes to this unfortunate fact, the fact
‘wouldn’t go away. Ostriches have never been_ re-
garded as the fiercest fighters of the animal king-
dom. The most harmful thing in this regard is **offi-
cial optimism’’ that closes its eyes to such generally
known but unpleasant facts as the presence of oppor-
tunists infiltrating into the Marxist-Leninist, revolu-
tionary and working class movements. What creates
illusions in the opportunists is the blunting of the
struggle. What destroys illusions is the sharpening
and intensification of the struggle against opportun-
ism. It is precisely the movement against social-
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chauvinism that has destroyed many illusions about
social-chauvinism and neo-revisionism, and that has
been an utter fiasco for them. It is the scientific and
militant stand of the COUSML, which acted to
change the situation whereby the social-chauvinists
were accepted as part of the Marxist-Leninist move-
ment not by defining the problem away, but by hard
struggle, which has destroyed illusions and safe-
guarded the purity of Marxism-Leninism and the
honor of the revolutionary movement.

Thus your holier-than-thou posturing about wheth-
er or not the social-chauvinists are in the Marxist-
Leninist movement is a big fraud. More, it is utter
hypocrisy. For even now you are advocating prag-
matic maneuvers with some of the conciliators of
social-chauvinism. In your letters of December 5 you
denounce our struggle against social-chauvinism,
which must of necessity include the stern struggle
against the conciliators, as allegedly a failure to ex-
haust ‘‘the full possibilities of this opportunity of
building the unity of the genuine Marxist-Lenin-
ists.”’ (See introduction to Section IX of this letter.)
Thus behind your talk about the opportunists not
being in the Marxist-Leninist movement stands the
reality that you are in favor of pragmatic maneuvers
under the signboard of ‘‘the unity of the genuine
Marxist-Leninists’’ with those who you yourself say
are not in the Marxist-Leninist movement!!

Therefore let us take a closer look into your con-
ception of ‘‘the Marxist-Leninist movement.’” You
have insisted that there is some question of differ-
ences on the issue of the composition of the Marxist-
Leninist movement. Very well, there are many dif-
ferent ways to approach a question. However, if you
wished to deal with the composition of the Marxist-
Leninist movement, you should have taken seriously
the issue that you yourself raised. And a serious ap-
proach to this question would require, among other
things, that you explain clearly what you mean by
‘‘the Marxist-Leninist movement,’” who is in it and
how it has developed. But you avoid this like the
plague in your discussions with us. Very well, we
should go into this anyway.

To begin with, what do you mean by the ‘‘Marxist-
Leninist movement’’? The answer to this question
naturally will determine whether or not this or that
opportunist is in this movement. Do you mean by
‘‘the Marxist-Leninist movement,’’ all those who are
genuine Marxist-Leninists and true fighters against
revisionism? If so, the neo-revisionists and other op-
portunists are not part of this movement. Or do you
mean all those who are generally accepted as being
in the Marxist-Leninist movement? If so, then wheth-
er the neo-revisionists or various other opportunists
are in the Marxist-Leninist movement depends en-
tirely on the exact state of the Marxist-Leninist
movement of the particular country at a particular

time. Or do you mean those activists from the revolu-
tionary mass movement who took part in an objective
movement to take up Marxism-Leninism and who
came to the realization of the need to fight revision-
ism? If so, you have never said so. But clearly in this
case too the composition of the movement depends
entirely on the concrete situation prevailing at a par-
ticular time and place. Or do you mean all those
‘‘who claim to be Marxist-Leninists''? This move-
ment would include the neo-revisionists and a num-
ber of other opportunists. And indeed you have
many times given the call that **All individuals who
call themselves Marxist-Leninists’’ or ‘*All those in-
dividuals and organizations who claim themselves to
be Marxist-Leninists’’ should join CPC(M-L). See
your pamphlet of 1976 entitled On Unity of Marx-
ist-Leninists. This is expressed in this pamphlet in
numerous places, such as in the article *'The Gener-
al Method of CPC(MEL) for Building the Unity of the
Marxist-Leninists in Canada and Quebec.’’ As well,
this thesis is expressed in the major speech of your
Party assessing the decade of the 1970's, given in
Hamilton on December 30, 1979. This speech specif-
ically endorsed the calls of 1974-7S that *‘those who
called themselves Marxist-Leninists’' should join the
CPC(M-L), the calls that are reproduced in the pam-
phlet On Unity of Marxist-Leninists. (See PCDN,
Jan. 3, 1980, p. 2, col. 3) And you yourself admit
that those ‘*who call themselves Marxist-Leninists"’
include certain ‘‘revisionists, trotskyists, anarcho-
syndicalists and opportunists of various sorts.”’ (On
Unity of Marxist-Leninists, p. 153 and numerous
other pages.)

But if you are willing to appeal for unity to ‘‘all
those who claim to be Marxist-Leninists,”’ even
groups that you do not regard as being in the Marx-
ist-Leninist movement but as groups that are revi-
sionist, trotskyist or opportunist and only ‘‘Marxist-
Leninist’’ in words, well then, why bother to waste
time and effort arguing about who is or who isn’t in
the Marxist-Leninist movement. Of what possible
value or significance is a ‘‘Marxist-Leninist move-
ment’’ whose extent does not even put a limit on the
boundaries of possible Marxist-Leninist unity? Such
a ‘‘Marxist-Leninist movement'’ is only an orna-
ment, something to be displayed for ceremonial and
official purposes, while in fact you work with a differ-
ent movement, consisting of all those who are Marx-
ist-Leninist in words.

Just look at the ugly, disgusting hypocrisy behind
your mask of ‘‘official optimism.”” You denounce the
struggle against social-chauvinism and the slogan
‘‘Build the Marxist-Leninist Party Without the So-
cial-Chauvinists and Against the Social-Chauvin-
ists’’ as allegedly ‘‘implying”’ that the social-chau-
vinists are in the Marxist-Leninist movement. Mean-
while you yourself give appeals that everyone who
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ence in order to justify a policy of pragmatic maneu-
ver.

Comrade Stalin also denounced ‘‘official optim-
-ism’’; he flayed the method of concealing the contra-
dictions in the movement as a social-democratic
method and connected this to the “‘middle line’" in
matters of principle. He wrote:

“‘How do the Social-Democratic parties of the
West exist and develop nowadays? Have they
inner-party  contradictions,  disagreements
based on principle? Of course, they have. Do
they disclose these contradictions and try to
overcome.them honestly and openly in sight of
the mass of the party membership? No, of
course not. It is the practice of the Social-Demo-
crats to cover up and conceal these contradic-
tions and disagreements. It is the practice of

‘the Social-Democrats to turn their conferences
and congresses into an empty parade of ostensi-
ble well-being, assiduously covering up and
slurring over internal disagreements. But noth-

" ing can come of this except stuffing people's
heads with rubbish and the ideological impov-
erishment of the party. This is one of the rea-
sons for the decline of West-European Social-
Democracy, which was once revolutionary, and

" Is now reformist.

" “"We, however, cannot live and develop in
that way, comrades. The policy of a 'middle’
line in matters of prinicple is not our policy. The
policy of a ‘middle’ line in matters of princi-
ple is the policy of decaying and degenerating
parties. Such a policy cannot but lead to the
conversion of the party into an empty bureau-

cratic apparatus, running idle and divorced /
from the masses of the workers. That path is
not our path.
“‘Our Party’s whole past confirms the thesi
that the history of our Party is the history of the
overcoming of inner-Party contradictions and of
the constant strengthening of the ranks of our
Party on the basis of overcoming them.’
(**Once More on the Social-Democratic Deyia-
tion in Qur Party,’" Works, Vol. 9, pp. 4-5)
It is quite clear that Comrade Stalin’s idea applies
fully to the question of the present-day Marxist-Len-
inist movement. To pretend that everything is fine,
to fail to disclose the contradictions and to fail to try
to deal with them honestly and openly “‘in sight of
the mass of the party membership. '’ is in fact to in-
troduce a spirit akin to that of social-democracy. It is
clear that from such *‘official optimism’’ ‘“‘nothing
can come...except stuffing people’s heads with rub-
bish and the ideological impoverishment of the par-
ty. " In order to rally all genuine Marxist-Leninists
around the Marxist-Leninist party, in order to elimi-
nate all opportunism from the Marxist-Leninist
movement not by closing our eyes to it but by driving
it out, the Marxist-Leninsts must wage a vigorous,
determined and open fight for Marxist-Leninist prin-
ciple. The movement against social-chauvinism led
by our Party is precisely an example of such a power-
tul struggle, and the Call of the NC of the COUSML
‘‘Build the Marxist-Leninist Party Without the So-
cial-Chauvinists and Against the Social-Chauvin-
ists’’ is precisely an example of a manifesto for such
a struggle.

X1-H: Your tirades against ‘‘campaigns’’ and ‘“‘movements’’ show your addiction to empty phrasemon-

gering

You have also denounced the struggle against op-
portunism by playing with the words ‘*‘movement”’
and ‘‘campaign.’’ For example, in the major speech
*“The Road of the Party,"" you say that:

**According to Maoism, all that is needed is to

start any kind of struggle and then extend this

as a ‘'movement.’ For the Maoists, a ‘move-
ment’ is always parallel to the working class
movement, a separate entity and separate from
the interests of the proletariat. They never deal
with the question of the proletariat as a class,
they never deal with the class struggle in a con-
crete manner, and they do not recognize the
dictatorship of the proletariat.”” (PCDN,
April 3, 1980, p. 3, col. 3)
You deduce all these things from the question of
“*movement.’’ This shows your addiction to empty
phrasemongering. And the main target of this tirade
against ‘‘movement’’ is to attack the struggle

against revisionism and opportunism. Thus you im-
mediately go on to give, as ‘‘one salient example,’’
your stock denunciation of ideological struggle in
particular and the struggle against oppottunism in
general. You link this up with denouncing *‘cam-
paigns.”’ Thus you are denouncing a whole front of
the class struggle, the ideological struggle, as some-
thing that is allegedly only ‘‘parallel to the working
class movement, a separate entity and separate from
the interests of the proletariat.”” You are stressing
that you hold that the struggle against opportunism
‘“*never deal(s) with the question of the proletariat as

“aclass'’ and ‘‘never deal(s) with the class struggle in

a concrete manner.’’

In particular, you have used this denunciation of
“‘campaigns’’ and ‘‘movements’’ to denounce the
powerful and invigorating movement against social-
chauvinism led by our Party. What, you cry, it is a
‘‘movement’’ and a ‘‘campaign.’”’ There is no need

Page §3

\ Leiter of the CC of the MLP,USA, June 16, 1980

to examine it in detail and/or to even consider the

toncrete policies and principles underlying our guid-
ance of this struggle. Oh no! It is enough that it is
a|'movement’’ and you are able to characterize it as
a manifestation of the Maoist line. In discussions
with us on October 29, 1979 you put forward this
ph‘ngsemongering in opposition to the movement a-
gainst social-chauvinism. And you stated: **We must
be ctonsistent Marxist-Leninists, not have cam-
paigns.”’ At the same time, you stated: '‘As well,
you have some specific offensives. But not in such a
way as to negate the on-going general defense of
Marxism-Leninism.’’ What word-chopping! If a
“*specific offensive’’ can be consistent with ‘‘the on-
going general defence of Marxism-Leninism,’’ then
why not a ‘‘movement against social-chauvinism’’ or
a “‘campaign’’'? Indeed, is the *‘on-going general de-
fence of Marxism-Leninism'’ even conceivable with-
out specific polemics, campaigns, movements, pro-
grams, and so forth? Your position is that of de-
nouncing meals, but supporting the *‘on-going gen-
eral’’ process of eating. But you went on to make the
question of ‘‘campaigns’’ into a major issue and stat-
ed: “‘The whole idea of campaign is erroneous. It in-
volves erroneous assessment of actual motion, of
what can be accomphished through such a struggle,
of what is the scope of the struggle.”” How can one
discuss ‘‘campaigns’’ in the abstract? With such
anti-Marxist-Leninist stupidities you seek to present
yourselves as more ‘‘revolutionary’’ than anyone
else, even than the Marxist-Leninist classics. Why,
you have gone right down to the root of the issue, to
the very idea of ‘‘campaigns.’’ True, the Marxist-
Leninist classics talk about ‘‘campaigns,’”’ ‘‘move-
ments,'’ ‘‘'main blows,’’ and so on, but presumably
you have advanced science so much further!

Your counterposition of the specific work of the
party to its ‘‘on-going general'’ work is utterly non-
sensical. Since you are making a general, abstract
point about ‘‘the whole idea of campaign,’’ we shall
discuss this general issue. Let us consider an analo-
gy to the army. After all, military analogies are
sometimes made to illustrate certain points about
the party, such as when the party is called ‘‘the gen-
eral staff’’ of the proletariat. In considering the ar-
my one sees that it is a model of ‘‘on-going general’’
work. It has a constant, rigid discipline, a discipline
which is never so tightly enforced as when the army
is in battle. And it has a constantly enforced rigid
structure. The army maintains constant maintenance
of weapons, constant concern for provisions, a well-
developed division of labor and so on and so forth.
But what is all this ‘‘on-going general’’ work for? It
is to allow the army to be a model of ‘‘campaigns,”’
‘‘movements,’’ attacks and retreats, forced marches
and sudden change of plans. Indeed, the army is the
model for the word ‘‘campaign.”” An army which

tries to fight a war by ruling out all *“*campaigns”
and a party which is afraid of concrete revolutionary
actions and ‘‘movements’’ are both absurdities and
ripe for ignominious defeat. To denounce “‘cam-
paigns’’ and “‘movements’’ is an absurd blunder.
The science of Marxism-Leninism requires not that,
but instead a correct definition of the role and rela-

tionship of specific and particular struggles to the
“‘on-going general’’ work and the formulation of cor-
rect policies adapted to the concrete conditions of the

revolutionary struggle.

Indeed a correct Marxist-Leninist analysis shows
that there are various constant fronts of the work of
the party, fronts that are essential and needed at all
times. The ideological or theoretical struggle. which
is one of the three basic forms of the class struggle,
is such a front. Party-building is another. The strug-
gle against opportunism, which is very closely linked
with the theoreticalgstruggle. is also such a front of
struggle. Work on these fronts should not be done in
fits and starts, so that some work is done and then
things go to sleep for years until some emergency
arises and the rot has already set in. But naturally,
however, constant ,work entails that there will be
many campaigns, movements, specific battles, all
linked together intd a consistent front of work. Each
front of work may rise or lower in intensity at times,
but it must never be interrupted. Such consistent
work is not ensured by your nonsensical sophistry
about ‘‘campaigns,’’ but by vigilance, by consistent,
unflagging efforts. Thus you curse ‘‘campaigns’’
and ‘‘movements,’’ but it is you who give a shocking
example of advocating work by fits and starts when
you assert, in summing up the 1970’s, that:

*‘There is no way that revisionism and oppor-

tunism can arise in this country again with the

same kind of bluster which they had during the

1974-77 period.”’ (PCDN, Jan. 3, 1980, p. 3,

col. 3) !

This assertion is a manifestation of complacency, of
neglecting the front of struggle against opportunisim
and of dealing with it only when there is a crisis, an
emergency. It is further deepened when you assert
that the party must not'*‘elevate this [the struggle
against opportunism — ed.] to.the level of theory.™
(From the major speech of your Party on the tenth
anniversary of its founding, the speech entitled
‘*The Road of the Party’’) This type of complacency
ensures work by fits and starts.

Hence your denunciation of ‘‘campaigns’’ and
“‘movements’’ shows that you are suffering from an
addiction to phrasemongering and empty play with
words. If you dislike something, then it is a '‘cam
paign.'’ If you like it, it is a “‘specific offensive.”
Since you are opposed to the struggle against oppor-
tunism in general and the movement against social-
chauvinism in particular, you call it an example of
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the 'Maoist™’ line of '‘campaigns’™ and ‘“move-
ments.’ " Meanwhile, you yourself develop your own
“movements.’”” such -as the ‘‘worker-politicians
movement.'’ This proves the utterly frivolous nature
of vour complaints about **movements.”’

Thus when you make the denunciation of ““move-
ments”” and “‘campaigns’’ a central feature of your
denunciation of Maotsm. this shows, among other

SECTION XII: Under the cover of *‘unity in one party,’” pragmatic maneuvering wit
opportunist chieftains replaces the principled struggle against opport

things: .
1) That you have very little serious criticism or anal
ysis of Mao Zedong Thought at all;

2) That you are making an absurd counterposition of
the particular to the general; and
3) That you are still trying to prove that the struggle
against opportunism is really a manifestation/ of
Maoism.

X11-A: More on *‘unity’’: The brilliant *‘tactics’’ of ‘‘we put unity in the forefront, and they expose:them-

selves"’

It has already become clear in the previous sec-
tions of this letter that you negate the struggle
against revisionism and opportunism by counter-
posing it to “‘unity.” In the introduction to Section
1X. for example. we showed that you oppose our car-
rving through of the struggle against Chinese revi-
sionism to the end by characterizing our stand of
struggle against opportunism as *‘anti-Leninist tac-
tics on the question of building and strengthening
the unity amongst the genuine Marxist-Leninist
forces in one country.'’ In particular you oppose the
struggle against the conciliators of social-chauvinism
as an alleged failure to exhaust *the full possibilities
of this opportunity of building the unity of the genu-
ine Marxist-Leninists.”" In this section we shall ex-
amine some more of your views concerning ‘‘uni-
ty."" We shall examine further your statements in

~which you elaborate your theories denying struggle
against opportunism, putting forward the opportun-
ists as “‘temporary allies,”" and setting forward the
path of pragmatic maneuver with the opportunist
chieftains under the cover of ‘unity of the genuine
Marxist-Leninists.””

In the discussions between our two Parties in late
May 1979 you put forward a whole scheme, a strate-
gy and tactics, of replacing the struggle against op-
portunism with the struggle to unite with the oppor-
tunist chieftains. You stated:

““This is the same question of Leninist tactics

we don’t agree with you on concerning oppor-

tunists. You choose frontal attack. Ideologically
destroy. We put unity in the forefront, and they
expose themselves. Now the struggle [which
struggle? the struggle to unite in one party with
the opportunists? — ed.] is taking place among
the masses even.'' (From our minutes, empha-
sis added)

Returning to this question, you added:

“*Not absolutes, these tactics. [With this you try

to deny the connection between tactics and
principles. From the fact that you are calling for
unity with diehard opportunists, allegedly no
one should draw any conclusion concerning
your stand towards the opportunists, because
allegedly tactics-are one thing, while principles .
and ‘“‘absolutes’ are another — ed.] You may
be right. [But you will call us ‘‘anti-Leninist'’
and ‘sectarian’’ for this disagreement anyway
and on this basis and because we refuse the
“*special relationship’” you will call for the over-
throw of our leadership and break fraternal re-
lations with us. — ed.] But when opportunists
are holding up pretensions of unity, (it is)
wrong to have frontal attack.” (emphasis
added)
Our comrade pointed out that far from holding out
pretensions of unity, the Weisberg social-democratic
MLOC/**CPUSA(ML)"" sect had called us the *‘most
anti-Leninist'" of all. You replied: :
“‘They can say anything."’
With this contemptuous (towards us) and frivolous
reply, you showed the complete hollowness of your
talk about the ‘‘opportunists...holding up preten-
sions of unity.”’ But there is more to it than that.
With this contemptuous reply, you were hiding
something. You were concealing the fact that the
**pretensions of unity'’ on the part of certain Ameri-
can conciliators was not towards our Party, whose
upright Marxist-Leninist stand against conciliation-
ism was hated by these opportunists and constituted
the major roadblock to their schemes, but towards
your Party. The Weisberg social-democratic sect of
conciliators not only saw that you refused to support
our struggle against conciliationism and “‘cen-
trism,"” but they also saw that you were willing to
have a certain amount of contact with them. This
contact was limited, but it sufficed to show them that
you were keeping the door open for future pragmatic

\
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m\ineuvers. (Simultaneously with maintaining this
contact and flirtation with the Weisberg social-dem-
ocr?tic sect, you, also on various occasions de-
nounced Mr. Weisberg to us in terms worse than
those that we used in our devastating pamphlet
Against Social-Democratic Infiltration of the Marx-
ist-Leninist Movement. For we restricted ourselves
to what we could prove and document, whereas you
are very free with certain serious accusations. But
the point is that your theories of *‘unity"" are theories
of pragmatic maneuver with the devil himself. So on
one hand you denounced Mr. Weisberg and on
the other hand you maintained contact with him and
flirted, made a number of benevolent. mild and
meek assessments of this or that activity of his sect,
opposed our polemics against Weisberg's social-
democratic sect, and so forth.) Naturally any such
maneuvering would be at our expense, at the ex-
pense of the genuine Marxist-Leninists in the U.S.
and of their principled struggle against opportun-
ism. Therefore you had to evade the question of
what ‘‘pretensions of unity’’ you were referring to.

It should be stressed that you did not deny that
we were striking at opportunists, and not at good el-
ements. Thus you were opposing ‘‘frontal attack,”
that is, struggle, precisely against oppottunism. In-
deed, you were opposing it on the basis of general
principle. That is, you are throwing away the Marx-
ist-Leninist teachings on the struggle against oppor-
tunism and replacing them with a general theory of
seeking ‘‘unity”’ with the opportunists. On the pre-
text of ‘‘tactics,’’ you are negating one of the most
basic principles of Marxism-Leninism. The general
pattern you put forward for dealing with the oppor-
tunists is: seek unity with them and then they will
‘*expose themselves.'' Clearly this means that the
opportunists will “‘expose themselves'' if they fail to
unite. Thus you, in fact, are putting forward the path
of uniting with the opportunists and denouncing
them only when they refuse that unity. As for princi-
pled struggle against opportunism, you denounce it
as a ‘‘frontal attack’ which allegedly violates crea-
tive tactics and you imply it is unnecessary, for the
opportunists will **expose themselves.™

This shows that to this very day you still uphold
the general principles set forth in your pamphlet On
Unity of Marxist-Leninists of 1976. We quoted from
that pamphlet at the end of Section XI-G. We
showed that this pamphlet set forward the path of
appealing for unity to every individual and organiza-
tion ‘‘who claimed to be Marxist-Leninists,"” that is,
was Marxist-Leninist in words, even though these
individuals and organizations were in fact ' ‘revision-
ists, trotskyists, anarcho-syndicalists and opportun-
ists of various sorts.”’ This pamphlet defined strug-
gle against that revisionism, trotskyism, anarcho-
syndicalism and opportunism which pretend to be

Marxist-Leninist as being the struggle against the
disruption of unity with them, and stated that:
“Certain comrades and friends also raise

questions about how the struggle against these
opportunist political lines should be waged. In
the practical movement, the opportunists are
all those who are unwilling to sit together with
others and sort out their differences.”’

“*Not to join the Party and not to sit together to
deal with questions relating to the theory and
tactics of Canadian revolution amounts to op-
portunism.”’ (On Unity of Marxist-Leninists,
pp- 155, 156)
This is the same path as you described in late May
1979 as: **We put unity in the forefront, and they
[the opportunists — ed.] expose themselves."

And this is the same path as you endorse in your
speech assessing the decade of the 1970's, given on
December 30, 1979, in Hamilton. Your speech says:

**During this entire period, our Party defend-
ed itself. It defended the correct line that there
should be only one Party in each country. It
called upon the Marxist-Leninists, or those who
called themselves /\iarxist-Leninists. to join the

Party and build the Party. On this basis,

[whether or not they joined the CPC(M-L) —

ed.| it differentiated between sham Marxist-

Leninists and real Marxist-Leninists: those who

are real Marxist-Leninists, who are serious, will

join the Party and will build it; those who are
opposed to this are opportunists and splittists,
while Marxist-Leninists are not splittist. [There
now — you have solved the whole problem of
the unity of the Marxist-Leninists by definition.

You have replaced the struggle against the op-

portunist ideologies and trends that cause splits

with defining and redefining the word ‘‘Marx-
ist-Leninist.”’ But we follow Marx, who said:

“‘The philosophers have only interpreted the

world, in various ways; the point, however, is to

change it. "’ (‘‘Theses on Feuerbach’') — ed.]

We pointed out that those who do not want to

unite are actually RCMP agents, agents of the

secret service, and this has been fully corrobo-
rated, [Good grief. Not only did you give the
call to unite in one party to those whom you had
publicly labelled as ‘‘revisionists, trotskyists,
anarcho-syndicalists and opportunists of vari-
ous sorts"’ (On Unity of Marxist-Leninists,
p. 153), but also to those whom you had publicly
labelled as *‘actually RCMP agents.’’ And now
you say that it is fully corroborated that these
people were “‘actually RCMP agents.”’ But the
most dangerous police agent is not the one who
refuses to join the party, but the one who will
agree to anything .. ccisely in order to infiltrate
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the party. — ed.} even by the Keable Commis-

sion and the McDonald Commission and others

— that these people have direct links with the

government, with the chiefs of staff of the reac-

ionary bourgeoisie in Canada.”’ (PCDN, Jan. 3,

1980, p. 2, col. 3)
In short, you defend the call for unity in one party
with all those **who ¢laim to be Marxist-Leninists,”
even those whom you have labelled as police. This
call for *‘unity in one party'’ replaces the struggle
against the opportunists. You distinguish between
“‘real Marxist-Leninists’ and ‘*RCMP agents’’ on
the basis of who joins the CPC(M-L). In this way you
define away the struggle against opportunism, for
clearly it is not waged against *‘real Marxist-Lenin-
ists"” nor can it be entirely identified with the art of
combatting the political police. Indeed, all the alleg-
cdly militant words about the opportunists being
“‘actually RCMP agents’" are simply meant to down-
grade the necessity for ideological struggle against
opportunism. They are the flip side of **official opti-
mism’’: i.e., there are allegedly no opportunists in
the Marxist-Leninist movement and conversely there
is no one but police outside the Marxist-Leninist
movement, and hence, you conclude, no serious po-
litical ideologies or groupings that have to be dealt
with among the opportunists. But your curses
against the opportunists as policemen are empty,
hollow, hypocritical words, for you continue to bom-
bard these same opportunists with continued ap-
peals for *‘unity in one party,”’ for an end to the
** ideological struggle.’* and so forth. You curse the
opportunists as ‘‘actually RCMP agents’’ to cover
over the fact that your theory actually is the opposi-
tion of struggle against opportunism. Thus we shall
sce that “officially’ you curse the opportunists as
dogs, criminals and police, while behind the scenes
you put forward the *‘tactics'’ of demanding that we
regard them as *‘temporary allies.™

As a side point, but as an important issue in itself,
it should be noted-that this passage also displays a
frivolous attitude to the question of defending the
Marxist-Leninist movement from infiltration by the
police and other bourgeois agents. From the facts
about the relation of the political police and the op-
portunists, you denigrate the struggle against oppor-
tunism instead of finding it a further reason for
strengthening the ideological struggle against op-
portunism. You talk about the presence of political
police, but you fail to note that this fully confirms the
necessity to replace the abstract, social-democratic
scheme of ‘‘unity (with the opportunists) in one par-
ty'’ with the orientation of building the Marxist-Len-
inist party without and against the opportunists. For
it is impossible to distinguish between ‘‘RCMP
agents’’ and non-agents on the basis of who joins the
Party, for the most dangerous agent is the agent pro-

vocateur who will do his best to infiltrate the party.
At the same time, since you call for ‘‘unity in oge
party.”’ you must believe that there are honest ele-
ments still outside the Party. But in that case it is un-
principled slander and gutter politics to label every-
one outside the Party indiscriminately as police
agents. This is not just unscrupulous and disgusting,
it is degrading the task of fighting the political po-
lice and discrediting this fight and turning it into an
empty game of name-calling. It is the method of the
blackmailer, the method of bourgeois *‘dirty tricks,’’
to say: do what I want or 1 will call you police, but
agree with me and you are pure as a virgin and a
‘‘real Marxist-Leninist’’ to boot. We are shocked at
this {rivolous attitude to the essential and constant
task of fighting the political police, and we have
never accepted this method for use in our work.

From your standpoint of opposing the struggle
against opportunism, you therefore denounce this
struggle — and our Party, which wages this struggle
openly and consistently — as ‘‘sectarian.’’ In oppo-
sition to this alleged ‘‘sectarianism,’’ you put for-
ward the view that the opportunists are ‘‘temporary
allies.”" It is shocking to us to see you, the leadership
of a Marxist-Leninist party, put forward the same
denunciation of the anti-opportunist struggle as is
made by the neo-revisionists and the Chinese revi-
sionists. They both call the opportunists ‘‘middle
forces’ and denounce the struggle of the Marxist-
Leninists against opportunism as ‘‘sectarianism.’’
We have written about this extensively in our series
of articles in The Workers' Advocate entitled *‘U.S.
Neo-Revisionism as the American Expression of the
International Opportunist Trend of Chinese Revi-
sionism.’’ Indeed, the Khrushchovite revisionists,
social-democrats and other opportunists also de-
nounce the anti-opportunist struggle as ‘‘sectarian.”’
When you change the phrase ‘‘middle force’’ to
‘‘ally”’ or even ‘‘temporary ally,”’ this is a change of
no basic significance.

Thus in the discussions between our two Parties in
November 1978, you denounced our struggle against
the conciliators of social-chauvinism as ‘‘sectarian-
ism.”” Our minutes of those discussions point out
that: ]

‘‘He [the representative of the CPC(M-L) —

ed.] gave views on our tactics with MLOC [now

““CPUSA/ML" — ed.]. The Leninist tactics re-

quire paying attention to allies, even temporary

allies. Certain forces will give the same line as
you for a time, insincerely. [Amazing! What an
incredible prettification of the social-democracy
of the MLOC! You are so eager to engage in
pragmatic maneuvers with the conciliators of
social-chauvinism that you deny the difference
between social-democracy and Marxism-Lenin-
ism! You say that this is the ‘‘same line.”” —

Letter of the CC of the MLP,USA, June 16, 1980

Page 87

ed.] You utilize this. You must pay attention to
the objective movement. In his view our tactics
are sectarian. He said that on the question of
meeting with them we were correct to handle it
in the way we did, unlike how the party hurt it-
self talking to En Lutte! [By -May 1979 you
changed your opinion on this too, and put for-
ward your talks with £n Lutte! as a model for us
—ed.] But we should have continued pursuing
the question internally, sending them letters
to paralyze them, and arming our comrades
to do verbal propaganda to chase them out of
our circles. That is, carry on the fight without
the published polemics and launch that stage
sometime next year. [In short, anything but
polemics! [For our principled and hard-hitting
polemics put a spoke in the wheel of anyone .
advocating unprincipled pragmatic maneuvers
with the conciliators. — ed.] He pointed out
that this is a question of tactics [i.e., don't
ask what are the principles underlying this
stand of the leadership of CPC(M-L)! — ed.],
which is an important question. He expressed
enthusiasm that we crush MLOC.” (emphasis

added) ' .

The completely unprincipled nature of this praise
of opportunism as a ‘‘temporary ally’" is underlined
by your criteria for this ‘‘temporary ally.”” It is only
that someone call themselves Marxist-Leninist
in words. But this means to throw out the considera-
tion of what role these forces actually play in the
class struggle. It means to lose faith in the actual
revolutionary process, to judge by the shadow and
not by the reality, and to be willing to play ball with
any element who is willing to phrasemonger a bit
(and who has something in his possession that you
find useful). It means that you are establishing a
meaningless, paper criterion behind which any
treachery can be done behind the scenes.

Your theory that one should be guided by whether
or not various opportunists ‘‘claim to be Marxist-
Leninist™ is utterly anti-Marxist-Leninist and even a
violation of elementary materialism. It is denounced
over and over again in the Marxist-Léninist classics.
We shall give just two examples of this, but many
more could be given. Thus in What Is to Be Done?
Comrade Lenin says that we should:

“...judge people not by the brilliant uniforms

they don, not by the high-sounding appella-

tions they give themselves, but by their actions,

and by what they actually advocate....’’ (Ch. I,

Sec. A)

Or again, in the book The Proletarian Revolution
and the Renegade Kautsky, Lenin sarcastically re-
marks: _
““Let us point out, in passing, that when call-
ing the non-Bolsheviks in Russia, i.e., the Men-

sheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries. Social-
ists, Kautsky was guided by their appellation.
that is, by a word, and not by the actual place
they are occupying in the struggle between the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie. What an excel-
lent understanding and application of Marxism!
But of this more anon.'" (From the beginning of
the chapter ““How Kautsky Transformed Marx
into an Ordinary Liberal,”” emphasis as in the
original)

You continued this theme in the discussions of De-
cember 3, 1978. Here you put forward the theme that
the opportunists in general, not just the social-demo-
cratic conciliators, are not just a ‘‘negative force,™
but also a **positive force.’’ You stated:

" “*You probably think the opportunists are a
negative force. However, they are also a posi-
tive force. They have given unprecedented
prestige to China, Marxism-Leninism, etc. All
sorts of hardened anti-communists say they are
Marxist-Leninist. [To us, this would seem an
excellent argument against ‘‘putting unity in
the forefront’’ with all those. ‘‘who claim to be
Marxist-Leninists;”’ birt you draw the opposite
conclusion — ed.] It is a negative force in that it
presents difficulties to us. But if we put our dif-
ficulties in command, (it) will give rise to fac-

-tional struggle. We will become a sect. We
want to educate the working class, but [But you
prefer to let the opportunists *‘expose them-
selves’ — ed.] when we polemicize against
them, they love it, [If this is true, then you
should look into the political and ideological
content of your polemics — ed.] and take up our
line and attack us. We have 400-page books
written on the opportunists, but (we) do not
publish. You must keep up on their activity."’

This truly shocking praise of the opportunists as a
“‘positive force’’ and as an *‘ally”’ is naturally the in-
evitable accompaniment of your advocating prag-
matic maneuvers with the opportunists under the
signboard of “‘unity.”’ You believe that the unity
with opportunists can have some pragmatic value for
this or that purpose. After all, thc opportunists
might have some connections, or some numbers, or
some influence, etc. Therefore you want to utilize
this, so pragmatic maneuvering must replace princi-
pled struggle. Oh yes, pragmatic maneuvering
doesn’t totally exclude polemics under all circum-
stances. By no means. But it is not for nothing that
you insist that your polemics are not ideological
struggle. For example, you wrote:

““When we publish our criticism of MREQ, it
is not for the purpose of waging ideological

struggle.”” (On Unity of Marxist-Leninists,

p. 156)

Polemics can be waged on a pragmatic basis, either
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as part of pragmatic maneuvering (on the theory of
give the opportunists a good rap or two so that they
agree to be a '‘temporary ally’’) or because the
pragmatic maneuvering has led to disaster and
something must be done. But naturally a polemical
struggle against the opportunists which is not inspir-
ed by ideological motives, but only by pragmatic con-
cerns, is a mere bluff which in the long run will not
stand the test of life.

Our Party stands firmly opposed to all these anti-
Marxist-Leninist theories of yours which negate the
struggle against opportunism under the signboard of
“‘unity.” We are for unity of the Marxist-Leninists
and unity of the proletariat under the leadership of
the Marxist-Leninist party, unities which are only
achieved in fierce struggle against the imperialists
and the opportunists, and against ‘‘unity’’ of Marx-
ist-Leninists with opportunists. We are opposed to
pragmatic maneuvering with the chieftains of oppor-
tunism under the signboard of *‘unity of the genuine
Marxist-Leninists,"" opposed to the theories that op-
portunism is a ‘‘temporary ally’’ or ‘“*positive force"’
and opposed to the reduction of polemics and of
struggle against opportunism to a pragmatic maneu-
ver, stripped of deep ideological content and consis-
tent motivation, rather than an essential front of the
class struggle.

And when our Party opposes your bankrupt theo-
ries of opportunism as a ‘‘temporary ally,’’ of *‘unity
(with opportunism) in one party’’ and of pragmatic
maneuvers with opportunism, this does not mean
that we are opposed to having ‘‘temporary allies'’ or
principled maneuvers. Not in the slightest. It no
more means that then opposition to the Chinese revi-
sionist theories of opportunism as a ‘‘middle force™
means opposition to the concept of middle strata and
middle forces or the presentation of all non-proletari-
an forces as one undistinguishable reactionary blob.
The point is not to deny *‘temporary allies,”’ but the
point is that you are calling the forces that have come
out against the struggle ‘‘temporary allies.”” The
point is that you are opposing the struggle against
the opportunist roadblocks to the struggle by impos-
ing the scheme of ‘‘put unity in the forefront, and
they expose themselves.'" The point is that you are
dreaming of pragmatic maneuvers with the chief-

tains of opportunism on the basis of liquidating the
movement against social-chauvinism in particular
and the ideological and polemical struggle against
opportunism in general. The point is that you detach
your tactics from principles, lose faith in the revolu-
tionary upsurge and the ferment among the mass]/es
and instead seek to gain this or that petty advantage
from dancing with the opportunist chiefs. The point
is that you have given up even the pretext of assess-
ing the possible ‘‘temporary allies’’ by their actual
role in the struggle and instead call for deals with all
those ‘‘who call themselves Marxist-Leninists,’’ all
those who in words say this or that. No, this is unac-
ceptable. This is anti-Marxist-Leninist. This is
treachery. Our Party will never accept this. Our Par-
ty will continue to take every opportunity, even the.
smallest, to seek out even unstable, vacillating, tem-
porary, conditional allies, especially mass allies. Qur
Party will continue to put forward the path of very
carefully and patiently sorting out the different ele-
ments in the Marxist-Leninist movement as describ-
ed in our pamphlet How to Advance the Struggle
Against Social-Chauvinism and elsewhere, and we
refuse to accept the stereotyped and oversimplified
schemes of ‘‘official optimism’’ or of any other type.
Our Party will continue to search out and implement
proper tactics, and even when necessary, maneu-
vers, compromises and special arrangements, in or-
der to come to terms with and help move forward
groups of proletarians and toilers stirring to new life
or of honest revolutionaries who are breaking away
from the opportunist grip, but these tactics will be
based on principle. These tactics, as well as our
strategy, will be on the basis of pushing forward the
class struggle not only against the capitalists and re-
actionaries, but against their agents, the opportun-
ists; they will be on basis of building the Marxist-
Leninist Party without the opportunists and against
the opportunists. They will be on the basis of height-
ening the class consciousness of the proletariat and
sharpening the class struggle, and not on the basis
of blunting the struggle, submerging everything in
‘‘official optimism’ and searching for some prag-
matic advantage. This is the path of revolution, and
revolution in deeds and not just revolution in resolu-
tions and speeches written for official consumption.

XII-B: The life and death conflict in the United States between Marxism-Leninism and opportunism is re-
placed by *‘pro-CPC(M-L)’’ versus ‘‘anti-CPC(M-L),”’ independent of ideological content

You have also negated the ideological struggle
against opportunism in the U.S. not only by counter-
posing it to *‘unity’’ in general, but also in particular
by counterposing it to the question of whether or not
your leadership is accepted and your experience
taken up. In this way, you have denied the struggle
of Marxism-Leninism against opportunism in order

to replace it by judging this or that stand simply from
the point of view of whether it is ‘‘pro-CPC(M-L)"’ or
‘‘anti-CPC(M-L),"”” independently of the ideological
content of the stand. In practice this amounts to the
demand that the stands of the leadership of CPC

. (M-L) be followed independently of whether they are

right or wrong, but simply because they are the
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stands of the leadership of CPC(M-L). It is not Marx-
ist-Leninist for a party in its own country to replace
the ideological struggle against opportunism with
simply demanding blind obedience on the basis of
the prestige of the party. And when you g0 a step
further and negate the ideological struggle against
opportunism in the U.S. by replacing it with the de-
mand for adherence to your ‘‘trend.’’ then this is a
brutal demand for a “*special relationship'* outside
of the Marxist-Leninist norms.

Thus in discussing the question of whether or not
to hold a meeting commemorating the 10th anniver-
sary of the Internationalists, your representative set
forth the following position:

‘*He [the representative of the leadership of

CPC(M-L) — ed.] said...that lately they had no-

ticed that there seemed to be a certain de-

emphasizing of the Internationalists. He said

it was very important not to give up our history.

(The delegate from the leadership of COUSML

said:) ‘But you think there is a trend to de-em-

phasize.’ He said yes, the ideological aspects.

For example in the U.S. you do not do propa-

8anda that for years in the U.S. the youth and

students were blocked from the advanced ex-
perience of the youth and student movement

in Canada by national and social-chauvinism.

... It was only when this was broken through,

that widescale dissemination of Mao Tsetung

Thought took place and that the opportunists

were forced to take up Marxism-Leninism."

(Our minutes of the discussions of January

1978, emphasis added) .

Thus you are putting forward that the issue in the
revolutionary movement in the U.S. was not Marx-
ism-Leninism versus modern revisionism and oppor-
tunism, but to take up the ‘*advanced experience'’ of
your trend. You deny the struggle between Marx-
ism-Leninism and opportunism and replace it by the
issue of whether or not the movement accepted your
leadership. In this way you play on the sincere prole-
tarian internationalist sentiments of respect for your
Party and try to use them to promote certain anti-
Marxist-Leninist pretensions of developing your own
““trend.”’

You present this as a struggle against **national
and social-chauvinism.'’ But you define chauvinism
as failure to accept your ‘“*advanced experience."
This type of opposition to *‘chauvinism'* has nothing
to do with the struggle against social-chauvinism in
the U.S., against the Pentagon-socialist thesis of
“directing the main blow against Soviet social-impe-
rialism," against alliance with ‘*one’s own'" bour-.
geoisie against the revolution, against the bankrupt
positions of Chinese, Khrushchovite and Browderite
revisionism and of social-democracy. The struggle
against American opportunism is covered up by sim-

ply judging forces by whether they are for or against
your leadership.

Thus you described in early 1977 that various
forces are following the arch-*‘three worlder’* Klon-
sky. but allegedly they will turn around and follow
you if Klonsky is discredited. You do not consider
the question of why these groups are following Klon-
sky, what this shows about the positions they are in,
or why they are part of an opportunist trend but in-
stead reduce the question to simply whether one fol-
lows Klonsky or follows you. Thus Klonsky is being
““floated internationally,’" but if he is discredited, .
everything will be fine and the era of unrestrained
pragmatic maneuvering for “*unity’’ will begin. Thus
your representative stated:

"*OL is the organization being floated interna-

tionally. ... I think MLOC and all of these

groups will abandtfn Klonsky. Once he's been
smashed internationally, these wavering ele-
ments will abandon him.

“Anyway, CPC(M-L) is on the agenda one
way or another. All of the fears of these guys
will come true. They were scared that the
American proletaz?at will follow CPC(M-L) —
now it will come true.’”” (From our minutes of
the discussions of February 6, 1977 with our
delegation to the Third Congress of the CPC
(M-L))

Here you do not consider the history or role of the
MLOC and why they took up Klonskyism. And this
at a time when MLOC was a most ardent open
social-chauvinist and *‘three worlder.”” The MLOC
was at this time trying to float, in coordination with
the Chinese revisionist propaganda, that the Marx-
ist-Leninists were trotskyites. But for you, there is
no question of struggle against opportunism and of
examining the role of these groups in the actual
struggle. Instead the issue is simply to wipe out
Klonsky's international reputation and replace it
with that of CPC(M-L), and then all these allegedly
“wavering elements' will abandon Klonsky and
come over to “‘follow CPC(M-L}."* R 2 ~

Naturally history disproved your thesis. For exam- -
ple. itis true that MLOC abandoned support of Klon-
sky as a person. But MLOC had taken up Klonsky-
ism because neo-revisionism and social-chauvinism
fit in with their social-democracy. Abandoning Klon-
sky. they continued their social-democracy and in-
deed fought hard to even continue propagating all
the positions of Klonsky under the cover of just
changing a signboard of a few formulations on the
international situation. They stood for **Klonskyism = -
without Klonsky.” At the *First Congress'’ of the
MLOC in November 1977, at which they allegedly
“‘opposed’’ Klonsky and ‘‘three wotlds-ism,"" they
actually boasted of their Klonskyism without Klon-
sky and stated:
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there were two chairmen in North America,

Klonsky and [the chairman of CPC(M-L) —

ed.]. ... Must solve the problem of defeating

Klonsky as chairman. Did this in 1960's, they

themselves collapsed. Now must defeat them

again. :

~ "You can no longer defeat these people in
the old way. Because they have learned these
forms and methods. They cannot really carry
them out but they have learned to imitate them
and for"this reason you can no longer defeat
them.in the old way.'’ (From our minutes of the
discuissions of late January 1977)

Thus here you were characterizing the polemical

struggle as factional fights and calling for a new way

to defeat the opportunists. Nor were you particularly .

enthusiastic when the special issue of The Workers'
- Advocate of March 10, 1977 appeared, the issue that

. gave the call, **U.S. Marxist-Leninists, Unite in-

Struggle Against Social-Chauvinism!"* You hoped at
that time that the Political Resolution of the Third
_ Congress of the CPC(M-L) would suffice to defeat
_ the opportunists in both Canada and the U.S. and

_possibly elsewhere too. You quite literally regarded
© that *‘the Third Congress is the victory of Marxism
“in Canada"'.and indeed in North -America. And you
wanted us to concentrate on studying and distribut-
ing the Political Resolution of the Third Congress of
the CPC(M-L) and to develop a ‘‘movement’’ on

. this. (Discussions with our delegation to the Third

-Congress, March 15-16, 1977)
" Thus when you gave a certain support to our
struggle against social-chauvinism in 1977, it was
despite the fact that in principle you were already
against” the ideological and polemical struggle
against opportunism. And time has further verified
- that your limited support was based on pragmatic
considerations. In essence, you were forced by cir-
cumstances to support our struggle. You found our
~ struggle useful to you. Two particular pragmatic
considerations stick out: (A) the value of our struggle
against Klonsky for your work in forging contacts in-
side the international Marxist-Leninist communist
movement; and (B) the sharpness of the struggle
with the followers of Chinese revisionism inside
Canada.

(A) To begin with, let us consider the question
of your work in strengthening the contacts of your
Party with the other parties in the international
Marxist-Leninist movement. In this work, you ran
across. the problem of the influence of Klonsky’s
*‘three worlder’’ party, the OL/*‘CPML.’’ Klonsky's
party was bitterly opposed to your Party and at the
same time it had managed to obtain a certain recog-
nition from some parties in the international Marx-
ist-Leninist communist movement. For this reason,

~you supported the struggle against Klonsky'’s party.

Indeed, it is notable that you constantly discussed
the struggle against Klonsky solely from the interna-
tional angle. You were not interested in the struggle
between Marxism-Leninism and opportunism in the
U.S., but only in the international discrediting of
Klonsky.

For example, let us return to that discussion of
February 6, 1977 where you talk about CPC(M-L) al-
legedly being “‘on the agenda’’ in the U.S. There
you discuss the struggle against opportunism in the
U.S. entirely from the international angle. Your rep-
resentative stated:

‘*The opportunists are finished, OL and RCP.
RCP [that is, the **'RCP,USA"" — ed.] wanted to
be so revolutionary that they couldn’t be revi-
sionists like the OL.or Marxist-Leninists like
COUSML. Anyway RCP has no force; they are
not’known in Canada. OL is the organization be-
ing floated internationally. The Party's [CPC
(M-L)’s — ed.] analysis is that Klonsky is a new
Browder who wants to build the party as a dis-
cussion and education. group — Kautsky.
Khrushchov, Klonsky, KKK. I think MLOC and
all of these groups will abandon Klonsky. Once
he's been smashed internationally, these wa-
vering elements will abandon him.’’ (Our min-
utes) ;

The entire issue you raise is international recogni-
tion. Thus you write off the ‘“RCP,USA,’" which in
reality had far more of an actual organization in the
U.S. than OL, on the grounds that ‘'RCP has no
force.”” Clearly this refers to ‘‘RCP’s’’ isolation in-
ternationally at that time and not to its role in U.S.
politics. Besides, you say, ‘‘RCP,USA"" is allegedly
*‘not known in Canada.’’ Meanwhile you are inter-
ested in OL because it is being ‘‘floated internation-
ally,”" and so you are for smashing Klonsky ‘‘inter-
nationally.’’ You pin great hopes on this, and regard
that once this is done the domestic situation will
automatically fall in place.

Following the same theme, when you praised our
polemics against OL in January 1978 it was from the
point of view of its international impact. Your repre-
sentative stated:

**...COUSML has made an important contribu-

tion to the international communist movement

in its polemics against OL. The fraternal parties
are saying: what kind of ‘Marxist-Leninist’

group is this to support which is calling on U.S.

imperialism to build more B-1 bombers. He

said that you have opened up this whole front
against social chauvinism and this is an impor-
tant contribution. They mentioned they liked
very much the most recent ‘Under a False

Flag.’”’ (From our minutes of the discussions of

January 1978)

And similarly, when you denounce our polemics, it
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is also from the point of view of what you find useful
in your work in the international movement. Natural-
ly, your protestations that this or that is not of inter-
est internationally should be translated to mean that
this or that is not of use to you or of interest to you.
Thus you insisted that no one ‘‘pays attention’ to
the polemic on MLOC, at a time when the question
of MLOC was stirring up a minor international con-
troversy, because you were not interested in fighting
MLOC but in promoting some pragmatic maneuvers
with MLOC. Thus in the discussions between our
two Parties of September 1978, your representative
put forward objections to our polemics such as:
*‘...polemics won't expose MLOC. Nobody in-
ternationally pays any attention to these things,
it will only cause confusion [If they don't pay at-
tention to the polemics, how can they be con-
fused by them? And it is clear that it is not the
fight against the Weisberg social-democratic
sect that causes confusion, but that the fight is
the only way to clear up the confusion — ed.] ...
polemics won’t help. When it is time, MLOC
will expose itself. [This is a repetition of your
basic thesis on pragmatic maneuvers with the
opportunists, namely, ‘‘...put unity in the fore-
front, and they expose themselves.” This
means that you were still interested in ‘‘unity’’
with MLOC. — ed.]”’ (From our minutes of the
discussions of Thursday night, September 7,
1978)

‘‘Nobody is fighting ‘social-chauvinism.’”

(Ibid.)

*“You comrades should discuss these ques-
tions. It is very important to coordinate your
ideological work to the problems of the inter-
national Marxist-Leninist communist move-
ment. What is specific to the U.S. should be
dealt with internally to consolidate your organi-
zation. Or if it is very important maybe you
should deal with it in another way. [Why thank
you, kind sirs. How noble of you to allow the
possibility that our public press might in very
exceptional cases deal with the internal prob-
lems of the country we live in. Except that
even here you are probably not referring to
public polemics, but to verbal agitation outside
the organization, letters to groups to ‘‘para-
lyze’’ them, and so forth. — ed.] (From our
minutes of the discussions of Friday afternoon,
Sept. 8, 1978, emphasis added)

Thus you finally arrived at the logical conclusion of
your theories. Our newspaper should be devoid of
material on the struggle against opportunism in the
U.S., according to your theses. Such material is,
you believe, for internal consolidation inside the Par-
ty only. While the public press is converted into

something empty, something without a soul and
purely for international consumption, a brightly
colored ornament without connection to the fierce
struggle going on in the U.S., a token to be bartered
on the international market.

But in 1977 you were involved in a fierce con-
frontation with Klonsky's party internationally.
Thus you found that our polemics had a certain use
for you. Hence you gave them a certain support on
that basis. But as your position improved inter-
nationally and the danger to you from Klonsky's
party faded away, your support for our struggle also
faded away.

(B) Another factor in connection with your temp-
orary and limited support for our struggle in 1977
was that the struggle in 1977 against the '‘three
worlders’’ was fierce. [To be precise, what was
fierce was the pressure of the Canadian ‘‘three
worlders’’ on CPC(M-L) at that time W.A.] Here
again the immediate necessities of the struggle com-
pelled you to violate your principles against the
struggle against opportunism.

Thus in the major speech by your Party in Hamil-
ton, Ontario on December 30, 1979, you identitfied
the years 1974-77 as years when the opportunists
had a certain bluster: At the same time, you also in-
dicated that after this period the problem of oppor-
tunism could be slighted, in your opinion. Your rep-
resentative stated:

“‘“The struggle became open in 1974-75."

‘‘However, the entire onslaught ot the re-
visionists and opportunists, all their frauds,
and arrogance, actually crashed down around
their own heads. ...I pointed out that every-
thing these revisionists and opportunists did
during the 1974-77 period actually discredited
them, and eliminated them. ... There is no way
that revisionism and opportunism can arise in
this country again with the same kind of blus-
ter which they had during the 1974-1977
period.”’

**...during the 1974-77 period, big pressure was
exerted from within the Party as well as from
outside, that whatever CPC(M-L) says should
be consistent with what the Chinese say."
(The above three passages are all from PCDN,
Jan. 3, 1980) ;

Indeed, you yourself attributed the lack of pro-
gress in your maneuvering with the Weisberg social-
democratic sect in 1977 as due to the fierce fight with
the ‘‘three worlders.”’ In the discussions between

our two Parties in November 1977 at the time of the -

Sth Consultative Conference of the CPC(M-L), your
representative told us your views as to why Mr.

Weisberg came to attend the Sth Consultative Con-
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ference after having broken off discussions with CPC
(M-L) earlier. For your unprincipled flirting with the
Weisberg social-democratic MLOC/‘*CPUSA(ML)"’
had gone to the extent that you allowed Mr. Weis-
berg into the sessions of the Sth Consultative Con-
ference of your Party. Our minutes record the fol-
lowing summation of your views:
‘‘Barry Weisberg had thanked [the chairman of
the CPC(M-L) — ed.] for allowing him to parti-
cipate in the (Sth Consultative) Conference. He
later said that the conference was very good.
He said that he had been away too long, that
the break in discussion was MLOC's fault.
[The chairman of the CPC(M-L) — ed. pointed
out to me [the COUSML delegate — ed.] that
this was not exactly the case, that [a represent-
-ative of the leadership of CPC(M-L) — ed.] had
told them (the MLOC) there was no agreement
when . there was one [at the time of the last
previous meeting between MLOC and CPC
(M-L) — ed.]. MLOC was to stay the next day to
finalize this [the agreement — ed.] but they dis-
appeared. He [the chairman of CPC(M-L) —
ed.] summed this up, the fault was ours [CPC
(M-L)'s — ed.], but in a more fundamental
sense the fault was theirs. ... The discussions
had been broken off at the time of the formation
of the League. [Canadian Communist League,
“‘three worlders’’ and Canadian Klonskyites —
ed.] Barry Weisberg had actually asked, what
will happen to CPC(M-L) when the League is
formed? This showed that he had it on his
mind that CPC(M-L) would be smashed up.
Now he sees the Party is stronger than ever
while the League is a joke, and wants to come
around again.”” (From our minutes, emphasis
added)
During the period of this fierce struggle in 1977,
our Party as always stood firmly beside you without

flinching. And, faced with the fierce attack from
opportunism, you found it convenient to give a
limited support to our struggle against the Klonsky-
ites and followers of Chinese revisionism in the U.S.
But you believed that with 1977 this fierce struggle
came to an end, that revisionism and opportunism
can in ‘‘no way...arise in this country again with the
same kind of bluster which they had during the 1974-
1977 period.”’ Hence you preferred to resume prag-
matic maneuverings with the conciliators of social-
chauvinism, and you found our struggle was no long-
er of use to you but was a downright obstacle frus-
trating the conclusion of any deal based on pragmat-
ic maneuverings with the opportunists.

Thus your temporary support for our struggle a-
gainst social-chauvinism did not last. This itself is
another proof that if the fight against opportunism
is not inspired by ideological motives, but only by
certain pragmatic interests of the moment, then it
is a mere bluff which is short-lived. And indeed your
support for the movement against social-chauvinism
in the U.S. proved quite short-lived. With the publi-
cation of our article ‘‘How to Advance the Struggle
Against Social-Chauvinism’’ in February 1978, you
turned against our struggle. From support for the
struggle, you turned to sweet dreams of ‘‘unity”’
and deals with the conciliators of social-chauvinism.
You proved more than willing to sacrifice the move-
ment against social-chauvinism as part of the price
of a deal with the conciliators. And this is abundant
proof that your support for our struggle was not in-
spired by ideological motives, but by pragmatic con-
siderations, for anyone who stood against social-
chauvinism on principle would insist on carrying this
struggle through to the end and could not but be re-
volted by the antics of the conciliators and their
oppgsitioh to the movement against social-chauvin-
ism.

SECTION XIll: Unity-mongering to oppose the struggle against conciliationism and *‘cen-

trism’’ in particular

In your letters of December S you phrasemonger a
lot about centrism. But the facts are that you have
especially opposed the struggle against concilia-
tionism and ‘‘centrism.”’ Your theories negating the
struggle against opportunism by replacing it with
pragmatic maneuvering under the signboard of
‘‘unity’”’ have meant maneuvering especially with
the conciliators and centrists and the downplaying,
obstructing and negating of the struggle against the
conciliators and centrists in particular. This is be-
cause it is particularly the conciliators and cen-
trists who are covert opportunists who try to hide
their opportunism under the signboard of one or two

slogans stolen from the revolutionary Marxist-
Leninists, slogans which the conciliators distort and
try to tear the revolutionary heart out of. Clearly it is
the conciliators and centrists who do their best to
appear to be Marxist-Leninists in words, while in
fact they are dangerous enemies of Marxism-Lenin-
ism in practice. Hence it follows that your theories
about ‘‘putting unity in the forefront’’ with all those
elements that claim in words to be Marxist-Leninists
serves to dull the sense of outrage against especially
the conciliators and centrists and to present them as
‘‘temporary allies’’ instead of opponents of the
struggle.
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Throughout this letter we have come repeatedly
across the facts concerning your opposition to the
struggle against the conciliators of social-chauvinism
and the forces that could be called *‘centrists.”’ You
have preferred a policy of maneuver with the con-
ciliators and *‘centrists'’ to the policy of struggle.
Here we put together in one place a list of some of
these facts, most of which have been discussed in
more detail previously. These facts include the fol-
lowing:

** Your opposition to the movement against
social-chauvinism began with your opposition to our
article “‘“How to Advance the Siruggle Against
Social-Chauvinism'" of February 1978, the article
that began the public attack on conciliationism as an
obstacle in the struggle against social-chauvinism.
And what you opposed in this article was precisely
the attack on conciliationism in general and idealist
anti-revisionism, a variety of conciliationism, in
particular.

** You then proceeded to oppose all the polemics
on the main conciliators of social-chauvinism. Under
one pretext or another, you opposed all the polemics
on both the rabid ‘‘three worlders’" of the *‘RCP,
USA™ and on the social-democrats of the MLOC/
“CPUSAML)."”

** You went to the extent of developing a special
rationale for opposing the struggle against the con-
ciliators and *‘centrists.”’ You denounced the strug-
gle against the conciliators as a splitting of the front
against ‘‘three worlds-ism."" Thus in the discussions
with you of May 1978 after the memorable Interna-
tionalist Rally in Montreal, your representative
stated:

‘*...that their [CPC(M-L)'s — ed.] information

was that there was a definite motion in the

U.S. developing against the three worlds theory

and that to launch this struggle [against ideal-

ist anti-revisionism, a variety of conciliation-

ism — ed.] may split this front. And that he

[the representative of the leadership of CPC

(M-L) — ed.] seriously doubts that the ideas

that we are raising are correct [referring to the

passages in ""How to Advance the Struggle A-

gainst Social-Chauvinism’* about conciliation-

ism being a roadblock in the struggle against

social-chauvinism — ed.]"’ (From our minutes)
Actually of course motion had been developing a-
gainst the ‘‘three worlds™ theory for some time.
1977 had been a year of disaster for the ‘‘three
world”’ theorists. In order to thwart the motion a-
gainst social-chauvinism and ‘‘three worlds-ism,”
there was a further development of conciliationism
and “‘centrism’’ beginning in the latter part of 1977,
a further development that was also a decay. You
misjudged the situation entirely, mistook the con-
ciliators for the motion that was deweloping, and put

forward the hackneyed philistine theory that strug-
gle against the conciliators and covert opportunists
means splitting the Marxist-Leninists. In practice,
this meant to lose faith in the prospects of the de-
velopment of the revolutionary upsurge against the
social-chauvinists and to abandon the fostering of
the healthy new forces coming forward and instead
to succumb to the siren songs of a section of the con-
ciliators.

You put forward the theory that one never fights
the conciliators directly. You tried to attribute this
to another party and your representative stated:

“*For example, [you gave the name of a Marx-

ist-Leninist party — ed.] is fighting against

Eurocommunism. They know very well that

there are elements who oppose Eurocom-

munism in words but are for it in deeds, but
they do not make an issue of this. What they do

is to hit very hard against Eurocommunism and

persist in this.”" (From our minutes of the dis-

cussions of May 1978)

This is a ridiculous anecdote. You didn't tell us who
these conciliators of *'Eurocommunism"* are who are
being referred to, what the situation is in the strug-
gle against them, how strong they are and what dan-
ger they pose, or any concrete fact at all. But clearly
tactics depend on the time and place. on the concrete
circumstances. We ourselves went through a period
of putting intense pressure on the conciliators by
continually stepping up the attack on the Klonskyite
“‘three worlders'" and open social-chauvinists before
reaching the point where it was essential to pass
over to a direct attack on the conciliators. At the
same time, we were quite conscious right from the
beginning that a fierce struggle was going on with
the conciliators as well as with the open social-
chauvinists. But you related this absurd story with-
out time or place or concrete circumstances in order
to make a very definite point. The moral of your story
was that one allegedly never fights the conciliators.

You therefore advocated attacking only the main
official sect of open social-chauvinism. You stated in

the same discussion:

"The paralysis of all the opportunists results

entirely from the work of COUSML and CPC
(M-L) against OL [the Klonskyites — ed.] and
CCL [Canadian Klonskyites — ed.] To divert
from the main target will give rise to ideologi-
cal confusion and the strengthening of the
enemy."’ (Ibid.)
It should be noted that with this you opposed attacks
on the “‘three worlders’’ of the **‘RCP,USA"’ as well
as on the Weisberg social-democratic MLOC/
“CPUSA(ML).”
And you have not given up these theories about
the struggle against conciliationism and *‘centrism"’
splitting the *‘unity of the genuine Marxist-Lenin-
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ists.’’ This is proven by your denunciation in your
letters of December S of the article ‘‘How to Advance
the Struggle Against Social-Chauvinism'' as an al-
ledged failure to exhaust ‘‘the full possibilities of
this opportunity of building the unity of the genuine
Marxist-Leninists."" (p. 16)

** You maintained a policy of pragmatic maneu-
vering with the conciliators and ‘‘centrists.’”” You
thus maintained a certain contact with the Weisberg

social-democratic MLOC/*‘‘CPUSA(ML)"' sect and °

judged them not on the basis of their stand in the
revolutionary struggle in the U.S. but solely on how
much contact they maintained with you at any par-
ticular time. You maintained this contact with them
and this friendly, mild and benevolent attitude to-
wards them despite their vicious and all-out war a-
gainst the Marxist-Leninists in the U.S. and despite
their vile social-democratic, anti-Marxist-Leninist
nature. '

Furthermore, you were also willing to at least
consider the question of maneuvers with the *'RCP,
USA."’ Hence you made the blunder of selling them
the rights to your English translation of the Palacios
book. To this date you have not admitted that you
have violated any principles with this sale but simply
complain that you got a bad deal. ,

** To oppose the struggle against the conciliators
means sooner or later to oppose the struggle against
the open opportunists. Hence your opposition to the
struggle against conciliationism and your replace-
ment of the struggle against the conciliators with
maneuvers with them soon led you to denounce the
movement against social-chauvinism itself. Thus you
started to concoct all sorts of theories against
‘‘movements,’’ against attacks on any domestic

_opportunists at all, even the open social-chauvinists,
and so on and so forth. Of course, you dress up your
opposition to the movement against social-chauvin-
ism in bright colors and with fancy pseudo-Marxist
theories, theories which are a dime a dozen. But
objectively, you sold the movement against social-
chauvinism in favor of sweet dreams of pragmatic
maneuvers under the signboard of ‘‘unity’’ with the
conciliators, for it is clear that the price exacted by
the conciliators for maneuvers is opposition to the
movement against social-chauvinism.

*% You advocate that ‘‘...this entire centrist
trend...unfolded...across the USA this fall [1979 —
ed.].”’ (p. 8) This is ridiculous. Right from the start
of the movement against social-chauvinism, concilia-
tionism and ‘‘centrism’’ existed and was a major
question. You say that ‘‘centrism’’ arose in fall
1979 in the USA in order to justify your policy of
opposing the struggle against conciliationism and
‘‘centrism’’ up until that time. Actually, however,
you have continued to this day to oppose our polem-

ical struggle against the *‘RCP,USA"’ and to give no

support to our polemics against Mao Zedong
Thought and in general to oppose the struggle a-
gainst conciliationism and “‘centrism.'’ And it is
interesting to us that the first issue of The Workers'
Advocate that you stopped distributing was the issue
of December S, 1979 that contained the major article
‘*Mao, Browder and Social-Democracy: Mao Zedong
and the American ultra-revisionist Browder support-
ed each other and shared a common platform of
social-democracy'’ as a supplement. Nor, as we
showed in Section VI-C, did you give any support
to our struggle against the tour by Palacios of the
U.S. on the platform of the **‘RCP,USA."’

**% In your letters of December 5, you identify the
question of struggle against ‘‘centrism’’ as being
solely the public denunciation of the RCP of Chile by
name in the press. This is absurd. It is just another
one of your excuses to refrain from the fight against
Mao Zedong Thought and the ideological struggle
against centrism. Consider your letter to the CC of
the RCP of Chile, which you have now published in
your organ PCDN. This letter not only does not de-
velop the ideological issues at stake, but it repeated-
ly insists that the ideological differences between
your Party and the RCP ot Chile on such questions as
Mao Zedong Thought are irrelevant and that the on-
ly issue is the provocations by the International
Commission of the CC of the RCP of Chile against
you.

Furthermore, your letter appeals for unity to the
CC of the RCP of Chile. So on one hand in your
letters of December S you ridicule our Party on page
4a for writing that '‘we are in no hurry to come to a
final conclusion on the RCP of Chile,”’ while you
yourself then proceed to appeal for unity to this same
RCP of Chile! Charming, is it not? You write in
your letters of December 5 that the RCP of Chile is
part of

‘*...the entire centrist trend which had already

crystallized...”" (p. 4a, your emphasis)
and that

*‘...this entire centrist trend...is the creature

of imperialism and social-imperialism..."

(p- 4a)
and accuse us of not fighting these creatures of
imperialism and social-imperialism, and then you
yourself publicly and openly appeal for unity with
these alleged creatures of imperialism and social-
imperialism. And you stress that you hold that the
RCP of Chile is ‘*‘genuinely Marxist-Leninist and

stand(s) on revolutionary grounds’’ through propos-
ing discussions and saying that you oppose discus-
sions with any revisionists and opportunists. You
write, right after stressing your proposal for discus-
sions:
*‘Of course, it is not possible to settle differ-
ences with the revisionists and opportunists of
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all hues through discussions; thus, we are al-

ways opposed to such discussions. But we firm-

ly believe that parties, organizations and

groups which are genuinely Marxist-Leninist

und stand on revolutionary grounds can cer-
tainly settle their differences through dis-
cussions. This is the only correct way to re-
solve these differences. Thus. we express our
enthusiasm for such meetings with you in order
to settle these important matters which we have

raised in our letter."" (PCDN, March [, 1980,

p. 4. col. 4, emphasis added)

Thus, irrespective of whether or not it is correct
to polemicize against the RCP of Chile by name in
the press at this time — and we have expressed our
view on that to you repeatedly — it is clear that
polemics against the RCP of Chile such as yours
have nothing to do with the ideological struggle a-
gainst Mao Zedong Thought or **centrism."’ (All this
by the way, is not to speak of the fact that your de-
mand that we attack the RCP of Chile by name as
part of your maneuvers was scandalous and dis-
graceful. As clear from your letter to the RCP of
Chile, you wanted to hide the hand that throws the
stone so as to pose as a long-suffering saint who a-
bides by all the norms while suffering in silence the
Chilean provocations.)

*% And finally, you have put forward a number of
theories directly prettifying conciliationism and
“‘centrism.” Thus we showed near the beginning of
Section XI-A of this letter that you denied that the
Chinese revisionists adopted conciliatory stands to-
wards Soviet revisionism on the grounds- that
"*Chinese revisionism and Mao Zedong Thought are
a departure from Marxism-Leninism and between
Chinese revisionism and Mao Zedong Thought and
Marxism-Leninism there is an insurmountable
gulf.”" Thus you denied that conciliationism is ‘‘a
departure from Marxism-Leninism'’ and that be-
tween conciliationism and Marxism-Leninism there
"'is an insurmountable gulf.”” When you deny that
Chinese revisionism and Mao Zedong Thought could
take a conciliationist stand towards modern Soviet
revisionism on the grounds that Chinese revisionism
and Mao Zedong Thought are anti-Marxist-Leninist,
you are directly and clearly implying that concilia-
tionism is not anti-Marxist-Leninist.

Furthermore you have denounced the *‘centrists’’
as advocates of “‘ideological struggle.'" You have de-
nounced the struggle against opportunism as *‘the
Maoist theory of ‘two-line struggle'' and at the
same time denounced the ‘‘centrists’’ for *‘two-line
struggle.” Thus you have been prettifying the
“‘centrists’’ as allegedly fighters against revisionism
and opportunism, indeed, as those who allegedly
exaggerate the ideological struggle, raise it to the
level of theory, and so forth. And-this is manifested

repeatedly in your letters of December 5.

Thus you write, in denouncing our characteriza-
tion of U.S. neo-revisionism as the American expres-
sion of the international opportunist trend of Chinese
revisionism, that:

"'But these centrists are also not only ‘opposed’

[your pencilled-in quotation marks on the

word ‘‘opposed’’ change nothing — ed.| to the

‘international trend of Chinese revisionism'

but to its *American’ or any other expression,

as well. Thus, you [here vou are referring to
our Party and its struggle against opportun-
ism — ed.] are in good campany with these

centrists.”" (p. 18)

Here you prettify the ‘‘centrists’’ as opponents of
and fighters against both Chinese revisionism and
the domestic opportunist followers of Chinese re-
visionism. According to your prettifications, the
“RCP,USA’" not only is not Chinese revisionist.
but it fights Chinese revisionism and the domestic
Klonskyites. According to you, we are in company
with the “*centrists'’ when we fight against Chinese
revisionism and the domestic opportunists. What an
astonishing prettification of *‘centrism. "

Furthermore, eatlier on in your letters of Decem-
ber S, you wrote: * ‘

""...the entire centrist trend which had already

crystallized around the ‘defence of *‘Mao
Zedong Thought™* and the ‘contributions’ of
Mao Zedong under the mask of their so-called
‘opposition’ to Chinese revisionism and the
notorious theory of ‘three worlds'...." (p. 4a.
emphasis as in the original)
Here you are more careful to talk of 'so-called
‘opposition’ " and ‘‘mask of their so-called ‘opposi-
tion." " However, one must compare this passage to
your repeated denunciations of the ‘‘centrists’ for
"ideological struggle."* Then it is clear that you are
putting forward the amazing position and tremen-
dous prettification of “‘centrism’’ that it stands for
struggle against Chinese revisionism and the *'three
worlds™" theory. Indeed, you are even accusing the
"'centrists’’ of exaggerating the struggle against
Chinese revisionism and ‘‘three worlds-ism."" This
conception of yours concerning ‘‘centrism'’ is rub-
bish. It has happened many times that those who
were confused about Mao Zedong Thought but who
carried on a serious struggle against the ‘‘three
worlds"" theory and were not afraid to seek out the
origins of the *‘three worlds"" theory and to carry the
struggle against the *‘three worlds"’ theory through
to the end became clear on the question of Mao
Zedong Thought. And conversely, in order to defend
Mao Zedong Thought, it is necessary for the ‘‘cen-
trists” to betray, blunt, oppose or never begin in
the first place the struggle against the *'‘three
worlds’" theory.
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And indeed, in the passage we have quoted from
vou above you are talking about the ‘*‘RCP,USA"
as part of this "‘entire centrist trend."” But it is down-
right prettification of the **‘RCP,USA" to say that
it even has a ‘‘mask of...so-called ‘opposition’"
to “‘the notorious theory of ‘three worlds.'’’ The
“RCP,USA"" openly supports what they regard as
Mao's version of the *‘three worlds’’ theory. And the
“RCP,USA"" has repeatedly and continually
stressed its opposition to the question of the ‘‘three
worlds'’ theory being considered an important
issue. These facts about the ‘‘RCP,USA’ are no
secrets either, We ourselves stressed this stand of
the ''‘RCP,USA' on the question of the ‘‘three
worlds' " theory when we wrote the polemical articles
“‘Does the ‘RCP,USA" Oppose the Theory of ‘Three
Worlds'?,"" Part One and Two, in issues of The
Workers' Advocate for February 12, 1979 and
March 29, 1979.

I'hus you have put forward a number of theories
that prettify and put in a good light the conciliators
and ‘centrists.'"

All these facts show that you have slighted, down-
plaved and sharply negated the struggle against
conciliationism and ‘‘centrism,’’ just as you have
negated the struggle against opportunism in gen-
eral. Indeed, this is not an accident. For a wrong
stand towards the struggle against opportunism and
a wrong stand towards the struggle against con-
ciliationism are linked together. Thus Comrade
Stalin wrote:

“l-am speaking, of course, of a real fight
against the Right deviation, not a verbal,
paper fight. There are people in our Party who,
ta soothe their conscience, are quite willing
10 proclaim a fight against the Right danger in
the same way as priests sometimes cry,
‘Hallelujah! Hallelujah!" But they will not
undertake any practical measures at all to
organise the fight against the Right deviation
on a firm basis, and to overcome this deviation
in actual fact. We call this tendency a concilia-
tory tendency towards the Right, frankly oppor-
tunist, deviation. It is not difficult to under-
stand that the fight against this conciliatory

tendency is an integtral part of the general fight

against the Right deviation, against the Right

danger. For it is impossible to overcome the

Right, opportunist deviation without waging

a systematic fight against the conciliatory

tendency, which takes the opportunists under

its wing.”’ (‘'The Right Danger in the C.P.S.U.

(B.),"" Works, Vol. 11, p. 244, emphasis added

except for the first word)

(Since you have made such a big fuss about
counterposing '‘practical measures'’ to ideological
struggle, we will point out that in the struggle a-
gainst the Right danger at that time Comrade Stalin
held that: **... our chief method of fighting the Right
deviation at this stage should be that of a full-scale
ideological struggle.'’ (Works, Vol. 11, p. 299,
emphasis as in the original) According to Marxism-
Leninism, ideological struggle is a very definite
practical measure.)

Here Comrade Stalin is speaking about tendencies
and deviations, not trends, but the same general
conclusion follows in the case of the hardened
opportunist - trends of open social-chauvinism,
conciliationism and so forth. The fight against
conciliationism is an integral part of the general
fight against the open social-chauvinists. Here of
course we are talking of a real fight against open
social-chauvinism, not a verbal, paper fight. The
conciliators and all those who only claim in words to
be Marxist-Leninists may lift their hands to heaven
and cry ‘‘Hallelujah!"’ over this or that formulation,
while opposing any practical measures against the
social-chauvinists and especially cursing the move-
ment against social-chauvinism. But our Party stood
for a real fight and so we have waged a systematic
fight against conciliationism. While you have es-
pecially opposed our struggle against the conciliat-
ors and ‘‘centrists’’ and from that passed on to
opposition to our struggle against opportunism as
a whole. You have even put forward special theories
against fighting ‘‘centrism’’ and conciliationism and
these theories are central to your theories of re-
placing struggle against opportunism with pragmat-
ic maneuvering under the signboard of *‘unity.”

SECTION XIV: Panic-stricken speeches which manifest a sharp turn towards rightism

We have thus reached the end of our discussion of
the immediate ideological issues behind your hostile
stand towards our Party and your unprincipled split-
ting activity. However, we wish to take this occasion
to inform you that we are seriously concerned about
your assessment of the decade of the 1970’s. We em-
phatically disagree with the speeches in which you

have put forward your views on these questions and
regard the views expressed in these speeches as
both wrong in theory and extremely dangerous in
practice.

Your assessment of the decade of the 1970’s was
put forward in two speeches by the chairman of your
Party. The first speech was a major speech at the
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**Mass rally held in Hamilton to assess the decade of
the 1970s and conclude the celebrations in honour of
the centenary of the birth of J.V. Stalin.”’ (PCDN,
Jan. 3, 1980) This speech not only gave the assess-
ment of your Party concerning the 1970’s but also
‘*discussed the work which confronts the Marxist-
Leninists in the 1980s."’ (/bid., p. 1) It is a major-doc-
ument of your Party. This was followed by the
speech in two parts given on December 31-January 1
in Montreal and Toronto. (PCDN, Jan. 4 and S, 1980)
These speeches were also major speeches which
PCDN declared ‘‘developed in further detail the
analysis presented at the mass rally held in Hamilton
on December 30...."" (PCDN, Jan. 4, 1980, p.1)
In these speeches you called for a mass public dis-
cussion on these speeches and on the assessment of
what was right and wrong in the work of the Party so
that this discussion becomes ‘‘a matter of household
discussion’’ and takes place ‘*amongst the broadest
sections of the masses.'’ (PCDN, Jan. 4, 1980) Thus
these were major works of your Party setting forth
the orientation for the work of your Party in the
1980’s.

We disagree with these speeches. We regard
them as panic-stricken speeches, panic-stricken in
the face of the difficulties facing the work of the
Marxist-Leninist revolutionaries in the present con-
ditions. These speeches, and the subsequent devel-
opment of the same views in PCDN throughout the
federal election campaign of early 1980, manifested
a sharp turn towards rightism. This is especially ap-
parent in PCDN during the federal election cam-
paign of early 1980 and reaches a culmination in the
extreme rightist program of structural reform set
forth in an editorial in big type in the PCDN of Feb-
ruary 15, 1980 which sets forth a plan of how to bring
Canada out of the crisis without the revolution. This
was followed by a call to vote for your Party in order
to put pressure upon the rich to force some *‘struc-
tural reform’’ of value to the people. According to
the chairman of your Party:

*‘There is propaganda carried out that to vote
for the Marxist-Leninists is a waste because

they will not form the government. ... Only a

vote for the Marxist-Leninists is a useful vote.

This will put a lot of pressure on the rich and

even this can force some structural reform

which is advantageous to the people.”” (PCDN.

Feb. 16, 1980, p. 3. col. 4)

As well, these speeches gave up the call for party-

building in favor of a call for individual organizing,

for the individual comrades finding the line by them-

selves, simply being more active: and so on and so

forth. However, it is our view that this rightism ex-
ists alongside of and without negating certain other
features such as your longstanding deviation away
from Marxism-Leninism towards semi-anarchism.
This deviation towards semi-anarchism has long
been one of the major theoretical weaknesses of your
Party. It is reflected in a certain disdain for the mass
movement, in a denunciation of any ‘‘partial de-
mands’’ or momentary interests of the working class
other than the seizure of state power, and in a whin-
ing denunciation of the real world (whether the mass
movements, the necessity to deal with the political

and ideological views of the opportunists, or so on)
as an alleged diversion. This penchant of yours to-
wards semi-anarchist phrasemongering has proved
unable to deal with the serious problems of the revo-
lution and is one of the causes for the astonishing in-

stability in your line and activities, which have taken

great zigzags and shifts. Your recent expression of
rightist views is a vivid expression of the bankruptcy

of the *‘leftist™’ pretensions of this tendency towards

semi-anarchist phrasemongering. At the same time,

it is our view that with your present instability and

vacillation of line, sharp zigzags in the tuture on this
or that issue are possible and even likely.

In this section of our letter we will briefly outline
some of our disagreements with your speeches as-
sessing the 1970's and giving the orientation for the
1980’s. Although the line of the speeches is continu-
ed in the subsequent PCDN's during the federal
election campaign and in the major speech ‘‘The
Road of the Party'* given on the occasion of the tenth
anniversary of the founding of the CPC(M-L), for
brevity's sake we will concentrate on the December
30 and New Year's speeches.

XIV-A: A treacherous attack on the Party of Labor of Albania

To begin with, your speech treacherously attacks
the Party of Labor of Albania and equates the in-
tense interest aroused by the 7th Congress of the
PLA with the pressure exerted on your Party in 1974-
77 to accept the bankrupt positions of the Chinese
revisionists. We are utterly revolted by your sicken-
ing attack on the PLA, both because the PLA is in the
forefront of the international Marxist-Leninist com-
munist movement and deserves the wholehearted
support of all revolutionary Marxist-Leninists every-

where and because it is such a manifestly unjust at-
tack against a party which has extended to you vigor-
ous, warm, fraternal and timely international silp-
port. This activity of yours against the PLA rein-
forces our belief, based on careful analysis of the is-
sues, that the ideological positions that you are seek-
ing to impose on us are also directed against the

Marxist-Leninist positions being put forward by the
PLA in a series of immortal documents of the inter-
national movement. We have denounced this aspect
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COUSML and the MLP.USA) as well as the CPC
(M-L). As usual. you do so without even consulting
us. Sowe take this opportunity to tell you that we do
not agree with this method of characterizing the Re-
vina Conterence and do not accept its relevance to
the ACWM((M-L) of that time. Qur views on the early
history of our Party with respect to Mao Zedong
I'hought and on the ACWM(M-L) were presented at
our internal conference of March 1979 entitled
“Build the Marxist-Leninist Party Without the So-
cial-Chauvinists and Against the Social-Chauvin-
15157 which vou sent a delegation to. a delegation
which appeared excited and pleased by our historical
presentation. We are still working on these historical
questions. as the views presented at the internal
conterence of March 1979 were preliminary views.
Nevertheless, we reject such sweeping statements
as more Maoist than Marxist-Leninist.” We will
mstead continue to follow the path trom the internal
conterence of March 1979 of seriously looking into
the accomplishments and errors of the times.

It must be stressed that your sweeping characteri-
zations serve to hide the fact that you are not actually
looking seriously into history. Your presentation of
the history of your own Party suffers from remark-
able errors, inconsistencies and half-truths, that are
contradicted by your own published documents.
Consider for example the question of *‘new meth-
ods."” The speeches claim that this line was dropped
by the Second Congress of your Party. For example,
in the speech of December 30, it says that your Party

**...came to their senses [on the question of

“‘new methods' — ed.] within one-and-a-half

years after the adoption of this programme [the

Political Report of April 1970 — ed.].”” (bid.,

p. 2.col. 2)

In *'The Road of the Party,”’ it says that the ‘‘new
‘methods’” were repudiated at the Second Congress
of CPC(M-L) of 1973. 1t states:

**'Thus, for our Party, while adoption of Marx-

ism-Leninism and ‘Mao Zedong Thought' was

a justifiable mistake, it was not justified to take

the road of ‘new method’. This entire line of
~ ‘new method’ was finally defeated by the con-

vening of the Second Congress of the Party in

March 1973."" (PCDN, April 2, 1980, p. 3,

col. 4)

This is nonsense. The “‘new method’’ was explicitly
endorsed, to the point of quoting the relevant section
- from the Political Report of the First Congress of
1970, at the Third Congress of CPC(M-L) of 1977.
This can be found in your pamphlet The Political
Resolution of the Third Congress of the Communist
Party of Canada (Marxist-Leninist). February 6-
March 13, 1977. It is in point number 25 on pages 49-
50. For that matter, it is endorsed in the Political
Report from the Second Congress also. Chapter 3 of

Part Four is entitled **Study Historical Experience."
It stresses the study of the *“important documents of
CPC(M-L),”" which includes the Political Report
from the First Congress. In regard to this it explicitly
endorses that the Party comrades must ‘‘never for-
get’" such things as that "‘the revolutionary method
of work developed in the struggle against the revi-
sionist methods of work...."

Our objections to the empty character of your de-
nunciation of ‘‘new methods'" and of your former
theses on methods of work and our refusal to con-
demn the past in sweeping terms does not mean that
we defend the erroneous theses from your Party’s
past. On the contrary. We object to your empty
phrasemongering about such things because, among
other things, it is an attempt to obscure the actual
weaknesses and to impose mistaken views on the
present movement by means of one-sided demagog-
ical phrasemongering about the past. Take for exam-
ple the question of ‘‘new methods.’" In the past you
described these '‘new methods’" as the repudiation
of revisionism. Thus at the Third Congress of the
CPC(M-L) you stated:

*The rejection of ‘the old methods of work prior

to May 1968, as moribund, and as being a shack-

le to the revolutionary struggle,’ to the Party,

meant the necessity of opposing revisionism...
and the necessity of opposing the influence of
revisionism and social-democracy in the work-
ing class movement."" (Political Resolution of
the Third Congress, p. 50)
The Resolution talked about the necessity for ‘‘a
sharp ideological struggle against revisionism."
Now you say that actually the question of ‘‘new
methods'' meant that ‘‘the Leninist methods were
also wrong.'* (PCDN, Jan. 3, 1980, p. 2, col. 2) This
is a most serious admission. Hence it should be dealt
with seriously. Specifically which teachings of Lenin-
ism were rejected by your leadership? What relation
did the idea of *'new methods'" have to your views at
the First Congress of your Party and later on such
questions as the line towards the working class
movement, the attitude towards trade union forms,
towards ‘‘partial demands’" and so forth, what did it
mean concerning your attitude to soviets and why
did you put forth ‘‘revolutionary committees’'? And
indeed. even apart from the relationship of these
questions to ‘‘new methods,”" these questions are
mainly important in themselves. It is clear that a cer-
tain tendency towards semi-anarchism is apparent in
the political discussion of the First Congress of your
Party and in various of the Party's later stands. Fur-
thermore, it is also serious that insofar as various
Leninist forms and methods were rejected, this was
in the main done behind the back of the member-
ship, which believed it was endorsing the rejection
of revisionist methods and was not told honestly of
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the attitude of the leadership towards certain ques-
tions of Leninism. But you cover over these ques-
tions through saying that everything is solved by re-
pudiating the phrase “'new methods.”’ This is the
same position as you were in at the First Congress.
only turned inside out. There a determined at-
tempt was made to present as much as possible of
the political line as flowing from the question of
methods of work. including questions that had noth-
ing to do with methods of work, and today you are
trying to present everything as being solved by re-
jecting the ''new methods of work."" For example,
you describe a certain shallow and anti-Marxist-
Leninist conception of the revolution and attribute it
to "'new methods’:
"It [the Political Report of the First Congress of
CPC(M-L) — ed.] says we have developed new
methods of work. called the mass democratic
method of work, [It is typical of the entirely
non-serious nature of this type of *‘self-criti-
cism’ that in this speech you surprisingly iden-
tify *'the mass democratic method’’ with "‘new
methods,’" but already a few months later in
“‘The Road of the Party'’ you change your mind
and support ‘‘the mass democratic method"’
against the '‘new methods.’" Naturally you give
no explanation at all of these zigzags. — ed.]
through which we...do propaganda, dissemi-
nate ‘Marxism - Leninism - Mao Zedong
Thought,’ and then, in the process of change,
development and motion, we will defend the
right to carry out propaganda and agitation by
force of arms which will give rise to people's
defence committees |actually you called them
“‘revolutionary committees’’ in 1970; the *‘peo-
ple’s defence committees’’ of one sort or other,
such as the Canadian People's Defence Com-
mittee (Citizens and Residents), are much more
recent — ed.| which will be armed, and before
long. we will have armed civil war all across
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Canada. All this comes from the analysis that

there is a contradiction between the correct and

incorrect method ot work.”” (PCDN. Jan. 3.

1980. p. 2. col. 2)

If anything is clear. it is that this whole scheme of
revolution does not follow from the question of the
contradiction between correct and incorrect methods
of work. but involves very definite political and theo-
retical stands towards a number of burning ques-
tions of revolution, such as the role ot the working
class movement. the method of organizing in the
mass movements. the role of armed struggle. and so
on and so forth. You are covering up vour actual the-
ories by continuing to hide under the question of the
“‘new methods."” What it all ends up with is that you
do not repudiate the deviation towards semi-anary-
chism but instead use the big fuss about '‘new meth-
ods’" and '‘the contradiction between correct and in-
correct’ to find angther way of denouncing the ideo-
logical struggle against revisionism. Look how bad
this struggle is, you say, it leads to the analvsis that
there 1s a contradiction between the correct, Marx-
ism-Leninism, and the incorrect, revisionism. Hence
it leads to all these other sins, the "‘new methods™
and so on and so forth. What rot!

The complete eniptiness of all your talk about how
you were more Maoist than Marxist-Leninist and
your alleged self-criticism on ‘‘new methods’' is
shown by the fact that at the same time, in the same
speech, you insist that the only reason you didn't
know that Mao Zedong was not Marxist was because
you had too big a heart for the international move-
ment. But if you were really more Maoist than Marx-
ist-Leninist at your formation, then this and not your
“big heart’ would be at the root of your support for
Mao Zedong Thought. These crying contradictions
in your speeches show your complete lack ot any se-
rious critique of Mao Zedong Thought and any seri-
ous presentation of your own history.

XIV-F: A continuing crusade against ideological struggle

These speeches are notable also for their vehe-
mence in denouncing the struggle against oppor-
tunism. These speeches throw themselves upon the
Marxist-Leninist teachings on the struggle against
opportunism and rip at them with the insatiable ap-
petite for blood of a pack of wolves. With these
speeches, the leadership of the CPC(M-L) continues
its frenzied crusade against the ideological struggle.
The general method used in these speeches to de-
nounce the ideological struggle, which is one of the
constant and indispensable fronts of the class strug-
gle, is to pass judgement on the Marxist-Leninist
teachings on the ideological struggle on the basis of

the practice of certain opportunist groups which ac-
tually practice coexistence with social-democracy
and opportunism. Then the "‘ideological struggle " is
denounced by ascribing to it all the sins of these op-
portunist groups. The basic pretext for this crude
maneuver and sleight of hand, this infamous conjur-
ing trick, is that one or the other of these groups uses
the phrase “‘ideological struggle.’” But of course,
among those opportunists who, to use your words,
“‘claim to be Marxist-Leninists," ' the phrase '‘ideo-
logical struggle’’ is used — for failure to use it would
brand these groups as out-and-out enemies of the
most basic Marxist-Leninist teachings. As long as
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these groups '‘claim to be Marxist-Leninist,”’ a num-
ber of them will *‘claim’’ to be waging the ideologi-
cal struggle.

Earlier in this letter we have gone into great detail
on your anti-Marxist-Leninist views opposing the
ideological struggle and the struggle against oppor-
tunism, so there is no need to repeat that analysis
here. It will suffice to-point to certain particular fea-
tures of the way these speeches denigrate the strug-
gle against opportunism.

To begin with, as these speeches sum up the
1970's and give the orientation for the 1980's, na-
turally they also give your assessment of the pros-
pects and orientation for the struggle against oppor-
tunism. And these speeches give the orientation of
utter complacency and of an end to the struggle a-
gainst opportunism. Thus the speech of December
30. 1979 states:

**,..everything these revisionist and opportun-

ists did during the 1974-77 period actually dis-

credited them, and eliminated them [Really
now. this is too much! You claim that the oppor-
tunists are *‘eliminated’’! — ed.].... There is no
way that revisionism and opportunism can arise

in this country again with the same kind of blus-

ter which they had during the 1974-77 period."’

(PCDN., Jan. 3, 1980, p. 2, col. 3)

This, however, should not be taken to mean that you
at least supported struggle against opportunism in
1974-77. You denounce the struggle in that period
too. Thus the New Year's speeches declare:

*...'In Struggle’ tells the proletariat to organ-

ize debates and to engage in ‘ideological strug-

gle' in the International Marxist-Leninist Com-
munist Movement, just like they organized in

Canada in the mid-1970's.”’ (PCDN, Jan. 4,

1980, p. 3, col. 2, bottom, emphasis added)
You are dreaming of a decade free of ideological
struggle and denouncing that struggle which did
take place in the 1970's.

You go to the extent of denouncing the ideological
struggle on the grounds that theory (analysis) isn't
that important. Thus the speech of December 30,
1979 states:

**...the opportunists are debating over what is

Marxism-Leninism and what is opportunism.

“*The Marxist-Leninist tactics, the Marxist-

Leninist tradition, the Marxist-Leninist style of

work — all show that it is not necessary to have

correct analysis all the time — the issue is
where one stands, first and foremost: On the
side of revolution and socialism or on the side of

imperialism and all reaction? Secondly, once a

mistake is made, it must be eliminated [With-

out having the correct analysis to know that
something is a mistake, how is the mistake sup-
posed to be eliminated? — ed.]. One must not

talk about it in the manner the Maoists did —
that one must have two-line struggle to elimi-
nate opportunism [Here it is! Instead of de-
nouncing the Maoist theories of the necessity of
more than one line in the Party as theories of
coexistence with opportunism, you are de-
nouncing the Maoists for allegedly wanting to
eliminate opportunism! — ed.].”" (PCDN. Jan.

3. 1980, p. 2, col. 3, emphasis added)

Thus this speech openly comes out against the im-
portance of theory. Millions upon millions of revo-
lutionaries, honest sincere revolutionaries who en-
gaged in marvels of heroism and shed their blood
against imperialism and all reaction, have seen their
dreams go up in smoke because they did not have
the correct analysis, the correct Marxist-Leninist
theory, to guide their struggle. Comrade Lenin ex-
plicitly points out: *'Without a revolutionary theory
there can be no revolutionary movement.” (What Is
to Be Done?, Ch. 1, Sec. D) But you are defending
your theoretical weaknesses by shrugging your
shoulders and saying, well, what is so necessary
about analysis anyway. So you have come full citcle,
from the slogan **Action with analysis'’ to the slogan
** Action without analysis (but with a correct stand).”’
In former days, you talked of starting from relatively
correct analysis and developing to more correct anal-
ysis in the course of the revolutionary/struggle, but
today your struggle against the struggle against op-
portunism has inevitably led you to denigrate the
role of theory. You sarcastically sneer at debates
“*over what is Marxism-Leninism and what is oppor-
tunism."’ Ordinary mortals would believe that the
outcome of the debate in the revolutionary move-
ment over the correct theory is of crucial importance
for the revolutionary movement, and that opportun-
ism is distinguished not by its taking part in this de-
bate but by what it advocates. But you have put for-
ward some magical, superhuman theory whereby
mistakes are rectified without needing the correct
analysis and whereby discussions and debates on
matters of theory are ruled out. In short, you are not
only putting forward the insistent demand for the
end to all polemics with revisionism and opportun-
ism, you are denigrating the role of theory altogeth-
er,

It should also be pointed out that you go to such
pains to denounce the contradiction between the cor-
rect and the incorrect in order to denounce the strug-
gle against opportunism (which of course can be re-
garded as a manifestation of struggle between cor-
rect and incorrect, or of the struggle between oppo-
sites) as allegedly Maoist. Instead of discussing the
actual concrete situation in the struggle against op-
portunism, you want to take everything into the diz-
zying heights of the utmost abstract philosophizing.
This, by the way, is the same way that Mao de-
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nounces the idea of the monolithic unity of the party,
by alleging that ideas of purity and unity violate dia-
lectics. You instead denounce the struggle of oppo-
sites on the pretext of supporting monolithic unity.
This is Maoism turned inside out. You agree with
Maoism in believing that the struggle of opposites

“and dialectical development is incompatible with the

idea of monolithic unity. Mao, however, denounces
monolithic unity on the plea of supporting the strug-
gle of opposites, while you denounce dialectics on
the plea of supporting monolithic unity. Both Mao
and you therefore deny Marxist-Leninist dialectics
such as Comrade Stalin's teaching that:

“The dialectical method therefore holds the
process of development from the lower to the
higher takes place not as a harmonious unfold-
ing of phenomena, but as a disclosure of the
contradictions inherent in things and phenome-
na, as a ‘struggle’ of opposite tendencies which
operate on the basis of these contradictions.
(Dialectical and Historical Materialism)

Stalin goes on to quote Lenin that ‘Development is
the ‘struggle’ of opposites. "' (Lenin, *‘On the Ques-
tion of Dialectics, " Collected Works, Vol. 38, p. 360)
And Stalin teaches that these laws of dialectics apply
to the development of the internal life of the party
too, and we have earlier in this letter quoted from
the section ‘‘Contradictions of Inner-Party Develop-
ment’’ in ‘‘Once More on the Social-Democratic De-
viation in Our Party'" and other works of Stalin con-
cerning these issues. Both Mao and you manifest
your opposition to these teachings by your philo-

sophical arguments against the struggle against op-
portunism. Mao imposes a formal pattern of the re-
peated transformation of one opposite into the other
and back in order to deny development, qualitative
transformation, revolution, etc. Thus he converts
the doctrine of the struggle of opposites into teach-
ings on the eternal coexistence of opposites, and he
replaces the struggle against opportunism with his
theories of coexistence with opportunism. Mean-
while you deny directly dialectics and the struggle of
opposites in order to deny the struggle against op-
portunism. In effect, you are opposing the Maoist
negation of Marxist-Leninist dialectics by replacing
it by the Khrushchovite negation of dialectics, name-
ly, “‘unity’" through '‘inner-party peace.”

Your opposition to ideological struggle in general
is related to your opposition to carrying the struggle
against Chinese revisionism through to the end. And
we regard this as a very serious question. Your the-
ses against ideological struggle are related to your
lack of any serious critique of Mao Zedong Thought.
It means that you are not seriously reexamining the
work and theoretical basis of the Party in the light of
the struggle against Chinese revisionism, despite
the fact that you phrasemonger about how the Party
was at one time moréMaoist_ than Marxist-Leninist,
but instead are continuing to hide and cover up the
theoretical weaknesses of the Party and to preserve
them. The repudiation of Chinese revisionism and
Mao Zedong Thought is a major test for our Parties,
and how this test is handled will affect the work of
the Party for years to come.

XIV-G: Negation and ridicule of the essential task of party-building

Your speeches also negate the task of party-build-
ing, ridicule the norms of the party as bureaucratic
rules and regulations, and emphasize individualist,
rather than collective, party methods of organizing.
This is an extremely serious error in setting the ori-
entation for the 1980’s. Party-building is one of the
essential prerequisites for the successful conclusion
of all the other revolutionary work of the party. Par-
ty-building must not be carried out in fits and starts,
but as one of the constant fronts of work of the party.
But the speeches not only neglect party-building,
they openly slight it and ridicule it and instead put
forward the line of ‘‘individual organizers."’

To begin with, you counterpose party-building to
the political presence of the Party among the mass-
es. The speech of December 30, 1979 states:

*‘The fact is that after 10 years we are not
talking about establishing some branches of the
Party or some influence of the Party, or estab-
lishing some newspaper somewhere, or carry-
ing some activities in terms of strengthening

our Party internally, etc. Today, we are talking
about the political presence of the Party in the
class and amongst the broad masses of the peo-
ple.”” (PCDN, Jan. 3, 1980, p. 2, col. 2, top)
Thus you denigrate party-building as an activity of
the past as opposed to the alleged new panorama

~opening before the Party. You counterpose the or-

ganizational strengthening of the Party and the work
for the Party to the work among the masses. And in-
deed it is true that in this speech and the New
Year's speeches you have dropped all your talk
about bolshevizing the Party, dropped the talk about
strengthening the basic organizations and simply de-
mand more activity from the comrades as individu-
als. of

Indeed the speeches denounce party-building as
the allegedly Maoist line of *‘getting organized.”’
The speech of December 30, 1979 stresses:

*‘Today, some of the secretaries come to us and

say: we are getting organized. Amazing situ-

ation. Their s nave been in existence for a
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long time. and they are getting organized! How

come you are not leading, we tell them. You

have been organized for a long time! Those who
say that they are getting organized are advarnc-
ing a reactionary line. It is an anti-Party line —

a Maoist line.”” (PCDN. Jan. 3, 1980, p.3,

col. 4)

How can the ,phrase ‘‘getting organized’’ be de-
nounced as an anti-party line, a Maoist line? If
someone or other uses generalities like ‘‘we are get-
ting organized’’ to avoid giving a concrete answer to
what the actual activities of their basic organization
are, then this is drowning real work in empty words
and should be opposed. But this is not what is at
stake here. This is your typical method of reducing
everything to meaningless generalities — but be-
hind this denunciation of the generality of ‘‘getting
organized™ stands an impatience with party-build-
ing. This impatience goes to the extent that it is re-
garded as ‘‘amazing’’ that party-building continues
after the units are first set up. (Actually, given the
dance of the organizational forms we have seen put
forward in your documents and described in discus-
sions with us, we are not so sure that your basic Par-
ty units can be regarded as such stable and long-es-
tablished entities. However, you are the most quali-
fied to judge on this question. In any case, in our
view party-building goes on in long-established units
as well as new ones.) And to cloak this impatience
under the cover of opposition to Maoism is incredi-
ble, seeing that it is precisely the lack of serious at-
tention to party-building that is one of the character-
istic features of Mao Zedong Thought.

The speech of December 30, 1979 goes on to ridi-
cule the norms of the party and its organizational
structure. Under the pretext of criticizing someone
or other’s erroneous conception, it speaks in the
most derogatory terms of organization. Thus it
states:

“‘There are various people within and around

our Party who think that a Marxist-Leninist Par-

ty is a huge bureaucratic organization, like

Charlie's Angels. A Communist Party is not like

that: any Charlies in the Party must be over-

thrown. They are niot Marxist-Leninists — there

is nothing whatsoever in common between bu-

reaucracy and liberalism and Marxism-Lenin-

ism. Rules and regulations and organization do
not mean that we should have a bureaucracy.

The basic units must themselves be aroused

and inspired and they should take measures

themselves. But in various places they are wait-

ing to receive directives from somebody. A

member of a Communist Party cannot be some-

body who sits back and orders some angeis to

run around.”’ (/bid., p. 3, col. 3)

We can hardly avoid noticing that this is the same

type language that you used in denouncing our in-
sistence on preserving the organizational integrity of
our Party committees. Because our delegates upheld
the authority of our Party committees, you denounc-
ed them as ‘*Charlie’s angels’’ in your letters of De-
cember 5. In this passage, on the pretext of criticiz-
ing bureaucracy, you are denouncing the party's
norms. If your Party has a problem of bureaucracy,
and this you are the most qualified to judge, then
such a problem requires serious steps. If the rules
and regulations are not correct, then this requires
attention by the CC. But instead you do not cali for
a reexamination of these rules or other steps regard-
ing bureaucracy, but simply call for a cavalier atti-
tude towards the party's norms. You do not call for
establishing correct norms and rules and regula-
tions, but for disregarding the norms.

The speech of December 30 contemptuously
states:

**‘Marxist-Leninists use organization as a force

in their own favour, not as a thing to paralyze

themselves, to entangle themselves in so many

rules and regulations that their hands and feet

are tied in knots. " (/bid., p. 3, col. 4)

This is straightforward ridicule of the norms of the
party. It is to say that there are those who can regard
the organization as ‘‘a force in their own favour’’ and
avoid being ‘‘entangled’’ in the norms, which will
only apply to others. We must admit that you have
given us many examples of your use of organization
‘‘as a force in (your) own favour'’ and the avoidance
of getting ‘‘entangled’ in the norms in your repeat-
ed violation of the Marxist-Leninist norms in your
relations with us and your attempt to impose a dou-
ble standard in which all the obligations are impoced
on us and you are free of any responsibilities.

This individualist negation of the party with re-
spect to the party's norms is also extended to the
sphere of the party's line. The speech of December
30, 1979 states:

**We must be what Lenin describes as a tribune

of the people. How can a person be a tribune of

the people, a Marxist-Leninist, if the person

cannot, on his own account, come to the correct

line in the course of practice?’’ (lbid., p. 3,

col. 4, emphasis added)

This is astonishing. It is not the Marxist-Leninist
concept of fostering initiative and the ability to find
one's bearing independently in the cadre on the ba-
sis of implementing (and taking part in formulating)
the common line of the party. No, this is the exact
opposite concept, because it puts the existence of the
common line of the party itself into doubt. The
‘“‘line’’ is described not as the line of the party, but
as a matter for individuals to find and implement on
their own. And indeed, this is emphasized by the
fact that this quotation occurs just before the pas-
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sage that says that individual comrades should *‘use
organization as a force in their own favour.'’

Hence this passage negates the party. On the one
hand, the passage negates the basic organizations.
It sets the individual comrades against the collective

life in the basic organization. But it is the strength-

ening of the basic organization that plays a very cru-
cial role in the carrying out of the work in the mass-
es. in the analysis of the local situation, in providing
stability to the work of the individual comrades and
preventing one-sidedness, in encouraging the initia-
tive of the comrades, and so forth. On the other
hand, this passage also manifests an amazing con-
ception of the central apparatus as well. Questions of
the national line cannot be decided locally (this does
not mean that the local organizations should not be
intimately involved in the discussion of line, but that
no individual local organization can usurp the role of
the national organization) to say nothing of being de-
cided by individual comrades. The party must have
its uniform national line that guides the local organ-
izing. How can the various individuals have their
own “‘line’’ which they each implement on such
questions of vital importance to the local organizing
which you have been raising as questions on which
national mass organizations should be built, the
present strategy and tactics in the work in the reac-
tionary trade unions, whether the factory commit-
tees should be party bodies or non-party bodies, and
so on. The very existence of the party is bound up
with its maintenance of a correct, common line.
Furthermore, this passage about each individual
finding ‘‘the correct line’ on their own irresistibly
brings to mind another issue. This is that you answer
the question of line not by setting forth a definite
line as the line of the Party, but by telling each indi-
vidual that they are no good if they can't find the line
themseives. This brings to mind that in the same
speech you denounce ‘'some of the secretaries’’ for
allegedly saying they are ‘‘getting organized,'’ and
the speech replies ‘‘How come you are not lead-
ing...?"" One is tempted to ask: how come you, the
leadership, are not ‘‘leading’'? Why don't the
speeches give definite views and assessments rather
than simply denouncing the rank and file for not hay-
ing these views and assessments? Oh yes, the
speeches do in effect give a definite orientation, an
orientation to which we are opposed. But even this
orientation has to be dragged out of the speeches,
which rely more on creating a mood than on definite
precise analysis and which are full of eclectic and
contradictory assertions. A typical example occurs
when you describe the discussion inside your Party.
The speech of December 30, 1979 declares:
““The on-going discussion in the Party since
January 1979 — first at the Consultative Con-
ference of the local secretaries in the third week

of 1979, then again during the May 22 elec-

tions, and again in July, in September and No-

vember, culminating in the statement of the

Seventh Plenum of the Central Committee of

CPC(M-L), has all concentrated on this point,

that the comrades must carry a practical pro-

gramme based on realistic assessment. The

Marxist-Leninists must be Marxist-Leninist

politicians in a practical sense. They must ad-

vance the cause of the proletariat and the broad
masses of the people in their areas."" (Ibid.,

p. 3, col. 2, emphasis added)

In short, after a year of intense discussion, all you
sum up in the speech of orientation for the 1980s is
that there is a necessity of having **a practical pro-
gramme based on realistic assessment.”’ This pre-
sumably is the opposite of **getting organized."* And
that’s all. But what this program is and what are the
general conclusions and assessments, about this you
say nothing. But this is to talk for the sake of saying
nothing. Or less than nothing, for the implication
that this is the first time that your Party has deait
with having *‘a practical programme based on realis-
tic assessment”’ is not true. Right from the moment
of its birth your Party always stressed the slogans
about the necessity for the Party units to be built in
the thick of the revolutionary mass movement, to
lead actual struggles, to have a conscious analysis of
the situation and so on. Indeed the slogan **Action
with analysis'" precedes the founding of the CPC
(M-L). But instead of giving any assessment about
what a ‘‘practical programme based on realistic
assessment’’ would be in today's conditions, you de-
nounce the rank-and-file comrades for not coming to
“‘the correct line'" on their own while you yourself
just talk in vague generalities.

The individualism inherent in these speeches is
further reiterated by your somewhat backhanded en-
dorsement of the possibility of organizing the Party
on the basis of following an individual rather than a
definite line. Thus in the New Year's speeches it
states:

““The point is that this organization [the basic

organization — ed.] inspires the sincere com-

munists; it is a great power and we have made a

very big advance on this question. We are not

organizing on the basis of following one indivi-

dual as was done in 1971. At that time, for a

period of one-and-a-half years or so, we had to

pass a resolution stipulating that if anyone
wanted to join the Party, they had to agree to
support Hardial Bains, because the central or-
ganization was very weak at that time and the
line was being pushed that there was no leader-
ship. [This reasoning is incomprehensible. You
would think that the conclusion from the weak-
ness of the central organization and the neces-
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sity to fight the view that there was no leader-

ship would be to strengthen the central organi-

zation. But instead the conclusion is drawn that
the party should be organized on the basis of

“‘following one individual'® — that is, to agree

to the view that there was no leadership. — ed.]

But today, there is none of this. We have our

Party; we have the highest bodies of the Par-

ty — the National Congress, the Central Com-

mittee, regional bodies and basic organizations.

[This is still incomprehensible. In the main,

these bodies existed in 1971 also. For that mat-

ter, how could a resolution to support an indi-
vidual replace these bodies? — ed.] (PCDN,

Jan. 5, 1980, p. 3, col. 1, emphasis added)

You pretend that the stage of ‘‘following one indi-
vidual'' is described as a historical phenomena, a
stage of work which has been passed and outgrown.
But in fact this method of ‘‘following one individual'’
is being endorsed. It is not criticized, it is not even
described as an unfortunate historical necessity due
to special and unusual circumstances, but is support-
ed as entirely natural and necessary. In ‘‘'The Road
of the Party’’ it claims that your Party defeated *‘the
thesis that, ‘under certain conditions, Party leader-
ship is not necessary’’’ by the First Congress of
CPC(M-L) in May 1971. (See PCDN, April 2, 1980,
p. 3, col. 4) But you were just slapping yourself in
the face, for the speech of December 30 openly de-
fends replacing Party leadership with ‘‘following one
individual under certain conditions.

Indeed, while allegedly giving ‘‘following one in-
dividual’" as an outgrown stage of the Party, in fact
the speech sets this method up as something gener-
ally acceptable under broad conditions. This is clear
from the reason given for the *‘following (of) one in-
dividual,”’ namely the weakness of the central or-
ganization. This cannot be regarded as a special and
unusual circumstance, for it is very common, if not
essentially universal, for all parties to have to go
through a process of strengthening the central or-
ganization and forging a real leadership. And indeed
party committees at all levels of the party also gener-
ally have to go through a process of tempering. This
is a difficult, complex and protracted process. To
justify the method of *‘following one individual’’ on
this basis means to make the method of ‘‘following
one individual'' into an essential stage necessary

sometime in the life of almost every party organiza-
tion. By this method of justifying ‘‘following one in-
dividual,”’ the speeches make clear that they are not
criticizing this method, but accepting it as a normal
and useful method, that might be resorted to again
without blinking an eye if the necessity arose. Fur-
thermore, since this passage occurs in the context of
speeches putting forward individualist methods in
general, it in effect sets forth a model for an accept-
able method in the work in the localities.

It is notable that the passage about *‘following one
individual’’ occurs right after a section of the speech
that is rather unusual in that it briefly praises the
role of the ‘‘basic organization.’' As if trying to make
up for or cover up for the blatant individualism else-
where in the speeches, the passage raises that the
comrades should work ‘‘within the general line of
the Party.”” What happened to the demand that each
comrade ‘‘on his own account, come to the correct
line in the course of practice’’? What happened to
the song and dance about ‘‘Charlie’s angels’’ and
the bureaucracy of having party norms? But wait,
this praise of ‘‘basic organization’’ is immediately
followed by the passage on the organization of the
whole Party on the basis of ‘‘following one individ-
ual,’”’ a passage which is in its own way the most
direct setting forth of the idea of rampant individ-
ualism and opposition to the allegedly Maoist line of
‘‘getting organized.’’ This is a typical manifestation
of the eclectic and contradictory nature of the way
that these speeches present analysis. If these
speeches talked of the basic organization, and didn’t
in the very same breath contradict themselves and
praise individualism, then they would be providing a
better orientation towards the party principle. But in
fact these speeches stress individualism, and then
throw out some platitudes to smooth things over.
This is ‘‘the middle line'’ in questions of principle.
But we judge these speeches not by the platitudes
but by the main direction of and orientation given by
these speeches. We regard the platitudes as the
homage that vice pays to virtue. If you weren’t
yourself aware that the orientation being given by
these speeches was anti-Marxist-Leninist on a num-
ber of fundamental issues, you wouldn’'t have to
interrupt the exposition with disclaimers every so
often.

XIV-H: A sharp turn towards rightism on a series of important political issues

These speeches also manifest a sharp turn to-
wards rightism not only in denigrating party-build-
ing in favor of individualist concepts about organiz-
ing, but also in terms of various political issues. We
shall outline a few of the areas of this rightism in this
section.

To begin with, these speeches speculate on the
correct Marxist-Leninist theses about the individ-
uality of the Marxist-Leninist party of each country
and the individuality of each country itself. The
speeches distort these theses and instead engage in
an ugly display of a bourgeois sort of ‘‘Canadian-
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ness.”” A striking example of this is your depreca-
tion of the immigrants and stress on the issue of
being Canadian-born. Thus in the New Year's
speeches it stresses:
‘‘The candidates of our Party are the sons and
daughters of the proletariat of Canada, and this
scares the bourgeoisie; this is a fact. They are
not the sons and daughters of the proletariat in
some other country [This is shocking. You are
repudiating the immigrants on the plea of the
anti-immigrant hysteria of the reactionaries.
What happened to proletarian international-
ism? — ed.] as the reactionaries try to make be-
lieve. All their nonsense that our Party is large-
ly comprised of immigrants wiil be blown to
bits. Ninety-five percent or more of the candi-
dates were actually born in Canada, and this
fact they don't want to recognize. Qur Party
came out of the revolutionary movement of the
Canadian people [How low are you going to go?
Isn't it a fact that immigrants are part of the
Canadian people and play an important role in
“‘the revolutionary movement of the Canadian
people’’? — ed.]; it was established by the
Canadian Marxist-Leninists, and the spokes-
men of the Party are also Canadian. The reac-
tionary bourgeoisie and their servants want to
suggest that there are some foreign agitators
who have a chip on their shoulders and are
causing trouble. These are not the facts. [And
so, to refute them, you repudiate the immi-
grants! This is not fighting the reactionaries
but getting down on one’s knees before the
reactionaty propaganda. — ed.]”” (PCDN,
Jan. 4, 1980, p.3, col. 4, emphasis added)
This is disgusting. It is a violation of proletarian in-
ternationalism. It is a violation of the duty of the
Marxist-Leninist parties to champion the class inter-
ests of the entire proletariat, which includes fighting

for the interests of the disadvantaged sections, and

not to pride itself on representing only the ‘‘respect-
able’’ ones. It is particularly shocking in a country
like Canada, which like the U.S. is a land composed
of immigrants and their descendants with the excep-
tion of the native peoples who are themselves espe-
cially downtrodden, oppressed and disenfranchised.
You even try to present your Party as more Cana-
dian-born than the Canadian people by bandying
about figures like 95% of your candidates were born
in Canada. This playing with bourgeois ‘‘Canadian-
ness’’ is neither revolutionary nor honorable.
Another manifestation of this playing with *‘Cana-
dian-ness’’ is apparent in the way the speech of
December 30, 1979 elaborates on the issue of
“‘Albanian-style government.” Strictly speaking, it
is not incorrect to define the type of government as a
““Marxist-Leninist style of government.”’ But you do

not then point out that the Albanian government is a
brilliant example and a shining model of Marxist-
Leninist government, but instead seek to disasso-
ciate yourselves from the *‘ Albanian style of govern-
ment.”’ You manifest extreme anxiety over the
Toronto Sun attributing the desire for *‘Albanian-
style government'' to your Party. The speech
stresses:

“‘A couple of days ago, a reactionary journal-
ist asked me whether we will have an Albanian
style of government. I said no, we will have a
Marxist-Leninist style of government.

“‘Nonetheless, the Toronto Sun quotes me as
advocating an Albanian-style government. The
issue of style, the issue of whether a Party is
genuinely nationalist [! — ed.], democratic,
independent, etc. is fundamental when assess-
ing whether the Party is really internationalist,

is really for revolution and socialism, or not.”’

(PCDN, Jan. 3, 1980, p. 2, col. 4)

So you disassociated yourself from the *‘Albanian-
style government’’ on the basis of the ‘“‘issue of
style.”” This can mean one of two things: 1) you are
opposed to the style of the Albanian government and
believe that you have: a better style; or 2) that you are
putting forward the path of separate roads to social-
ism in each country. The question of ‘‘independ-
ence’’ is irrevelant here, as the issue was the
*‘style”” of government not its dependence on other
countries. And the *‘Albanian style of government”’
is a style of the most rigorous defense of its inde-
pendence and sovereignty combined with the most
.enthusiastic adherence to proletarian international-
ism.

But you go further. The passage we have quoted
above goes on immediately to stress the issue of
fighting opportunism as a question of the domestic
versus the foreign. It continues as follows:

“‘Is this not the experience of our Party, of the

Internationalists before it, that all kinds of

trends were floated within our country by the

opportunists from the U.S. such as the red
bandits of the Rudi Deutsche [By the way, he
was from Germany, not the U.S. — ed.] type,
and that charlatans from various countries

came here to float this or that trend. What did

we say about these trends? We said that we

could not accept any of them. Glory to the

Internationalists and to CPC(M-L) for standing

on their own two feet as Canadian Marxist-

Leninists.”” (Ibid.) :

Because this passage comes in the paragraph
explaining why you are disassociating yourselves
from an ‘‘Albanian style of government,” it hints
that you havg a disagreement with the PLA. But
aside from that, it presents the whole issue of the
fight against opportunism as a fight against immi-
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open eyes, knowing that Teng Xiaoping and
others were revisionist, knowing that they were
counter-revolutionaries aligning with all kinds
of reactionary forces on the world scale, said
that Mao Zedong was a Marxist-Leninist,
while these others were not.”’ (PCDN, Jan. 3,
1980, p. 2, col. 3-4, emphasis as in the original)

*‘But, for no reason whatsoever, [och come now,
was it just blind chance? — ed.] they [articles
in PCDN of September 1977 — ed.] say that
Mao Zedong also supports these correct posi-
tions, that Mao Zedong is also a Leninist.”
(Ibid., col. 4)
Here you hypocritically state that you agree with
what Comrade Enver Hoxha says about the *‘enigma
of China,’’ but not with what some unspecified other
people are saying. But you never explain exactly
what conception of ‘‘enigma of China’’ you allegedly
agree with, and how it differs from the conception of
the ‘‘enigma of China’’ that you are denouncing. In
fact, there was a time when you were somewhat
more honest on this question. In the discussions be-
tween our two Parties of late May 1979, your repre-
sentative disagreed openly with the view of the PLA,
said that the PLA and our Party had the same view
on this question, and stated that the leadership of
your Party couldn’t understand why Albania sees an
enigma. In later discussions, however, you began to
resort to brutal hypocrisy. You stated a purely hypo-
critical agreement with the PLA’s talk about an
““enigma of China,”’ but said that this concept only
could be used by the PLA, and that it couldn’t be
talked about in the U.S. or Canada or presumably
anywhere outside Albania. This of course is absurd.
The questions of the enigma of China and of the
forms and methods used by the leadership of the
Chinese Communist Party to create this enigma, in-
cluding the withholding of essential information on
the Party, state, and economy, the keeping of all
theoretical literature in a state of confusion, the
vacillating and zigzagging policies of the Chinese
leadership, the hiding of the line behind the constant
interpretation and reinterpretation of stereotyped
propaganda formulae or of six-word quotations fl:om
Mao Zedong, the arbitrary attribution of every crime
or of anything that isn’t convenient to the * ‘second or
bourgeois headquarters’ in the Party, and so forth,
are objective phenomena. It is not a question of who
analyzes China, but of what the Chinese leadership
itself did. The evaluation of the ‘‘enigma of China,”
just like the evaluation of Mao Zedong Thought it-
self, cannot differ from country to country. If you dis-
agree with the concept of *‘the enigma of China,”’
you of course have the right to set forward your
views concerning the analysis of Chinese revisionism
on this question as well as in general. This you don’t

do. But when you fight against the conception of
“‘the enigma of China’” while posing as the greatest
defenders of the views of the PLA on this question,
when you attack unspecified defenders of the con-
cept of the *‘enigma of China’’ and accuse them of
disagreeing, not just with you, but with the PLA,
this is not only hypocrisy, it is downright treachery.
It means that you are waging an unprincipled war
not just against our Party and its Marxist-benini§t
positions on the ‘‘enigma of China’’ and the analysis
of Chinese revisionism, but also against certain
ideological positions of the PLA.

In opposing the concept of the *‘enigma of Chi-
na,”’ you try to create the impression that to say
there was an ‘‘enigma’’ is simply to make an excuse
for oneself. What a philistine conception! You do not
regard the concept of the ‘“‘enigma of China’’ as a
serious indictment of the Chinese leadership. Nor do
you analyze this concept in itself. Instead you regard
this concept from the purely pragmatic angle of what
use this or that person might make of it in this or
that situation. But it is clear that the question of the
errors or weakness of this or that party in respect to
Chinese revisionism and the question of the anti-
Marxist-Leninist forms and methods used by the
Chinese leadership to create a big mystery concern-
ing the stand of the Chinese Communist Party are
distinct and separate questions, although with a cer-
tain relationship. And furthermore, our Party readily
accepted the analysis of the ‘‘enigma of China’’ be-
cause it corresponded with our experience in trying
to analyze the Chinese positions during the study we
undertook on Mao Zedong Thought. You on the
other hand claim that there is no enigma, that every-
thing is clear to you, but at the same time you don’t
have a serious analysis of Mao Zedong Thought.
Indeed you have simply reduced the question of re-
pudiating Mao Zeddng to such meaningless general-
ities about **campaigns’’ and ‘‘movements’” and the
contradiction between correct and incorrect that the
question of the analysis of the actual stands and
theories of Chinese revisionism is obscured.

Hence, while you pretend humility and present
your negation of the concept of ‘“‘the enigma: of
China’’ as a sign of modesty, the slightest examina-
tion of your stand on this question shows that it is
part of your claim to infallibility. You posture as the
most self-critical and soul-searching on the issue of
Mao Zedong Thought. But in fact you are cultivating
an aura of infallibility around your Party and its his-
tory and presenting things as if your Party was al-
ways right, was always the most advanced of all
parties and that it was only dragged down into
serious errors by its big ‘‘heart’’ for the international
movement. You claim that for you there was no

“‘enigma,”’ you saw everything clearly concerning
the Communist Party of China, were clear on ever-
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thing, but simply *‘for no reason'’ made a mistake
in thinking that Mao was Marxist-Leninist and the
others weren’t. This assertion of yours that you
attributed Marxist-Leninist positions to Mao *‘for
no reason’’ is a powerful proof of your attempt to
present yourself as all-knowing. It vividly shows that
you are negating the concept of ‘‘enigma of China"’
not in order to avoid explaining away your mistakes
and weaknesses, but precisely to gloss over the is-
sues at stake.

Your thesis that you supported Mao ‘‘for no rea-
son'' also conflicts with the public documents of your
Party. Consider the Political Resolution of the Third
Congress of the CPC(M-L) of 1977. The first point of
this resolution praised Mao Zedong very highly,
stating that this ‘‘revolutionary authority was of the
same caliber as the authority of Marx, Engels, Lenin
and Stalin’’ and pointing explicitly to a number of
theories and alleged contributions of Mao, such as
‘‘fortifying the countryside to encircle the cities,"
and so forth. If you were clear on all the matters of
the theory of Chinese revisionism, then why did you
endorse these theories? It is clear that you are de-
nouncing the concept of ‘‘the enigma of China’’ not
as a sign of humility and still less in order to probe
more deeply into the errors of Chinese revisionism,
but precisely in order to gloss over and obscure the
theoretical weaknesses in your Party and to reduce
the repudiation of Mao Zedong Thought to vague
generalities and platitudes.

Your presentation of yourself as infallible con-
tinues to the point that you say that to have opposed
Mao Zedong Thought in 1968-1970 would have put
one in the same camp as the class enemy. The: New
Year's speeches state:

‘‘We re-organized the Internationalists in
1968 on the basis of Marxism-Leninism-Mao
Zedong Thought. Some people look back and
say that it was very strange that we re-estab-
lished the Internationalists, and later the Party,
on the basis of Marxism-Leninism-Mao Zedong
Thought. The most petty-minded liberal ele-
ments, who don’t want to do any work for the
Party are coming around to say that the Party
should do more self-criticism on this ques-
tion....

‘“The fact of the matter is that if you relive
the 1968-1970 period, you find that to take up
a position against China at that time, against
Mao Zedong and against ‘Mao Zedong
Thought’, would have placed you in the reac-
tionary camp, in the real sense of the word —
not just that some people would characterize
you as a reactionary, but your activities would
be in the service of the bourgeoisie.”” (PCDN,
Jan. 5, 1980, p. 2, col. 4)

Here you defend that your Party was absolutely right

to defend and propagate Mao Zedong Thought, for
otherwise its activities ‘‘would be in the service of
the bourgeoisie.’’ Since you cannot deny that your
Party supported the formulation Mao Zedong
Thought and was confused about various theories,
you defend the infallibility of your leadership by
saying that this was absolutely necessary for the
period 1968-1970 in order to be opposed to the
bourgeoisie. What shameless glossing over of mis-
takes and weaknesses! What utter rot! This passage
from your assessment of the 1970's is utter sophis-
try, for it confuses the question of denouncing China
and Mao Zedong in that period with the question of
taking up Mao Zedong Thought. To have refused to
take up Mao Zedong Thought in that period would
have been a good thing that would have been helpful
to the progress of the revolution,; not something in
service of the bourgeoisie. For example, the Sixth
Congress of the PLAfin 1971, while vigorously sup-
porting China and Mao Zedong, put forward its
views in positive form on a number of issues that
were being confused by Mao Zedong Thought and
presented the correct theses and also refused to
take up Mao Zedong Thought as the banner of the
Party. The whole point of your confusing these
two separate things — the defense of China and the
taking up of Mao Zedong Thought — is to justify
your positions of the time.

You continue to present yourself as infallible in
the speech ‘‘The Road of the Party."” There you
present the leadership of your Party as “'infallible™
and any mistakes as ‘‘justifiable mistakes'" (in the
PCDN version of the speech) or ‘‘understandable
mistakes' (in the pamphlet version) which ‘‘could
not be otherwise.’’ You stress this repeatedly. For
example, ‘‘The Road of the Party’’ states:

*“There are mistakes which were justifiable

mistakes, taking into account the actual histori-

cal conditions of the period in a concrete man-

ner. The founding of the Party on the basis of

Marxism-Leninism and ‘Mao Zedong Thought’

in 1970 was such a justifiable mistake for the

period. It could not be otherwise. But our Party,

in its life and activity of 10 years, never looked

at this mistake with smug complacency and

never tailed behind eveunts. [Oh no, you just

insist in March 1980 that this mistake was

*‘justifiable’’ and that ‘‘it could not be other-

wise.”” But there is no ‘‘smug complacency.”

Never! — ed.]...."”" (PCDN, April 2, 1980, p. 3,

col. 3, emphasis added)

*“Thus, for our Party, while adoption of Marx-
ism-Leninism and ‘Mao Zedong Thought’ was
a justifiable mistake, it was not justified to
take the road of ‘new method.’ This entire line
of ‘new method’ was finally defeated by the
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convening of the Second Congress of the Party
in March 1973. [The ‘‘new method’’ was sup-
ported by the Second Congress and explicitly
reendorsed at the Third Congress of the CPC
(M-L) in 1977, as we have pointed out in Section
XIV-E of this letter. — ed.]”’ (Ibid., col. 4)

**During the period of 1970-1973, that is, the
period between the First and Second Congres-
ses, the Party made serious mistakes in terms
of its tactics under the influence of ‘Mao
Zedong Thought.' [Here you are trying to claim
that everything was rectified by the Second
Congress. As we have seen in the case of
“‘new methods,"’ this is not true. You are con-
stantly trying to minimize and downplay the
issue of the repudiation of Chinese revisionism
and Mao Zedong Thought and present the
leadership of your Party as having dealt with
the matter long ago. — ed.] It could not be
otherwise.”’ (PCDN, April 3, 1980, p. 3, col. 4,
emphasis added)

Indeed, you go to the extent of blaming your errors
and theoretical weaknesses on the international
movement and so forth. Thus, ‘‘The Road of the
Party’’ states:
**And this [the adoption by your Party of Mao
Zedong Thought — ed.] was right during the
period when our Party was founded, was ex-
tremely inexperienced and lacked the vigorous
sympathy and support of the genuine Marxist-
Leninist Parties, which our Party enjoys
today.”’ (PCDN, April 2, 1980, p. 3, col. 3,
emphasis added) z
 Thus in the passage above you blamé the adoption
of Mao Zedong Thought on lack of contact with the
Marxist-Leninist parties, while in the passage from
this same speech which we quote below you blame it
on' the views of these same parties among other
factors:
‘*At that time, when the climate internationally
and nationally was that ‘Marxism-Leninism-
Mao Zedong Thought’ was the highest develop-
ment, such a mistake was justifiable.’’ (/bid.,
col. 4, emphasis added)
Both these passages agree however in blaming the
error on someone else. And this last passage is
absolutely astonishing: it is the theory that it is
‘‘justifiable’’ to float with every breeze, both inter-
nationally and nationally. So much for your assertion
that you ‘‘never tailed behind events’’!

All this reveals the complete hypocrisy behind
your alleged self-criticism that *‘We must admit
openly that it [the CPC(M-L) at the time of its
founding in 1970 — ed.] was more (inspired by)
‘Mao Zedong Thought’ than Marxism-Leninism."’
(The speech of Dec. 30, 1979, PCDN, Jan. 3, 1980,
p. 2, col. 2) On one hand you make such a sweeping
statement, on the other hand you maintain that you
were always clear on the issues involved and that
you attributed Marxist-Leninist positions to Mao
“for no reason whatsoever.”' With your sweeping
statements and vague meaningless generalities you
are actually opposing the serious consideration of
the history of your Party and the development of
the repudiation of Mao Zedong Thought. Instead of
seriously analyzing the accomplishments and weak-
nesses of your Party, you are glossing over the
theoretical weaknesses and instead squirming this
way and that to prove that your leadership is in-
fallible, that its mistakes were *‘justifiable’’ and that
things ‘‘could not be otherwise.”* You are opposing
the concept of the ‘‘enigma of China’ precisely in
order to replace it with the concept of the infallibility
of your Party and to oppose the further repudiation
of Mao Zedong Thought and Chinese revisionism
under the pretext that everything is clear.

* # * *

This brings us to the conclusion of our letter. We
have carefully and painstakingly assessed the situa-
tion in detail. And we have thoroughly and all-
sidedly analyzed the immediate ideological issues in-
volved. It is our sincere desire that the leadership of
your Party considers carefully and reflects seriously
upon the extremely important issues our letter has
raised. We are confident that the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of Canada (Marxist-Lenin-
ist) will summon the necessary courage to soberly
face the present grave situation which has been
created between our two Parties and for which it a-
lone bears the full responsibility. Our Marxist-
Leninist Parties are fearless and do not shy from
their duty because above all else they are loyal to
the proletariat and to the immortal teachings of
Marxism-Leninism.

Communist regards,

Central Committee
Marxist-Leninist Party of the USA



	00cover
	01
	02-03
	04-05
	06-07
	08-09
	10-11
	12-13
	14-15
	16-17
	18-19
	20-21
	22-23
	24-25
	26-27
	28-29
	30-31
	32-33
	34-35
	36-37
	38-39
	40-41
	42-43
	44-45
	46-47
	48-49
	50-51
	52-53
	54-55
	56-57
	58-59
	60-61
	62-63
	64-65
	66-67
	68-69
	70-71
	72-73
	74-75
	76-77
	78-79
	80-81
	82-83
	84-85
	86-87
	88-89
	90-91
	92-93
	94-95
	96-97
	98-99
	100-101
	102-103
	104-105
	106-107
	108-109
	110-111
	112-113
	114-missing

