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LETTER TO A MAOIST

April 6, 1971
Dear Mike,

Greetings on the 100th Anniversary of the Paris Commune!

We once took a period of time to investigate our contlnued par-
ticipation in the revisionist CPUSA., On that occasion you took the
initiative to contact me, It i1s only appropriate that I now return
that expression of confidence and contact you...

You know of the Communist Working Collective's (CWC's) extended
study into the "Trotsky-Stalin" debates. You know that what immedi-
ately prompted us into this inquiry was the unsummarized experience
of the 3rd International and reservations I have had over the pos-
sibly superficial character of my "Two Public Lectures™ on the na-
ture of the Russian state (of 1936--the Stalin Constitution, and 19€5
--the Liberman reforms). The loglc of the theoretical struggle, af-
ter repeated fallures to develop a revolutionary theory, program and
practice, dragged us fighting and screaming all the while toward
those debates.

We have all floundered about for three years now seeking in Mao
Tse Tung Thought a revolutionary alternative to the revisionists.
In each instance the organizations we have encountered, worked with,
or joined (with the exception of the "0ld Collective" to which I will
return) have all belittled the struggle for theory and disdained sci-
entific inquiry. The party crisls manifested itself as a crisis of
method. The methodological crisis, in turn, veiled political bank-
ruptecy. These groups proved unable to supercede the "anti-monopoly
coalition". The o0ld soup was forever dished up with new splces.
The fundamental theoretlcal bankruptcy of all the parties and group-
ings which consider themselves in the tradition of the 3rd Interna-
tional, that is, in the tradition of Stalin, has become increasingly
apparent to us. The entire panoply of these groups adopted, in a
most pragmatic way, one or another of the theses of the 6th and Tth
Congresses of the C,I.

LP AND RU

The theory of social fasclsm and the united front from below,
adopted by the 6th World Congress, laid the basis for the defeat of
the German proletariat in 1933. The German party approached a divi-
ded working class and widened the dlvisions enabling Hltler to come
to power. Today PLP has picked up bilts and pleces of this disastrous
policy. PL's Trade Unlon program pitting the rank and file against
the union leadership and now bypassing the unions altogether is a mo-
dern variant of the united front from below thesis. The extreme sec-
tarianism of this line is only matched by the economism of the rank
and file program which separates the minimum and maximum program of
the party in the fashion of the 2nd International. PL, without a
shred of strateglc thought, totally avolds the struggle for the poli-
tical independence of the class. Instead, it narrowly bullds its own
organization and eclectically Tacks on the "dictatorship of the pro-
letariat" to each leaflet and article. The theory of soc¢ial fascism
which places a revisionist trend within the working class on a par
with fascism has crept into their program through the Chinese analy-
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sis of the Soviet state (a toplc for a subsequent letter). The
practical consequences of this line are manifested quite clearly in
the Angela Davls case and in thelr one-sided hostility to her de-
fense (really a defense of the class). PL has recently taken to at-
tacking Dimitrov (and rightly so) but sparing Stalin who stands be-
hind Dimltrov and all the pollicles he articulated.

The RU, by way of contrast, covertly adopted the main theses
of the Tth World Congress immediately following the Panthers' orgy
of "united frontism". The RU's "strategic united front" 1s a thinly
veliled rehash of the Dimitrov popular front, that 1s, 1t is based
upon unity with a sectlion of the bourgeolsie, The CPUSA adopts the
popular front from above and attempts to bring the bourgeolsle di-
rectly into the leadership. The RU seeks to build a "united front"
(popular front) from below through its "five spearheads"., Each of
these spearheads of struggle--minorities, anti-imperialism, anti-
fascism, women and Trade Unionism--cuts across class lines and leads
inexorably, from the opposite direction, to the door of the liberal
bourgeoisie. PLP and the RU represent the past of Stalinism whille
the CP represents its future. PLP and the RU stand squarely 1in the
Stalin tradition--with this exception--where Stalin put forward a
more or less developed "theory", these groups are but pale reflec-
tions of the past, Stalin's fallures have forced his contemporary
followers to come down with an acute case of shamefacedness.

THE TRANSITIONAL PROGRAM

The epoch in which we live 1s the epoch of the contraction and
decline of world imperialism, The conditions for revolution are
ripe. They are, as Trotsky says, even somewhat rotten., The politi-
cal and economic crisis of imperialism is being forced onto the backs
of the workers. It 1s therefore possible, through struggle around a
"transitional program" for the workers to learn from their own ex-
perience the need to take state power. The intervention of a con=-
scious vanguard is the critlcal subjective condition without which
the oroper lessons will not be drawn.

Transitional demands are demands which by their very nature can-
not be met by a bourgeols soclety in crisis. These "impossible de-
mands" are only impossible within the framework of capitalism. The
transitional program is not governed by the constraints of capital-
ism but constantly strives to pose the question of power through so=-
lutions for the real needs of the workers. The ldea of transitional
demands had its origins in Marx himself in his Address to the Com=
munist League Central Committee of 1850. In this remarkable docu-
ment, Marx lays out the basic approach to the democratic petit bour-
geolsie, to elections, to embryonic dual power, to transitional de-
mands and to permanent revolutlon. Marx points out that while the
democratlc petit bourgeoisie at most seeks the realization of some
transitional demands, the proletariat pushes the revolution forward
untll state power 1s in the hands of the workers in all the dominant
countries. This thesis of Marx, developed fully by Trotsky, must
not be misconstrued as a mere phrase incidental to Marx' doctrine.

The transitional program resolves in theory the conflict between
the minimum and maximum program controversy which erupted in the 2nd
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International. Bernstein's slogan "the movement 1s everything, the
final aim 1s nothing" expressed the opposite of permanent revclu-
tion. Bernstein's conception enabled him, and later Kautsky, to
stop short at the minimum program, to elevate 1t, so to speak, to
the beginning and end of Social-~Democratic polities., Rosa Luxem-
burg, in eloquent and heroic repellion against this revision of
Marxism, upheld the maximum program as the program of the new party
to be built in Germany. Luxemburg established what was essentlal--
capitalism was in profound crisis and the old revisionist Interna-
tlonal had to be swept away. She did not, however, solve the prob-
lem theoretically of the relation of the period of the accumulation
of proletarian forces with the period of civil war and revolution.
It was left to Lenin and Trotsky to construct the new International.

The need for an investigation into the policies of the first
four Congresses of the 3rd International is urgent! These Congres-
ses were the Congresses of Lenin and Trotsky, the Congresses of the
transitional program, of the proletarian united front, of political
honesty and uncompromising 1deological struggle, and of the supre-
macy of the world party above its national sections including the
Russian section. Lenin's Left-Wing Communism, An Infantile Disorder
and a host of speeches and articles by Lrotsky lay the basis for the
new International. Trotsky's writings especially develop the prole-
tarian united front and form a summary of the main lessons of the
early years of the Comintern. The ldeas embodied in the Transitional
Program find their historic continuation in the 1938 program of the
4th International, (We leave aslde for the moment the question of
revisionism in the 4th International and the proposals for defeating
it.) In order to understand the strategic crisis that destroyed the
3rd International under Stalin's leadershlp we must turn our atten-
tion briefly to disputes that broke out within the Soviet Union, dis-
putes which the Chinese are helping to obscure today.

SCCIALISM

Marx, Engels, Lenin, Trotsky and Stalin believed that communism
would replace capitalism only after a transitional period during
which the proletariat enforced its dictatorship. Sociallism 1is the
first phase of this communist soclety and wilill 1tself be replaced by
communism proper, i.e., its higher phase. Sociallism, according to
the classics, is a classless soclety which can be identified by the
following criteria: (1) Public property, that is, common property
of the soclety as a whole, has replaced state property, collective
property, group property, private property, etc.; (2) money has been
abolished in the main and replaced with labor certificates and book=-
keeping 1s the main form of distribution and exchange; (3) equal
products for equal work replaces material incentives which continue
under the transitional regime; (4) "He who does not work neither
shall he eat" will remain in force during socialism; (5) The state
wlll become a "bourgeols state without the bourgeoisie"., This seml-
state will no longer be a dictatorship of the proletariat; (6) the
armed force will consist of a militia which embraces the entire ad-
ult population, The full participation of women will constitute a
modern day "index" of society's general emancipation, l.e., whether
soclalism has been achleved; (7) there will be no bureaucracy in the
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sense that everyone will be a "bureaucrat" through rotation, and
this process will begin, as does the forming of the militlia, imme-
diately following the revolution during the transitional perlod; (8)
Scclallsm necessitates a hlgher productivity of labor than capital-
ism. It is only at a hilgner productivity than the most advanced ca=-
pitalism that socialism Justifles itself hilstorically and 1s able to
exist; (9) the distinction between town and country and with i1t be-
tween worker and peasant disappears under soclalism following a pro-
tracted transition period; (10) The reglme of sociallism will be irre-
versable, that 1s, there will be no possibility of a restoration of
capitalism; (11) Commodity production will in the main be ellminated
which may be deduced from the above; (12) proletarian culture, which
1s still class culture in a soclety organized to abolish classes,
will bear a transitional stamp, to be replaced by a higher soclalist
culture; (13) soclal antagonisms will remain, but there will be no
class struggle because there will be no special groupings of the
people to be suppressed. In short, it wlill be the beginning, only
the beginning, but definitely the beglnning, of the ascent of man
from the "kingdom of necessity into the kingdom of freedom",.

It does not take a genlus to conclude that the soclety described
above will undoubtedly be a world soclety or at least one that em~-
braces the important lmperialist countries of western Europe, the
United States and Japan. Seen in this light, and thils 1s the light
of Marxism, we can understand why the Bolsheviks never even contem-
plated that a complete socialist society (Stalin's phrase) could be
buillt in a single country, let alone in backward Russia. Stalin had
to turn Lenin inside out in order to arrive at the conclusion that
the theory of "soclalism in one country" originated in Lenin, The
theoretical basls of Stalinism, as an ideological system, begins in
this marked departure from Lenin. The need to pose as unoriginal

recluded an independent elaboration and proof of the theory of "so-
cialism in one country" except as Talmud-like juggling of quotations.
The consequent degeneration of theory (the crisis of method), backed
up by the full force of the state and the GPU, forms the unchallen-
able foundation of the "“offilcilal" world communist movement., The
history of the Bolsheviks' views on the subject of "socialism in one
country" is brilliantly summarized by Trotsky in the 2nd Appendix to
Volume IITI of his History of the Russian Revolutlon and warrants no
further elaboration nhere.

The controversy over the "definitlon of socialism™ never emerged
as a major gquestion among the Bolsheviks for the simple reason that
there was universal agreement on the conception and because it had
not become a practical question. It is only today, forty-five years
later, when the classics of Marxlsm have been watered down, that it
becomes necessary to deal once again with fundamentals, The Chinese,
in order to uphold the theory of "socialism in one country" in a kind
of backhanded way, have transformed soclalism into a vulgar parody
of what 1ts founders intended 1t to be. We have collectzad the main
body of references on the question in the works of Lenin, as well as
references in Marx, Engels, Stalin and Mao. We are presently pre-
paring a readable summary of those views in pamphlet form. I could,
in the meantime, send you a xeroxed copy of our citaticns which
amount to forty or so major references in Lenin alone.
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We had to work against our prejudices when we vegan to exanmine
Lenin's Coliected Works. We, quite literally, had lost the ability
to read what was on the printed page. <Ctate and Revolution may give
the reader trained in the Stalinist schcol the impression thLat so-
clalism coincides with the dictatorship of the proletariat and shat
socialism is the transition soclety to communism. It is pcssible to
begin throwing off these "mind-forged manacles" by glancing at the
subheadings in the critical fifth chapter. These headings reveal
the difference between the transition from capitalism to communism,
the first phase of communist society and the higher phase of commu-
nist society. We did not realize, tho it stared us in the face,
that by communism Marx meant the entire mode of production of commu-
nism in his famous quote that the dictatorship of the proletariat is
needed in the political transition period between capitalist soclety
and communist society. AT first, when we read further into Lenin,
we imagined him to be hopelessly ambiguous and even a prime cause
of the split between Trotsky and Stalin on the theoretlcal level.
Nothing could be further from the truth., Lenin 1s completely con-
sistent on the points of nrinciple if only we learn to read. The
two short articles, Politics and Economics in the Era of the Dicta-
torship of the Prolefariat and Greetings to the Hungarian WOrkers
are perfectly clear and consistent and should be read in conjunection
with this discussion.

A modern day mad hatter would undoubtedly be a bureaucrat in a
deformed workers' state., The Chinese view that Mao has discovered
that classes and class struggle exist under socialism and that the
dictatorship of the proletariat exists under socialism is really an
exceptionally crude revision of Lenin. Marx and Lenin knew perfect-
ly well that a protracted transitlonal period where class struggle
persisted and where the proletarliat was i power would be needed in
order to reach soclialism, 8talin established soclialism by decree
when it was not yet a fact in order to substantliate 1in practice his
absurd theories. The fact that classes and class struggle persisted
in the USSR was merely proof that soecialism had in fact not keen es-~
tablished. There can be no question of new "discoveries" unless we
have "discovered" that socialism has ceased to be socizlism. If
the Chinese wish to change these baslic Marxian tenets then let them
say so openly and make a case for the changes, but please, not these
pathetic distortions.

We are exasperated with the feebleminded folk who see the meth-
odological dishonesty of the Chinese, who agree with Lenin's concep-
tion and then merrily continue to refer to China as socialist be-
cause "1t is on the zocialist road" or because "it has nationalized
the means of production and introduced a plilanned economy"™ or because
"1ts principal aspect is soclalist™ or because "it is building so-
cialisn", or finally, failing all else, they cry: "Well you are
right, but the whole business 1s a matter of semantics anyway".

The statification of industry and the beginnings of planned
economy are really an index of proletarian power and not of social-
ism. These measures are indlcations of the determination to build
soclalism and 1ts necessary prerequisites but not a sign that it
has already been built. Lenin made it clear that if there were oc-
casions when the Russia of the early twentlies was referred to as
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socialist it only reflected the "determination of Soviet power to
achleve the transition to socialism, and not that the new economic
system is recognized as a socialist order"™. 1In a similar vein, the
idea of the "soclalist road" indicates direction and not achieve-
ment. There is a sense 1In whlch we speak of the struggle between
capltalism and sceialism in the transition perlod-~but this useful
conception has been much abused. When we assert that the "soclalist
aspect 1s principal", what are we really saying? Are we sayling that
the productivity of labor is higher than under capitalism? Are we
saying that egual products for equal work is the main form of dis-
tribution? Are we saying that publlc property (which emerges as the
contradliction between state property and other forms of group proper-
ty 1is superceded) prevails over "capitalist" property? Or are we
saying in a new way that the proletariat is in power? The simpllstic
dualism capitalism/soclalism obscures rather than 11llumines the com-
plex transitional societies which history will (and has) produced.
One of the consequences of the fact that the revolution began in
backward countries is that socialism will be far more different from
the existing transitional socleties than any of tnese differs from
present day capitalism, 1In fact, certain features of the advanced
imperialisms suggest, but only suggest, the future socialist soclety
more faithfully than do the backward countries where the workers are
in power., We cannot liquidate the transitional soclety through bu-
reaucratic decree. The 1dea that we are in the "early phase of so-
cialism" effaces the distinction between two modes of production,
and therefore the line between all class socleties and classless
soclety. No wonder each of the workers' states in the varlous camps
tend to view thelr neighbor as capitalist since departures from a
“soclalism" which has not arrived are easy enough to notice. In the
dualist tradition that which 1s anti-socialist must be positively
capitalist.

Is this a wrangling over words? Lenin warned us to avoid scho-
lastic disputes. The current "definition" of soclalism obscures
contemporary history from two directions--(l) it liquidates the tran-
sitional society throwing perspective off center and introducing
endless confusion, and (2) it orevents us from grasping the social
and material base for the pcssible degeneration of a workers' state.
We lose the ability to distinguish a social from a peolitical revolu-
tion and a parasite upon the backs of the workers from a new class
society.

BUREAUCRATIC DEGENERATICN

The theory of "sociallsm in ons country" represents the world
outlock, not of the proletariat, but of the btureaucracy on the backs
of the proletariat. The prime historical cause for the degeneration
of the Soviet regime was the severe Iisolation of the Russian prole-
tariat and the backwardness of Russlan soclety 1in confrontation with
a hostlle capitalist encirclement.

The low productivity of labor and the cultural poverty based
upon it forced the regime to rely on the former Tsarlst officialdom
in the course of reconstructing a state apparatus. Lenin pointed
out that only a handful of communists watched over a half million
o0ld officials and that whlle these communists thougat they were d4di-
recting the cfficials, these officials were in fact directing them,



7

The state, which was to begln withering away immediately following
the revolution, has since swollen to massive proportions,

The world proletariat proved too weak to consummate revolution in
Europe in th2z immediate aftermath of WW I which served to isolate the
Russian worker from his main ally. The expected revolutions did not
come and the weariness of the masses after years of civil war, revo-
lution and famine began to generate forces of conservatism and reac-
tion., These forces found expresslion in the person of Stalin and in
the consoling doctrine that Russia (and later that only Russia) could
build a complete, self-sufficlent soclalist soclety., Stalinism not
only spread illusions and national reformism among the Russian mas-
ses, but exported idyllic pictures of conditions in the S.U. for
world consumption. These pretty plctures were bound to sharply con-
flict with reality and produce a crisis. The Chinese have carried
this phenomenon to new heights, and, although there are differences,
they stem from the same deep causes,

The bureaucracy owes its origins to social forces of a contra-
dictory nature. The bureaucracy, once consolidated, could not escape
its origins and therefore retains a dual character. On the one hand
it seeks to preserve its own privileges and prerogatives giving it a
conservative character; on the other hand it is forced to defend cer-
tain of the gains of October on which 1t rests and from which it de-
rives its justiflication. The continued rule of the bureaucracy de-
pends upon the political passivity of the masses., The depolitization
of the Russian masses was the principal achlevement of the Stalin re-
gime. The political passivity of the Russian worker 1s maintained
through an omnipresent police apparatus, through illusions and con-
cessions, and above all, through the bureaucracy's defense of natio-
nalized property and social planning. The threat posed by imperial-
ism is in the last analysis the Jjustification for everything reac-
tionary in the regime.

The overthrow of the bureaucracy can only be understood as a
problem of world revolution. Successful revolution in Europe, for
example, would remove the last fetter from the explosive discontent
of the Russian worker. The defeat of imperialism and the democratic
example of the European worker would release pent up soclal forces,
We can see from this, in the threat posed to bureaucratlic rule, the
source of a profoundly counter-revolutionary current within the bu-
reaucracy. The victory of proletarian revolutions in other countries,
particularly in countries with advanced production, begins to assume
the proportions of a danger on a par with imperlialist military inter-
vention.

A revolution against the bureaucracy would be a political revo-
lution although it would certainly reach into every aspect of life,
The revolution would not change the form of property established by
October but would extend it. In this sense it would not simply re-
peat October, The distinction between a political revolution and a
soclal revolution has its origins in Marx and was applied by Trotsky
to the Russian experlience, and, if you please, brought to "an entire-
ly new level", Marx faced an analytical problem when he observed the
revolutions in France that followed the French revolution., These
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subsequent upheavals did not establish the bourgeois mode of produc~
tion since 1789 had already accomplished that. These political rev-
olutlons were nevertheless essential to liberate the productive for-
ces for further capitalist developument. It was not until 1871 in
Paris that a new epoch of soclal revolutions was inaugurated--the ep-
cch of proletarian revolutions for a new mode of production,

The Chinese thesls that the Russians have restored capitalisn
(which we only note in passing), is incomprehensibie without the
theory of a preliminary bureaucratic degeneration. Iilaoists must
come to terms with Trotsky from this angle if only to aveid the no-
tion that capitalism was restored with Stalin's last heartbeat or
through a concocted Ihrushchevian coup d'etat.

STRATEGY AND INTERNATIONALISM

The materialist foundation for an International is rooted in the
glgantic modern productive forces. The Ilnterconnected character of
world economy and therefore of the world revolution cries out for a
coordinated strategy and a world party whose component parts are sub-
ordinated to the general approach. The positive elaboration of
strategy requires an integrated world view and not one fragmented
into its national parts. Thils methodological starting point is not
altered because the proletariat holds power in a part of the world.
The 1nability of any section of the world proletariat to achieve a
complete socialist society (the lower phase of communism), particu-
larly 1in a backward country, without the revolution advancing in the
technologically developed countries, establishes with iron necessity
that proletarian internationallism is based on material interests,

Marx made it abundantly clear in The German Ideology and other
wrltings thet capitalism had created a proletarian who was a world-
historical, universal man and had created a world commerce and world
culture whose very extension would abolisii local communism as well as
man in hils local being. He further established that the modern pro-
ductive forces had outgrown thelr national as well as their private
integument. The modern productive forces are by tneir very nature
social and internatlonal. The practical conclusion, which forms the
starting point for Marxian strateglc thought, is that the dominant
peonles must more or less simultaneously t{ake hold of the productive
forces, subject them to their will, eliminate anarcny of production
(for anarchy can only be eliminated on a worldwide scale since plan-
ning in the parts meérely increases anarcay in the whole), and devel-
op them at unprecedented speed. Socialism assumes the universal de-
velopment of production and the world trade and society connected
with 1t. There can be no talk of leaping from the recalm of necessity
into the realm of freedom without these conditions.

The seizure of power by tine proletariat in backward Russia did
not indicate that Marx was a poor guesser or that his method was in-
correct, In fact, as we know, he antlcipated a revolutionary devel-
opment in Russia as early as 1870. The real issue before us is stra-
tegic and not tactical. To put it plailnly: Did Marx' view of revolu=-
tion among the dominant peoples as a prerequisite for socialism con-
stitute an Incidental feature of his general theory? On the cone-
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trary, it is the guts of his theory! PFurther, events have not re-
futed his analysls but have confirmed it. True, events have shown
that the workers are capable of coming to power more easily in a
backward country than in an advanced one, But events have also shown
that, once coming to power, the difficulties facing the proletariat
in a backward state are far greater than we expect for an advanced
state. Due to the law of uneven and comoined development the pro-
cess began in the backward states--but it can only be completed in
the advanced states--such is the nature of the interdependence of the
proletarian struggle. The Russians rescued the revolution from Euro-
pean opportunism; the Europeans will have to rescue it from Aslatilc
obscurantism,

The need for a revolution among the dominant peoples as a pre-
requisite for socialism remains no less true today. The rise, for
example, of a bureaucracy in the face of relatively equal norms im-
plemented by October rests finally upon scarcity; thus, "want be-
comes generalized" (which is only socialism in appearance) and, as
Marx says, "all the o0ld filthy business is reproduced". The absolute
backwardness of Russia, and now China (whose margin of surplus is
exceedingly thin), tho not decisive in itself becomes so in the face
of continued relative backwardness vis a vls imperialism. These con-
ditlions are the prisonhouse from which there i1s no escape--except
through revolution in the west. It is from these conditions that all
the distortions in the proletarian state have their seedbed. This
"theory of the productive forces", if you please, fully conforms to
Marx' analysis and is an application of the central guiding idea in
his strategic thinking. (It should not be necessary, but perhaps it
ls best said that--the subjective factor is able to alter the tempo
but not the direction of events when we speak in world historic
terms. In the case of Russia, such an "alternation" in the post-1924
period might have meant successful revolution in the west early
enough to arrest counterrevolutionary tendencies in the USSR; a gen-
uinely proletarian leadershlp would almost probably have succeeded in
extending the revolution eastward in the twentles-~-either event, or
both, would have profoundly altered the prospects for the Russian re-
gime and therefore world history. We are in no way fatalists.)

The struggle between Trotskyism and Stalinism is the same for
our time as Leninism vs. revisionism was (and is), Taking the ques=-
tion from the standpoint of its class roots, we can understand why
only Trotskyism makes the debate contemporary. Lenin developed his
theory of revisionism and 1ts class roots, at a time when the uni-
versal proletariat was universally out-of-power. The upper stratum
of the proletariat, the labor aristocracy, Trade bureaucrats, offi-
clals, some petlt bourgeols, political representatives, party hacks,
etc., came to strike a bargaln with the bourgeoisle at the expense
of the majority of the class. Though part of the proletariat, flesh
of 1ts flesh so to speak, this stratum in bargaining for itself, col-
laborated with the bourgeoisle and betrayed the revolution wherever

its influence was strong. Sound familiar? Of course. All this is
old hat.

It stands to reason that an elaboration, a development cf that
theory would become necessary once a national section (and only a
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revolutionary fraction of that national section at that) came to po-
wer in a part of the globe. The bureaucrat 1s the "class" equivalent
in a country where the proletariat-is-in-power of those we mentioned
in a country where the proletariat-is-out-of-power. Here too we see
international collaboration with the bourgeoisie for the beneflt of
the privileged stratum at the expense of the majority of the class
internally and on a world scale. The contradiction between the part
and the whole, between the short run and the long run, etc., reemerges
in a new setting. Taken from this angle, we can see why national
reformism, that is "socialism in one country", was bound to become
the central focus of the clash between Marxism and revisionism in the
epoch of workers! states. Indeed, the controversy between the per-
menent revolution and socialism in one country is not some dead bet-
ter-to-be-forgotten controversy dredged up by "decadent bourgois
historians and embittered renegades".

This brings us back to the guestion at hand. The liquidation
of strategy flows from this deviation whose materlial and historical
roots we have partially identified. The various revisionist bureau-
cracies are bound to have mutually conflicting "strategies"--to put
it more accurately--they are bound to have conflicting tactical pro-
posals empirically derived for their own interests. The monism of
contemporary world development, of which Plekhanov spoke when he was
still a Marxist, forces the contending pragmatisms to unlversalize
themselves, to speak out as if they expressed a general interest.
This is nothing but the expression within the working class movement
of the universal categories of bourgeois thought enshrined in the
French revolution of 1789.

The systematization of the Bukharin-Stalin pragmatism takes
place at the 6th World Congress in the program of the Comintern,
Trotsky, tho expelled from the Russian party, was still a member of
the Comintern and therefore had the right of appeal. Trotsky's Cri-
tique of the Draft Program of the Comintern is the essential document
Tor grasping the whole consolidation of Stalinism, its liquidation of
strategy and the posing of an alternative. Trotsky's critique was
suppressed in committee and smuggled out by Cannon, a delegate to the
Congress, and later serialized in the opening 1issues of The Militant.

Stalin's methodological break with dialectics which lays the
foundations for class collaboration consists of his separation of in-
ternal and external factors into hermetlcally sealed compartments.
The doctrine that 1t was possible to bulld a complete socialist so-
ciety in Russla transformed intervention into the sole thrzat and
possible spoiler of plans to turn socialism into a "force of exam-
ple". Stalin's 18th Congress Report, just ten years later, went so
far as to postulate an isolated communist society (higher phase).

Why not? Once you have bullt socialism what 1s there left to build?
The fundamental and not incidental unity of Stalin and Khrushchev
lles precisely in this conception which in turn derives from social-
ism in one country. The corollary of this view is that in order to
prevent intervention the world bourgeoisie, or at least a section of
it, must be neutralized (hence Dimitrov's definition of fascism
which appeals to a section of the German bourgeoilsie and the world
bourgeoisie); and finally, the parties of the world must become the
Soviet Union's "border guards", We can thus see in relief the inter=-
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connection of Stalin's domestic and foreign policies, their undeviy~
ing unity, and the inner mechanism which led to the de facto collapse

ot e s

of the 3rd International prior to its de jure abolition,
WEY 10 INTERNATIONAL?

How to evaluate Mao Tse Tung Thought? The nub of the question
turns invariably upon the issue of prcletarian internationalism. It
is here that the gendarmes of backwardness are quartermestered. Ve
must uncover the crisis of leaderchip from under the wraps of cu.t
worsnlip even greater Than that of Stalin. These are stinging words,
but please, review with me the facts.

Stalin liquidated the 3rd International after it "had done its
Job" (!), in order to prove his "genulne anti-fascism" to the Brit-
ish and American bourgeoisie. Scandalous! The gravity of his crime
is only mitigated by the fact, and the punyness of the event is only
explained by the fact, that he liquidated the reality of the Inter-
national way back in 1928! Trotsky predicted in 1928, that the In-
ternational, which once met yearly (1916-1922), under extremely re-
pressive conditlons, would soon meet every four years, then every
ten, then not at all, The proof that the International had ceased
to exist in reality is verified by the universal silence, not so
much as a peep was offered, from the member parties. Today, most of
these parties line up with the Soviet revisionists and are bankrupt
in every respect,

The Chinese have done nothing these 28 years (1943-1971) to
create a new Internatlonal. The decisive split in the parties of
the 01d International took place in 1963 in the Sino-Soviet dispute.
Nearly 8 years have passed since the "break with revisionism" and
still there are no preparatory plans for an International. The rea-
son can be simply stated., A new International cannot be founded
without summing up the 0ld., The 0ld was bankrupt. In order to sum
up the past it is necessary to come to grips with Stalinism and the
Chinese leadership is unprepared for this task. It is no wonder
that not a single pamphlet exists summarizing the last four decades
of the revolution in the west and that Lin Plao is reduced to the
enigmatic "temporary postponement of the revolution in the west",
What poisonous weeds have been left to blossom as the sun rises in
the east?

The Maoists, like yourself, who still believe in an Interna-
tional, belleve that the Chinese are waiting for the right time,
These "delays" in preparing for an International cannot be passed
off as a matter of tactics or timing. Lenin struggled for a new In=-
ternational even when he was isolated within his own party in the
extreme (and fought publicly, but those days for some are over), and
when the international forces for revolution were extremely weak,
His international proposals were the last to be accepted by the re-
armed Bolsheviks after April., Lenin considered a revolutionary In-
ternational indispensable precisely to help the newborn parties €s=
tablish their bearings. e was no harvester, passively waiting to
gather up the ripe fruit, but a sower of seeds, a planter and a cul=-
tivator. The difference between Stalin and Mao on the question of
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an International resolves itself to this: Where Stalin inherited a
real Internatiorial and was forced to liquidate it, Mao accepts the
Stalin legacy and, having liquidated strategic thinking, find an In-
ternational unnecessary.

MAO TSE TUNG AND STRATEGY

Let us suppose that Mao Tse Tung and the CPC vere to convene an
International Congress. What would be our attitude? We would hall
the Congress in principle but we would have to oppose the strategic
line that emanated from that Congress. Why? The current absence of
an International (new) is merely an index of Mao's departure from
Marxism. Stalin did, after all, head an International and he did es-
tablish "strategic" guidelines, It is obviously not enough for an
International to exist, 1t must have a correct political line. The
rudiments of strategy which the Chinese have already put forward
would lead to new disasters for the proletariat. ‘

The Chinese posltions may be found in the Polemics with the So-
viets, in the series of statements by Mao Tse Tung (such as those on
the black struggle in the U.S., on Indochina, on Japan, etc.). These
statements particularize the general strategic line within a country
or area. Finally there are the important speeches by Lin Piao and
various editorials, news items, etc. The analytic content of these
proposals vis a vis the west is nil. The only substantive proposals
are for the colonial and semi~colonial countries of the world which
are nevertheless dominated by the capitalist mode of production.

The theory of new democracy 1s the main piller on which these propo-
sals rest.

The theory of new democracy did not reflect the course of the
Chinese revolution. Or, to put it more precisely, the algebraic
character of new democracy makes 1t responsible indirectly and in a
distorted form for both the successful Chinese revolution and the
Indonesian disaster. This astonishing statement, which 1s the fruit
of a fairly thorough research, seems to fly in the face of facts and
common sense, When Mao's On New Democracy was written and distribu-
ted, it contained no references to the eading role of tne prole=~
tariat". This phrase was written into the pamphlet (and many other
pamphlets dealing with the subject) in 1951 after coming to power.
In fact, as late as 1938 (and we have the documents) lzo proposed
that the "great" Chiang Kail Shek and the "glorious" Kuomintang should
"lead the anti-Japanese united front" and without their leadership
all would come to nought. These positions were subsequently written
out of the Selected Works. Marx and Engels, by way of contrast, ad-
ded a preface to new editions of thelr works wiaen they considered an
Important change appropriate. They never treated essential changes
lightly slipping from one "authorized" edition to another. They re=-
spected the intelligence of the proletariat and had no cult to pro-
tect. The Chinese approach 1s a direct methodological continuation
of Stalinism. (There are innumerable other tamperings in the Sclec-

ted Works going back to the twenties--but we will not bother about
them here.)

The 1949 regime began to be referred to as a "dictatorship of
the proletariat" in 1970 following the Cultural Revolution. The
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stand was taken at that time and since repeatzd early this year that
ilao alwa%s called it that, The recent interpretation, which is more
in accord with the actual course of the Chinese revolution (albelt a
deformed dictatorship from its inception), directly contradicts the
theory of Joint dictatorship and the theory of the four-class dlicta-
torsnip. enin's whole theory which crystailized in April of 1917
and which is elucidated in State and Revolution and all his subse-
quent writings proves that a class dictatorship is nccessarily a
dictatorship of a single class. There is no such thing as a "joint"
dictatorship except as a passing or ephemeral thing. The theory of
the new democratic state is a fundamental revision of Marx, Lenln
and Trotsky's conception of the state. The Lenlnist concpetion dis-
tinguishes between the nature of the state and the alllances the ru-
ling class enters into., Mao not only blurred the distinction be-
tween these two conceptions but actually opposed new democracy to the
dictatorship of the proletarlat as a form of rule,

Mao Tse Tung's (really Stalin's) two-stage theory of revolution
in a backward country 1s likewise bankrupt. The lesson of October
is precisely that the proletariat must begin to carry out soclallst
tasks at the very moment it is completing the democratic tasks, The
line between the minimum and maximum program is necessarily effaced.
There can be no talk of "continuous" or "consecutive" stages—--It is
true that a point is reached when the democratic tasks are completed
and all that remains are additlional socialist tasks. This is too
obvious to bear repeating. But it is not true that one "set of
tasks" follows another "set of tasks"™ with a slight "fuzziness" at
the edges (i.e. no Chinese Wall). Nor is it true that these tasks
are carried out by different dictatorsinips. The proletarian dicta-
torship is faced with two sets of tasks: democratic and soclalist.
These were begun simultaneously in 1949 and were contalned in the
Constitution of the Peoples Consultative Congress, The Congress ase
serted that all monopoly capital {(blg capital, compradore capital,
etc,) would undergo nationalization and tinat these industries would
constitute thereafter the socialist sector which would be the lead-
ing sector of the entire economy.

The only conc¢lusion we can reach 1s that Mao made an empirical
break with Stalin and with his own conception of the Chinese revolu-
tion. The incorrigible Chiang Kal Shek made 1t clear that either
the proletariat would come t0 power or the workers and peasants
would face a bloodbath so sweepinz that the 1927 massacre of the
workers movement by Chiang would appear in contrast as no more than
a prick of the finger. Mao and the Chinese had absorbed the blood
lesson of 1927 even 1f Stalin was prenared for a rec-edition of his
earlier betrayal,

The events of 1965 confirm our analysis. Mao Tse Tung, on be=-
half of the CCCPC, 1issued a euloglstic statement to the Communist
Party of Indonesia. The CPI had "sided" with the Chinese against
the Russians in the Sino-=-Soviet dispute. The statement lavishly
pralsed the leadership of the CPI, upheld the bloc of four classes
in Indonesia and spoke of "consolidating" and "extending" 1t. The
question of who held state power was completely obscured.
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We are still, in 1971, awalting a self-criticism from the Chi-
nese on their role in these events, Wone has been forthcoming. The
CPI published a self-criticism which appeared in the Peking Review
and the Albanians published a critique of the CPI, These criticisms
and self-criticism reduced the question to material preparations for
violent civil war to back up the propagandistic acknowledgment of a
violent transition in the CPI's pre-coup press. In retrospect the
bourgeols character of the state under Sukarno was exposed and the
theory of new democracy was trotted forth once again with special
stress on the "leadership of the proletariat",

The algebraic character of the new democratic state, once scru-
tinized, resolves itself into two mutually exclusive dictatorships.
When Mao speaks of a third type of state with jJoint dictatorships,
he lassoes everyone the China of 1949 to the UAR of today. The lit-
mus test of the class nature of these regimes is determined by whilch
class has the "leading role", which in turn resolves itself, in Len-
inist categories, to a dictatorship of the bourgeoisie or a dicta=-
torship of the proletariat. The "third" form of state "divides into
two™ and we are left once again with two types of dictatorships in
all socleties dominated by the capitalist mode of production through
the world market and the predominance of the town over the country-
side.

The Chinese obfuscation of this elementary proposition is what
leads to the traglc and treacherous "illusions% of parties 1like the
Indonesian. It leads to popular fronts, (actually it is derived
from popular fronts) such as that in Cambodia, etc., which in turn
opens the door to leadership by the bourgeoisie (Sihanouk, etc.).
In the last analysis 1t 1s a variation of the Russian conception of
the non-capitalist (but not socialist) path of development.

The so-called "leading role of the proletariat" is not suffi-
cient insurance agalnst the degeneration of the revolution to say
nothing of the post-revolutionary regime., Thils 1s particularly so
when confusion persists over the relation between tasks, alliances,
and when continued overtures are made to the "patrlotic progressive
forces", that is, to the "national bourgeoisie", Ve have seen the
leadership of the proletariat degenerate completely in Spailn where
it meant in practice the organizational leadership of the Communist
Party of Spain on a bourgeols program and in contradistinction to
the dictatorship of the proletariat. The current courtship of Si-
hanouk by IMao has all the earmarks of previous errors. Sihanouk
leads the "united front" and the public approach to him at least is
the one of all unity and no struggle. Even if we assume (and it
may be true) that the proletariat holds the reins of leadership in
the field of military operations "where it counts", we are faced
with a Spanish situation at worst and cynical bureaucratic manipu-
lation at best. The option is wide open for a betrayal of the revo-
1gtion by simply continulng the present policy to its logical con-
clusion,

The general strategic proposal of the Chinese can be exnressed
in the slogan "Build a united front against imperialism". The stra-
tegy calls for the bullding of a "worldwide united front against
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U.S. imperialism". Imperiallst Japan, for example, should build,
according to Mao, a broad "patriotic united front of all strata"
including "many blg Japanese entrepreneurs" fo oppose U.S. lmper-
ialism. The recent telegram from iao Tse Tung to Madame DeGaulle
and Cnou En lait's attendance at the funeral (laying a wreath at the
grave) 1s in the finest tradition of class collaboration. DeGaulle,
it seems, says an echo from the past, is a "genuine anti-fascist".
These Chinese actions are designed to prevent the French proletariat
from forming a vanguard party based on the strateglc perspective of
the dictatorship of the proletariat in the form of a Soviet United
States of Europe.

DeGaulle is an arch-criminal who suppressed the 1968 May-June
risings of the students and the workers., DeGaulle greeted the re-
awakened French proletariat with the threat of NATO (German) mili-
tary intervention and released the fascist colon Generals who a few
years earlier had tried to take his life. Tne Maoist left who re-
belled alongside thelr Trotskylst comrades and who have been driven
underground can only be disoriented and demoralized by such gross
opportunism. The "telegram affair" is completely consistent with
Chinese strategy in Japan and other imperialist countries. We can
neither escape from this fact nor explain it away.

The crisis in all U.S. Maolst tendencles is rooted in the ap-
plication of this strategy to the U.S. The only document that deals
directly with the United States, aside from statements on the Negro
Question, is the Open Letter to the CPUSA, The Chinese call for "an
anti-monopoly united front against imperialist policies [!] of ag-
gression and war". This strategy, if consistently applied to the
U.S, is bound to bring forth the popular front, The strategy 1is a
variant of the "two=-stage" theory of revolution, Label Bergman of
the Revolutionary Union actually is "enriching the revolutionary
{sic] tradition of William Z. Foster" as the Chinese advise,.

The Peking Review 1s the organ of the woridwide united front
agalinst imperialism, It cannot be read from any other angle. Now
the complications begin when we consider that it is the organ of the
CPC and of the Chinese state. As an organ of the "revolutionary
proletariat" its avowed purpose is to spread Marxism, but as an or-
gan of the front it treats us, as you once put it commenting on the
Peoples World, to an "all class view of the news". In reality a
bourgeoclis view., Are we perhaps exaggerating? It 1s a forum for Si-
hanouk, it supports the Allende government uncritically, it cheers
the eyewash naticnalization reforms of the Ceylonese government and
raises no warnings, it supports the Pakistanl government, the Ru-
manian government (as socialist no less), etc., etc. We know of
course that it 1s not really the organ of the worldwlde united
front. The united front is Chinese policy. The editorlial staff
finds itself hopelessly confronted with mutually contradictory obli-
gations., It 1s a case in point of how national reformism takes pre-
cedence over proletarian internationalism. In case the critics crow
too loudly, it is a simple enough matter to pass the buck--Chou En
Lai's telegram to Nasser is an "affair of state", reports on Chile
are "items of news", Indonesia's affairs are a matter for Indones-
lans to settle, etc., etc. We can be sure, however, of one thing:
whenever one policy seriously gets in the way of another policy,
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proletarian internatlionalism will be the first to suffer.

Mao's revisionist strategy is veiled (and thereby maintained)
through its extreme indefiniteness. The strateglc formulations, even
those concerning the "united front", are subject within limits to
various interpretations. This accounts for the total inconsistency
of Maoist amalgams. The Weatnermen, the Venceremos RU splitoff, the
Panthers, etc., (insofar as they are consistent) stress the armed
worldwide united front against imperialism. They are detachments of
a revolutionary army already in action. Weatherman has carried this
to 1ts theoretical extreme. These currents reflect profound pessi-
mism with regard to the industrial proletariat and tne prospects for
an American revolution. The right opportunist line is expressed, as
we have seen, in the "stages theory" of the Avakian-Bergman RU group
and reflects the same pessimism in the proletariat by apvealing ex-
clusively to the lowest common denominator. Maolsm is the source of
both these deviations.

The small Maoilst collectives of whlicnh we have been a part have
no future whatsoever. The working premise of these groups, at least
those with which we are in contact, rejects the "stages theory", re-
jects the "broad anti-monopoly united front against imperialist poli-
cles", rejects the popular front, rejects Dimitrov, rejects the wor-
ship of practice, rejects armed struggle now, etc., etc. The contin-
ued existence of these groups, yours included, depends upon their
self-restriction to localized propagandistic activities which evade
the central problem of strategy and its inevitable consequences in
practice. The minuteness of the group enables 1t to "get high" on
Mao Tse Tung Thought without ever coming to grips with its contra-
dictions.

There is no philosophers stone which can reconclle the contra-
diction posed by the confusion over the "principal contradiction'.
The sophistic juggling of "fundamental' and "principal” only com-
pounds the confusion. The divorce of the domestic U,S. revolution
from the world relation of forces is methodologically untenable as
is the wvulgar theory of thelr "interpenetration” a la the Red Papers,
There is no revolutionary formula, and this is why 1t engenders end-
less and frultless dilscussion, that can make the contradiction (bour-
geoisle vs. proletariat) compativle with the contradiction (monopol-
ists vs. people). I defy you to formulate it.

The indefiniteness of the Chinese presents other methodological
difficulties. One trend triles to "decode" Mao's Statements and pore
over every word as if concentration would produce the analysis which
isn't there. The same devotee who clings to each pronouncement of
Mao may be heard whining the philistine cry: "Mao shouldn't be ex~
pected to solve all our problems for us", or as the occasion permits,
"We can't blame the Chinese for our own shortcomings". These artful
dodges which make up the arsenal of the same incompetent minds only
serve to guard backwardness and postpone a reckoning. It is of
course childish to expect Mao to divine all detalled and particular
problems Just as it 1s transparently false to cover Chinese strate-
glc impoverishment with the criticism that it is arrogant to expect
correct general guidelines from someone so far away. I know you are
not guilty of this method but I raise it because a number of your
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"coworkers" in the Bay Area and in L.A. insist on bringing the level
of the discussion down to this low point.

THE "COLD COLLECTIVE"

Thie struggle for revolutionary strategy invariably produces and
engenders a struggle for the dialectical method., We always consid-
ered it a truism and the "0ld Collective" was foundad on this prem-
ise~~that the proletariat could not move forward without summing its
past practice, that the present and therefore the future had its
roots in the past. It is pathetic how we squabbled endlessly over
the simplistic theory/practice dualism--now theory was principal,
now practice was principal. These arid disputes reflect a profound-
ly reactionary current. It was never the issue. It is not now the
issue!

It is ironic that both tendencles were comaltting the same fun-
damental error. I buried myself ostrich-like in blind opportunist
practice, while cothers, writing mcuntains of words, took not a single
step forward. Who was rignht? It is a pointless quest. The "Oid
Collective", before the split and its subsequent dissolution, was
bogged down in the Dogmatic Tradition. The attempts that we made to
sum up the Third International or the Russian experience never even
reviewed the most comprehensive critique of that experience extante-
the writings of Leon Trotsky. A Creat Wall had been erected through
a generation of Stalinists through terror, slander and falsificatlon
to turn Trotskyism into a no man's land where travelers proceeded
only at grave peril., We were very close to Trotskyism without know-
ing it. (PLP has recently found itself in a similar dilemma. They
have grown so desperate thnat they have taken to attacking Lenin and
Mao in order to preserve Stalin., Steve and Myrna Cherkoss, as well
as many others have recently split from PLP to join the Workers
League. The earlier Farinac split (editor formerly of Desafio) be-
gan the process in earnest.)

Our group never considered Trotsky's thesis of the nature of
fascism even tho we vaguely criticized Dimitrov's division into two
sections--a fasclst section and a "bourgeols democratic" section.

We never examined tne dialectical opposition between Trotsky's con=-
ception of the fascist state and the degenerated workers! state in
the Soviet Union. We never considered Trotsky's views on the armed
proletarian united front even tho we had come up with a theory some-
what similar. We never fell into the trap (you didn't I did) of ac-
cepting the Popular Front with violence (Foster) as a replacement for
the Popular Front without violence {Khrushchev). We never dealt with
the strateglic implications of Trotsky's thesis that either nanxind
would relapse into bartarism (fascism or worse) or move forward to
socialism. In short, we never seriously considered replacing the
dictatorship of the bourgeoclsie with the dictatorship of the prole~
tariat, even tho we had rejected replacing one form of bourgeois

rule with another. We certalnly never examined the conception of
transitional demands forged at the first four Congresses of the Com=-
munist International.
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If we had only been armchairs! We might have investigated the
i3sues. We were not even that. We were dogmatists with grandiose
visions, We used the club of "class stand" defined apriorily, to
prevent an investigation of fundamentals (permanent revolution vs.
socialism in one country). We did this, to be sure, unconsciously.
Our formula was: 3Sum up the past nlus take a "class stand" equals
rehashed Stalinism,

Three years of floundering has left a bad taste in a number of
mouths. There are no mouthwashes to be taken. To some we have now
committed the cardinal. On the mental screen of Stalinism our turn
toward Trots«yism will simply confirm the worst imaginings and pre-
dictions of the opportunists. The ideological struggle, complete
with "splitting and wrecking", has ended up in the swamp of Trotsky-
ism only one step removed from the bourgeolsie, disilluszionment, or
even police agentry, --- so the story goes ad nauseum. Stalin did
his work well. He mined and boobytrapped the path toward Marxism
and then annlhilated those who stumbled reaching it. The whole sick
refraction of reality immortalized in the falsified histories of Sta-
linism (notably the History of the CPSU (B)) is producing its own
mirror image. The growth of Trotskyism is the essential healthy by~
product of the manifold decay of Stalinism, Taken from thils angle,
Stalinism is an ideological leper colony. I dare say even the band-
ages reek.

Cur collective fought a key fight with the Dogmatic Tradition
which proved to be the maln methodological obstacle to even an in-
vestigation., We did so without knowing where it would leud us but
knowing that it represented the antithesis of scientific socialism,
Gone forever 1s the time when we will consicder any thinker infalliw
ble and substitute his thinking, however rich, however truly an ex-
pression of the relation of class forces, for an independent inquiry
and for seriously ponderecd, independently worked out conclusions,

We are qulte anxious to talk to yocu elther individually or as a
group. We could arrange separate lodging if we came up there so as
not to burden the household which no doubt has its hands full with
the jJoyful labor of caring for the newborn and future proletarian
heroine. Or if you can manage a trip south you could stay here for
as long as you liike.

We are making this letter generally available and we hLore you
do the same. I look forward to your early renly.

With communist greetings,

Marv



